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Molecular docking is a crucial phase in drug discovery, involving the precise determination of
the optimal spatial arrangement between two molecules when they bind. In such analysis, the
3D structure of molecules is a fundamental consideration, involving the manipulation of molecular
representations based on their degrees of freedom, including rigid roto-translation and fragment
rotations along rotatable bonds, to determine the preferred spatial arrangement when molecules
bind to each other. In this paper, quantum annealing based solution to solve Molecular unfolding
(MU) problem, a specific phase within molecular docking, is explored and compared with a state-of-
the-art classical algorithm named “GeoDock”. Molecular Unfolding focuses on expanding a molecule
to an unfolded state to simplify manipulation within the target cavity and optimize its configuration,
typically by maximizing molecular area or internal atom distances. Molecular Unfolding problem
aims to find the torsional configuration that increases the inter-atomic distance within a molecule,
which also increases the molecular area. Quantum annealing approach first encodes the problem
into a Higher-order Unconstrained Binary Optimization (HUBO) equation which is pruned to an
arbitrary percentage to improve the time efficiency and to be able to solve the equation using
any quantum annealer. The resultant HUBO is then converted to a Quadratic Unconstrained
Binary Optimization equation (QUBO), which is easily embedded on a D-wave annealing Quantum
Processor.

Keywords: Drug Discovery, Molecular Docking, Molecular Unfolding, Quantum Annealing, Quantum Chem-
istry, Higher-order Unconstrained Binary Optimization.

I. INTRODUCTION

Drug discovery is a fundamental aspect of modern
medicine and healthcare, with wide-ranging impacts on
human health, economies, and scientific progress. The
process of discovering new drugs frequently extends over
a decade and involves investments amounting to billions
of dollars before a molecule can attain the status of a
pharmaceutical drug [1]. A substantial share of these
resources is allocated to the exploration of molecules
demonstrating substantial medical efficacy against a par-
ticular disease [2]. Conventionally, the initial step in the
discovery process involves the creation of a repository
of potential drug candidates, which is then subjected to
screening for medicinal activity [3]. The process of dis-
covering new drugs encompasses a range of tasks con-
ducted in vivo, in vitro, and in silico. Molecular docking,
a task commonly carried out in silico, is one such com-
ponent.

Molecular docking is a computational technique at
the forefront of modern computer-assisted drug discov-
ery, playing a pivotal role in understanding the inter-
actions between small molecules and target proteins at
the molecular level. The goal of molecular docking is
to identify and optimize candidate compounds that can
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bind to the target protein with high affinity and speci-
ficity [4]. This powerful tool facilitates the prediction and
analysis of binding affinities and poses between a small
molecule (usually a potential drug candidate) and a bio-
logical target, typically a protein at the molecular level,
guiding the design and optimization of novel drug can-
didates. By simulating the intricate rotations of atoms
and molecules, molecular docking aids in the identifica-
tion of potential drug leads, elucidating the structural
basis of ligand-protein interactions, and accelerating the
drug development process [5]. Its versatility extends be-
yond pharmaceuticals to areas such as protein-protein in-
teraction studies and the investigation of protein-ligand
binding mechanisms in diverse biological contexts. The
continual refinement and integration of various docking
algorithms with experimental data continue to enhance
our ability to discover and develop innovative therapeu-
tics, making molecular docking an indispensable compo-
nent of contemporary research in the life sciences. This
article focuses on the Molecular unfolding (MU) prob-
lem, which is a stage in the process of molecular docking
based on geometric approach.

Molecular Unfolding is a computationally intensive
problem since it involves taking into consideration sev-
eral atoms and degrees of freedom. Since docking time is
an important factor to be considered and there are more
than a million compounds in the search space, need for
a faster computing technique has arisen. Dennard scal-
ing and failure of Moore’s prediction paved way to the
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new computing paradigms [6, 7]. Quantum computing
has rapidly progressed over the last few years and has
the potential to impact several highly computationally
intensive problems with the help of principles from quan-
tum physics [8–10]. Quantum annealing computers are
a specialized type of quantum computing technology de-
signed to address optimization problems efficiently [11].
Unlike universal quantum computers that use quantum
bits (qubits) for a wide range of computational tasks,
quantum annealers utilize a unique approach inspired
by quantum mechanics to solve specific types of prob-
lems, particularly optimization problems [12]. Since MU
problem involves maximization, the Molecular Unfold-
ing problem could be potentially solved using quantum
annealing. Specifically, it being an optimization prob-
lem, quantum annealing could help in exploring the vast
energy landscape of solutions simultaneously of the dif-
ferent configurations of the molecule to maximize volume
while being potentially faster. Thus, this article explores
the applicability of quantum annealing in Molecular Un-
folding. This capability can find valuable applications in
drug discovery, promising innovative solutions to com-
plex problems in these domains [13].

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In
section 2, the necessary preliminary topics such as molec-
ular unfolding, quantum annealing and the mathemati-
cal formulation of the problem are introduced, while in
section 3 the proposed methodology is discussed in de-
tail. Section 4 includes the experimental findings related
to the QPU (Quantum Processing Unit) embedding pro-
cess, along with a comprehensive performance evaluation
that compares the state-of-the-art classical method used.
Finally, section 5 concludes the article followed by an
Appendix.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Molecular Unfolding

Structure-based drug design leverages the three-
dimensional geometric data to pinpoint appropriate lig-
ands. Finding ligand poses for protein pockets is a crit-
ical aspect of structure-based drug design and molecu-
lar docking. This process involves the prediction of the
three-dimensional orientation and binding conformation
of a small molecule, known as a ligand, within the binding
site or pocket of a target protein. The molecular dock-
ing algorithm is used to predict the optimal binding pose
of each ligand within the protein’s binding pocket. Lig-
and poses generated by the docking software are assessed
and scored based on their predicted binding affinity and
fitness within the protein pocket.

Given that electrons within atoms exhibit mutual
repulsion, their interaction plays a role in shaping
molecules and influencing their reactivity. Consequently,
by exerting control over the molecular configuration, it
becomes feasible to make predictions regarding both the

ligand’s reactivity within a protein’s pocket and the as-
sociated energy cost. This direct linkage between molec-
ular conformation and binding affinity forms the basis
for geometrical scoring functions. In our methodology,
the docking process treats the pocket as an unchanging
structure, while the ligand comprises a dynamic ensemble
of atoms.
Typically, when employing a geometric approach

in molecular docking, one can identify three primary
stages: ligand expansion, initial positioning, and shape-
refinement within the pocket [14]. Molecular unfolding
(MU) is a vital component of the ligand expansion phase,
serving as a critical step in enhancing the precision of ge-
ometric docking procedures. The initial placement of the
ligand, predefined beforehand, can potentially introduce
a bias in terms of shape, which could impact the qual-
ity of the docking outcome. MU technique is being used
to rectify this initial bias, effectively expanding the lig-
and into an unfolded conformation, thereby mitigating
shape-related prejudices.

1. Problem Definition

The goal of the Molecular Unfolding problem is to de-
termine the unfolded conformation of the ligand, finding
the torsional arrangement that maximizes the molecular
volume. This volume is quantified by the total sum of
internal distances between pairs of atoms within the lig-
and. Initially, the process begins with the folded molecule
characterized by a specific set of atoms and its fixed and
rotatable bonds. For each rotatable bond, a variable ti is
assigned that represents the angle θi responsible for the
rotation of the associated fragment.
The ordered set of torsional angles are represented as

a single vector:

Θ = [θ1, θ2, . . . , θn] . (1)

where the rotational angle θi, which can be assigned
any value between 0 and 2π, belongs to the ith torsional
bond ti. Equation (1) also also signifies that the molecule
is composed of n rotational bonds. The primary objec-
tive of addressing the Molecular Unfolding (MU) prob-
lem is to determine the degree of rotation required for
each torsional bond, leading to the transformation of the
molecule into an unfolded state. The solution vector is
represented as:

Θunfold =
[
θunfold1 , θunfold2 , . . . , θunfoldn

]
. (2)

Here, maximizing volume of a molecule involves ex-
panding its spatial configuration by elongating the dis-
tances between its constituent atoms. This can be math-
ematically written as maximizing the following quantity:
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D (Θ) =
∑

u,v∈M
u̸=v

Duv (Θ)
2
. (3)

The distance between any two atoms u and v of
the molecule M is represented as the function Duv (Θ).
Thus, D (Θ) is the sum of all square distances between
all pairs of atoms present in M. The reason for selecting
this approach is that the objective function is straight-
forward, dependent solely on the molecular geometry.

Since, the distance between the atoms that belong to
the same rigid segment remains unchanged even after ro-
tations, there’s no need to compute every possible pair
of distances (Refer Figure 1). Any pair of atoms is con-
sidered for distance calculation in equation (3) only if
the shortest path between those atoms has at least one
rotational bond. It can be easily observed that if the
length of the shortest path between any pair of atoms is
less than three, then the distance between them remains
unchanged because of torsions. This leads to another im-
portant simplification of equation (3). If an atom pair is
included for the distance calculation, then a minimum
of three edges is required in the shortest path between
them.

Change in the coordinates of atoms due to rotations
are calculated using rotation matrices R (θi), where θi is
the angle in which ith torsional bond is being rotated.
Mathematical construction of the 4 × 4 rotation matri-
ces using the angle of rotation and the coordinates of
extremes atoms are explained in detail in appendix .
If a pair of atoms are separated by k torsional bonds
(k > 1) in the order tx1

, tx2
, . . . , txk

, the rotation matrix
R (Θ) = R (θx1

, θx2
, . . . , θxk

) can be derived from the fol-
lowing equation:

R (Θ) = R (θx1 , θx2 , . . . , θxk
) = R (θx1)×R (θx2)×· · ·×R (θxk

) .
(4)

When one or more bonds between a pair of atoms are
rotated, one of the atoms is fixed and the other trans-
forms relative to the fixed atom. Let’s assume a set bond
between atoms u and v is rotating, the initial coordinates
of one u⃗0 is fixed and the initial coordinates of the other
v⃗0 gets modified as follows:

u⃗new = u⃗0

v⃗new = R (Θ) v⃗0. (5)

Based on equation (5) and the fact that Euclidean dis-
tance is the metric used in the distance function, the
single distance function Duv (Θ)

2
is represented as:

Duv (Θ)
2
= ∥u⃗0 −R (Θ) v⃗0∥2 . (6)

The following section is dedicated to introduce the
quantum approach, that is being used widely to solve
business applications, called the quantum annealing tech-
nique.

B. Quantum Annealing

Quantum annealing is a quantum computing technique
that utilizes the principles of quantum superposition,
tunneling, and thermal fluctuations to explore and po-
tentially find optimal solutions to complex optimization
and sampling problems. It harnesses the unique prop-
erties of quantum bits or qubits to explore vast solution
spaces efficiently, potentially offering significant advan-
tages over classical computing methods.

One of the benefits of quantum annealing is the abil-
ity of qubits to exist in superposition, thus making them
capable of representing multiple possibilities simultane-
ously. Additionally, quantum annealing exploits quan-
tum tunneling, a phenomenon that enables quantum sys-
tems to overcome energy barriers and explore different
regions of the energy landscape. Consequently, thermal
fluctuations are introduced to mimic the annealing pro-
cess, causing the system to gradually decrease in tem-
perature. This temperature reduction encourages the
quantum system to settle into a low-energy state, ide-
ally locating the lowest energy state that corresponds to
the optimal solution of the optimization problem.

In Quantum Annealing, the solution to a problem is
arrived at by going through several steps. It starts with
the initial Hamiltonian, which is used to portray the land-
scape of the problem and moves increasingly towards the
final Hamiltonian according to predefined annealing func-
tions while minimizing the energy of the system. This can
be done both with the help of a pure quantum or even a
hybrid approach as well.

Quantum Annealing is a form of Adiabatic Quantum
Computing, where the conditions of adiabacity are not
met, resulting in a heuristic variational quantum algo-
rithm. Thus, it can be used to find the ground state of
Ising models, a known NP-hard task. Using Ising and
Quadratic Unconstrained Binary Optimization (QUBO)
forms, several optimization and sampling problems can
be brought into forms suitable for solving through quan-
tum annealing.

C. Higher order Unconstrained Binary
Optimization (HUBO)

Major step in solving any optimization problem us-
ing quantum computer is to formulate the problem as
an objective function. Objective functions (or cost func-
tions) are mathematical representations of the optimiza-
tion problem at hand. In the realm of quantum comput-
ing, these are typically expressed as quadratic models
(QUBOs), where optimal solutions to the problems they
depict correspond to the lowest energy. The problem in
QUBO form is then submitted to a quantum sampler to
find the solution as illustrated in Figure 2.

A generalized form of a QUBO formulation is defined
as:
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FIG. 1. Representation of a ligand molecule.

FIG. 2. Solving an optimization problem using a quantum annealer.

Q(x) =
∑
i

aixi +
∑
i>j

bi,jxixj . (7)

where xi ∈ {0, 1} are the binary variables used to en-
code the solution while ai and bi,j are the coefficients
which are being constructed based on the problem de-
scription [15]. This problem is formulated in a manner
where the quantum solution x, represented as a binary
vector, seeks to minimize Q (x).
Not every problem can be expressed as a QUBO equa-

tion. Numerous real-world problem instances exhibit a
higher-order nature by default. For complex problems
such as Molecular Unfolding, which involve interactions
among more than two variables, the process of conversion
to QUBO becomes challenging. Such problems may be
converted to a Higher-order Unconstrained Binary Opti-
mization (HUBO) equation as represented below:

QHUBO(x) =
∑
i

aixi+
∑
i,j

bi,jxixj+
∑
i,j,k

ci,j,kxixjxk+. . . .

(8)
Generalizeation of QUBO is the HUBO representa-

tion, which accommodates not only quadratic terms but
also higher-order terms within the objective function [16].
Compressed quadratization of higher order binary opti-

mization equations makes it easy to solve complex prob-
lems using quantum annealers[17].
Formulating the problem of maximizing the molecule

volume into a HUBO starts by defining the binary vari-
ables. Solution space of this problem consists of different
angle of rotations for torsional bonds. The initial step in
HUBO formulation involves discretizing any torsional an-
gle θi into d distinct values with equally spaced intervals
as shown below:

θi =
[
θ1i , θ

2
i , . . . , θ

d
i

]
. (9)

For example, if d = 4, then θi ∈ {0, π
2 , π,

3π
2 }. Dis-

cretization of the angles leads to the discretization of
their respective sin and cos values as represented below:

sin θi =
[
sin θ1i , sin θ

2
i , . . . , sin θ

d
i

]
. (10)

cos θi =
[
cos θ1i , cos θ

2
i , . . . , cos θ

d
i

]
. (11)

The formulated mathematical model is expected to as-
sign only one value out of d for a torsional angle θi. This
constraint is named as hard constraint. To achieve this,
a set of d binary variables xik, with 1 ≤ k ≤ d and
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xik ∈ {0, 1}, are associated with each torsional bond ti.
One is assigned to xik, if the k

th value is is assigned to θi
and rest of them are assigned with zero. Hard constraint
can also be expressed as:

xik =

{
1, if θi = θki ;

0, otherwise.
. (12)

This one-hot encoding approach signifies that only a
single binary variable can be assigned a value of one and
as a result of which their sum will also be equal to one.

d∑
k=1

xik = 1. (13)

Currently the quantum annealers are capable of only
minimizing the objective function submitted. To solve
this one-hot constraint by minimization, equation (13) is
re-written as an equivalent objective function:

min

(
d∑

k=1

xik − 1

)2

. (14)

If there are n rotational bonds present in the ligand
molecule, then the mathematical modeling of the hard
constraint is obtained from equation (14) and it is repre-
sented below as:

min

n∑
i=1

(
d∑

k=1

xik − 1

)2

. (15)

The primary objective of solving the MU problem is
to maximize the Euclidean distance between all pairs
of atoms as defined in equation (3). This equation can
also be called as the distance constraint. The function
Duv (Θ)

2
of equation (3) is constructed based on the ro-

tated coordinates of atoms u and v, which, in themselves,
are the outcome of rotational transformations as men-
tioned in equation (5). It is known that the problem is
to select one of the angles from a set of d values for any θi.
To achieve this, sin θi in rotation matrix R (θi) is replaced
with the sum of d different sin values corresponding to d
different angles, multiplied with their respective binary
variables xik, which can be expressed as:

d∑
k=1

xik ∗ sin θki . (16)

Similarly, cos θi is replaced with the following expres-
sion:

d∑
k=1

xik ∗ cos θki . (17)

Hence, the rotation matrix R (θi) is dependant on all
the necessary binary variables xik, used to depict the
angle θi as described below:

R (θi) = R (xi1, xi2, . . . , xid) . (18)

As mentioned earlier in this section, quantum solvers
are capable of only minimizing the objective function.
So, it is necessary to multiply the distance constraint
by −1 in order to convert the maximization problem to
a minimization task. Thus, the final HUBO equation
of the MU problem, which has both hard and distance
optimization constraint, is formulated below as:

OMU (xik) = Aconst∗
n∑

i=1

(
d∑

k=1

xik − 1

)2

−
∑

u,v∈M
u ̸=v

Duv (Θ)
2
.

(19)
Here, value of Aconst decides the strength of the hard

constraint. Usually Aconst is selected as a value greater
than the largest coefficient in the HUBO. The following
section explains the procedure of implementin the solu-
tion in detail.

III. PROPOSED METHODOLOGY

The ligand dataset being used for the experiments was
obtained from Protein Data Bank (PDBbind) [18] and
comprises molecules with atom counts ranging from 20
to over 120, as well as torsional counts of up to around
50. It is evident that a majority of the ligands in the
database possess between 5 and 10 torsional bonds, with
a peak in the number of atoms occurring in the range of
approximately 40 to 50. In this article, experiments are
focused on the molecules with up to 13 rotatable bonds
and up to 50 atoms. Each molecule undergoes a series
of steps before estimating the torsional configuration as
shown in Fig. 3. Different phases of the algorithm are
described below.

A. Preprocessing phase

During the initial preprocessing step, we parse the
molecule file in ’mol’ or ’mol2’ format and generate a
three-dimensional structural representation. In this 3D
visualization, we distinguish single bonds as torsional
bonds. Terminal hydrogen bonds are excluded from con-
sideration, as they have no relevance to problem reso-
lution. To streamline problem complexity, we limit our
analysis to a maximum of two atoms within any rigid
fragment. Given the computational expense associated
with formulating the HUBO problem, this significant
simplification accelerates the classical phase of our so-
lution.
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FIG. 3. Framework of quantum molecular unfolding.

B. Hard constraint preparation

Following the initial molecule pre-processing, the over-
all count of torsional bonds is determined. From the lit-
erature [19], it is observed that eight discrete angles are
appropriate to consider for each rotation. Consequently,
the total number of variables constituting the hard con-
straint equation is calculated as the product of the total
rotatable bonds and the number of discrete angles.

C. Symbolic transformation of coordinates

As mentioned earlier, only a subset of atoms, named as
median atoms, are being used in the HUBO formulation.
In order to construct the distance constraint D (Θ) us-
ing the median atoms, each coordinate is converted as a
function of the one-hot variable xik as explained in equa-
tion (12). Since, the number of terms in each symbolic
representation of the median atom coordinates are expo-
nentially growing, a thresholding mechanism is adopted
to eliminate insignificant (too small and too large) coef-
ficients [20].

D. Extracting solution from final HUBO

The final HUBO, as represented in equation (19), is the
sum of hard constraint multiplied with a constant and the
distance constraint multiplied with one. Since, the num-
ber of terms keeps increasing in this concatenation phase,
there is an increase in memory to compute the equation.
So, thresholding of insignificant terms is carried out again
as suggested in [20]. Implementing this threshold approx-
imation had the result of speeding up the HUBO con-
struction and reducing the number of terms within the
Quadratic Unconstrained Binary Optimization (QUBO)
equation to align with the specific constraints and limi-
tations, like the available number of qubits and the con-
nectivity of the problem, of the quantum annealing (QA)
hardware. The mathematically approximated QUBO is
then embedded into a quantum annealing processor to
obtain multiple solutions. Few, around ten, of the low
energy feasible solutions are evaluated and the solution
with the highest volume gain is considered as the quan-
tum solution to the problem.
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IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Nine distinct molecules, rotations ranging from five
to thirteen, are selected from the protein data bank
(PDB) database. The classical computations that for-
mulates QUBO for the given molecules are performed in
a standard NC24ads A100 v4 virtual machine which is
comprised of 24 vCPUs, 220 GiB memory and a GPU
with 80 GiB memory. The quantum annealing experi-
ments are minor-embedded on the structured quantum
samplers with D-wave’s Pegasus topology graph, which
are oriented vertically and horizontally. Geodock is the
state-of-art classical algorithm used to benchmark the re-
sults. The Geodock search employs a greedy approach,
involving the gradual rotation of an increasing number of
bonds. Various measures for the quality of the solution
are considered such as execution time, gain in the volume
and time to solution.

A. Volume gain in time with different torsionals

Finding the percentage of increase in the volume as a
result of changes conformation in a limited time duration
is the primary objective of the problem. The results in
Table I and Table II compares the execution times and
volume gain percentages respectively between the quan-
tum annealers and the classical GeoDock algorithm.

It is evident from the empirical results that the quan-
tum solutions are faster than the classical method in all
the cases. The lowest and the highest speed ups are found
to be 39.55% for a molecule with 11 rotations and 72.97%
for an 8 rotations molecule. An average speedup of 57.1%
is the strongest evidence of quantum supremacy.

Due to the loss of large number of significant terms in
the HUBO during thresholding processes, achieving bet-
ter volume gain percentage is difficult for the quantum
procedure as shown in Fig. 4. The lowest percentage
of advantage in volume gain being 6.58% for a 10 rota-
tional molecule and highest being 35.49% for a molecule
with 11 torsional angles. Since, the average percentage
of advantage due to the application of classical GeoDock

TABLE I. Number of rotations Vs Execution Time.

No. Quantum Classical
of Execution Execution

rotations Time (s) Time (s)
5 63.44 165.04
6 72.9 199.988
7 280.16 358.55
8 338.82 1253.34
9 926.59 2568.98
10 2967.76 8958.76
11 34814.39 57595.22
12 29128.61 79192.113
13 70343.81 177716.882

over the quantum technique is only 21.89%, the proposed
quantum algorithm can be claimed to give near optimal
solutions similar to the greedy classical method.

B. Influence of threshold value in volume gain

The molecule lumateperone which has five single ro-
tational bond was investigated with different threshold
values ranging from 0.1 till 0.9 and the results are pro-
vided in Table III and Fig. 5 displays the corresponding
trend in a line graph. The pearson correlation between
the threshold values and the volume gain percent is found
to be 0.53, which indicates a moderate positive correla-
tion. It can also be seen from Fig. 6 that as the threshold
value increases, the execution time on the classical ma-
chine is decreasing because of the reduction in the num-
ber of terms to formulate the final HUBO. So, it always
recommended to select a threshold value more than 0.5 to
achieve efficiency in time and better quality in solution.

C. Time taken for same volume gain percentage

Even-though GeoDock proves to give better volume
gain in all the instances tested (Refer Fig. 4), the ratio
between the volume gain percentage and the time taken,
as represented in Fig. 7, shows that quantum works faster
than its classical counterpart. An experiment to find the
time taken for GeoDock algorithm to achieve the volume
gain percent reached by the QPUs is conducted and the
results are given in Table IV. It can also be seen from
Fig. 8 that when the time taken by classical computer to
achieve the volume gain percentage is compared with the
quantum algorithm, the classical algorithm fails to out-
perform. The percentage of quantum speed up achieved
is varies from 8.6% (for 11 rotation molecule) to 62.2%
(for 6 rotations) with a mean speed up of 42.5%.

TABLE II. Number of rotations Vs Volume Gain percent.

No. Quantum Classical
of Volume Gain Volume Gain

rotations Percent Percent
5 4.99 5.945
6 10.667 11.421
7 30.769 34.526
8 20.001 35.272
9 49.388 62.076
10 59.894 64.113
11 44.11 68.379
12 43.388 64.005
13 202.242 271.132
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V. CONCLUSION

In this article, a detailed examination of the practi-
cal execution of the Molecular Unfolding problem has
been provided. Implementation of the a quantum an-

TABLE III. Volume Gain Vs Time Taken Vs Threshold
Change.

Threshold Quantum Execution
Value Volume Gain Time
Applied Percent (s)

0.1 2.728 181.25
0.2 4.108 138.84
0.3 4.491 92.06
0.4 2.551 75.81
0.5 3.254 63.44
0.6 4.096 52.18
0.7 3.251 43.3
0.8 4.998 42.56
0.9 4.917 38.73

nealing approach to unfold the ligand molecule which
helps to improve the efficiency of geometric molecular
docking process is evaluated, aiming to explore poten-
tial industry-relevant applications on currently accessi-
ble quantum devices. The benchmarks were conducted

TABLE IV. Quantum Vs Geo dock execution time for same
volume gain percentage.

No. Quantum Classical
of Execution Execution

rotations Time (s) Time (s)
5 63.44 164.1956476
6 72.9 192.6541317
7 280.16 331.6056295
8 338.82 1076.262643
9 926.59 1760.676695
10 2967.76 6231.211948
11 34814.39 38084.9917
12 29128.61 49278.74632
13 70343.81 94151.09457
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on nine distinct categories of problem instances to em-
phasize the varied challenges inherent in achieving a re-
liable and robust evaluation. Additionally, comparison
between the proposed quantum approach and Geo Dock,
the state-of-art classical method, is presented. The pro-
posed solution begins by identifying the rotatable bonds,
which serve as the parameters for the MU problem. After
rewriting their discrete rotations using one-hot encoding
through the introduction of binary variables, the over-
all sum of internal atomic distances can be formulated
as a HUBO. Given the substantial number of terms in
the polynomial generated, various simplifications such as
picking median atoms, pruning the coefficients of sym-
bolic coordinates and pruning the final HUBO terms are
implemented. Since, pruning most of the terms in the
formulated equation tends to reduce the quality of op-
timization, the future research direction in solving this
MU problem could focus on using more qubits and less
pruning of the monomials.

Disclaimer: As of the time of this research, PwC does
not have any joint business relationship (JBR) with D-

Wave.

Appendix: Rotation Matrix

This appendix section presents the rotation matrix
that is utilized to adjust the position of each atom in a ro-
tatable fragment when the coordinates of the correspond-
ing rotatable bond is known. This matrix serves as the
foundation for the formulation discussed in this article.
It is generated by taking into account the rotation angle
θ and the coordinates of the two atoms a1 = (x1, y1, z1)
and a2 = (x2, y2, z2) connected by the torsional bond.
The matrix is constructed based on the rotation occur-
ring around an arbitrary line that passes through the
rotatable bond and has a direction vector from a1 to a2
[21].
Let us define lx = x2 − x1, ly = y2 − y1, and lz = z2 −

z1, as the x,y and z components of the direction vector

from a1 to a2 respectively, while l =
√

(l2x + l2y + l2z) as

the length of the vector. In order to display the matrix
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in a limited space, sin θ is shortened as sθ and cos θ is represented as cθ. We can now write the rotation matrix
R(θ) as follows:


(l2x+(l2y+l2z)cθ)

l2
(lxly(1−cθ)−lzlsθ)

l2
(lxlz(1−cθ)+lylsθ)

l2
((x1(l

2
y+l2z)−lx(y1ly+z1lz))(1−cθ)+(y1lz−z1ly)lsθ)

l2

(lxly(1−cθ)+lzlsθ)
l2

(l2y+(l2x+l2z)cθ)

l2
(lylz(1−cθ)−lxlsθ)

l2
((y1(l

2
x+l2z)−ly(x1ly+z1lz))(1−cθ)+(z1lx−x1lz)lsθ)

l2

(lxlz(1−cθ)−lylsθ)
l2

(lylz(1−cθ)+lxlsθ)
l2

(l2z+(l2x+l2y)cθ)

l2
((z1(l

2
x+l2y)−lz(x1lx+y1ly))(1−cθ)+(x1ly−y1lx)lsθ)

l2

0 0 0 1

 (A.1)
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