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Column chromatography is an important process in downstream biopharmaceutical manufactur-
ing that enables high-selectivity separation of proteins through various modalities, such as affinity,
ion exchange, hydrophobic interactions, or a combination of the aforementioned modes. Current
mechanistic models of column chromatography typically abstract particle-level phenomena, in par-
ticular adsorption kinetics. A mechanistic model capable of incorporating particle-level phenomena
would increase the value derived from mechanistic models. To this end, we model column chro-
matography via sphere packing, formulating three versions, each with increasing complexity. The
first, homogeneous circle packing, is recast as maximum independent set and solved by the Quan-
tum Approximate Optimization Algorithm on a quantum computer. The second, heterogeneous
circle packing, is formulated as a graphical optimization problem and solved via classical simula-
tions, accompanied by a road map to a quantum solution. An extension to the third, heterogeneous
sphere packing, is formulated mathematically in a manner suitable to a quantum solution. Finally,
detailed resource scaling is conducted to estimate the quantum resources required to simulate the
most realistic model, providing a pathway to quantum advantage.

I. INTRODUCTION

As quantum computational power continues to grow
rapidly [1], it is paramount that industries which rely
heavily on computation start to plan today for tomor-
row’s quantum advantage. One such industry is the bio-
pharmaceutical industry, which uses massive amounts of
classical computation to aid everything from drug discov-
ery to operational optimization [2]. In this work, we in-
vestigate the utility of quantum computing to aid in the
mechanistic modeling of column chromatography. Col-
umn chromatography is a primary separation method in
downstream biopharmaceutical manufacturing[3, 4]. The
modeling of chromatography columns has been utilized
in accelerating process development and process scale-up
as well as to maximize process productivity[4–7]. Mecha-
nistic models, which incorporate mathematical models of
the transport and adsorption processes present in column
chromatography, provide greater accuracy and precision
in comparison to empirical models based mainly on sta-
tistical methods[4–7]. Current approaches to mechanistic
modeling typically abstract the particle-level adsorption
kinetics through the use of generic isotherms[4, 6, 7].

Here, we begin the process of modeling particle-level
phenomena in chromatography columns. It is optimal
for the chromatography separation process to generate
tightly packed chromatography columns without affect-
ing the integrity of the individual particles. This problem
is modeled as bounded sphere-packing, in which spheres
are packed to minimize empty space. Bounded sphere
packing is further cast as a graphical optimization prob-
lem amenable to quantum solutions.

∗ co-first author: ben.hall@infleqtion.com
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We break the problem of sphere packing into three lev-
els of increasing complexity: homogeneous circle packing,
heterogeneous circle packing, and heterogeneous sphere
packing (Figure 1). We solve example of homogeneous
circle packing on real quantum hardware that exists to-
day. Details of the hardware experiment include discus-
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FIG. 1. Three complexity levels of sphere packing for model-
ing chromatography: homogeneous circle packing, heteroge-
neous circle packing, and heterogeneous sphere packing, along
with their respective difficulty levels for classical and quan-
tum solutions over time.
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FIG. 2. Schematic of chromatography for protein filtration.
Different proteins filter through the column of spherically
modeled gels at different rates, leading to their separation.

sions on hyperparameter optimization, compilation, and
noisy simulation. Evidence of parameter concentration is
also included. Numerical results for heterogeneous circle
packing via classical computation were executed, and the
problem was formulated in a manner suitable for quan-
tum computation. Finally, heterogeneous sphere pack-
ing is shown to be an extension of the heterogeneous
circle packing formulation, and resource estimation is
performed to estimate the quantum resources required
to solve it. We will argue that while classical comput-
ers can approximately solve all three formulations today,
their difficulty in doing so scales exponentially with in-
creasing problem size and formulation complexity. And
in contrast, while quantum computers can only solve the
simplest formulation today, there is good evidence that
in time they will be able to solve all three levels of com-
plexity, each with only polynomially scaling difficulty.

A. Sphere Packing

As mentioned above, we will focus on the packing as-
pect of protein chromatography. The chromatography
resin can be modeled as porous spheres which are to be
packed into a cylindrical column as tightly as possible,
meaning in a way that minimizes empty space (Figure 2).
This is the mathematical problem known as sphere pack-
ing. There are three features that can be toggled when
discussing sphere packing: homogeneity, boundedness,
and dimension: The spheres’ radii can be homogeneous
(all the same) or heterogeneous (different). The problem

unbounded homogeneous heterogeneous

2 dimensional ✓ ?

3 dimensional ✓ ?

TABLE I. Unbounded homogeneous/heterogeneous sphere
packing in two and three dimensions. ✓ indicates the ex-
istence of a general analytical solution while ? indicates the
existence of only partial analytical solutions.

can be unbounded (the packer has unlimited space avail-
able) or bounded (the packer has limited space available).
Finally, the problem can be solved in two dimensions (cir-
cle packing) or three dimensions (sphere packing). While
we consider both homogeneous and heterogeneous cases,
we only consider bounded cases as chromatography is
bounded by the filtration cylinder. Finally, while sphere
packing can, in principle [8], be formulated in any dimen-
sion, we start with two dimensions for simplification and
later give a path to the practical case of three dimensions.
Unbounded homogeneous packing has a long history.

In 1773, Joseph Lagrange proved that the optimal circle
packing is the hexagonal packing arrangement [9], which

achieves a packing density of π/(2
√
3) ≈ 0.91. As for

sphere packing, in 1611 Johannes Kepler conjectured that
cubic close packing and the hexagonal close packing are
optimal in their density of π/(3

√
2) ≈ 0.74. His conjec-

ture was finally proven, with the aid of computer proof
assistants, in 2017 [10]. Much less is known about un-
bounded heterogeneous packing except for special ratios
of radii for two sphere sizes [11], leaving a general an-
alytical solution an open problem within the field. The
existence of general or analytical solutions is summarized
for unbounded packing in Table I.
However, as we are modeling protein chromatogra-

phy, we must deal exclusively with bounded packing. In
terms of homogeneous packing, the optimal circle pack-
ing within a circle is known for several small numbers of
circles (and conjectured for others) when the radius of
the circles is fixed and the radius of the boundary cir-
cle is allowed to be arbitrary. It is an ongoing area of
research as, for example, the optimal packing for 14 cir-
cles was only proven in 2024 [12]. Homogeneous sphere
packing within a cylinder has been studied via simulated
annealing [13–15] but general optimal solutions are not
known. However, for homogeneous sphere packing within
a cube, partial analytical solutions are known for certain
small numbers of spheres [16]. Finally, the problem of
bounded, heterogeneous sphere packing is the least well
studied, for which general optimal solutions are also un-
known. The existence of partial analytical solutions or no
analytical solutions is summarized for bounded packing
in Table II. A realistic model for protein chromatography
is bounded, heterogeneous sphere packing, which has no
known general or even partial analytical solutions. This
makes our problem a good candidate for quantum com-
putation, whose utility will be argued for in the Resource
Scaling section (IV).

bounded homogeneous heterogeneous

2 dimensional ? ✗

3 dimensional ? ✗

TABLE II. Bounded homogeneous/heterogeneous sphere
packing in two and three dimensions. ? indicates the existence
of only partial analytical solutions. ✗ indicates no analytical
solutions.
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B. QAOA

To be solved computationally, the continuous problem
of sphere packing must be discretized, leading to a dis-
crete optimization problem. The problem can further
be reduced to an integer optimization problem, as de-
tailed in Subsection IIA. Depending on the constraints,
the search space of such problems can grow exponentially
with problem size. Additionally, they are often NP-hard,
meaning there is no known classical algorithm that can
solve them in polynomial time. One promising near-term
quantum algorithm that has been proposed to tackle dis-
crete optimization problems is QAOA: the Quantum Ap-
proximate Optimization Algorithm [17]. QAOA is a vari-
ational hybrid quantum algorithm - requiring the tuning
of variational parameters to minimize a cost function and
the utilization of both a quantum and classical computer.

The algorithm is based on the quantum adiabatic the-
orem which states that if a system starts in the ground
state of an initial Hamiltonian and evolves slowly enough
to a final Hamiltonian, then the system will end in the
ground state of said final Hamiltonian. This provides a
useful computational tool for discrete optimization prob-
lems: simply start in the ground-state of an easy to solve
Hamiltonian and slowly evolve to a final Hamiltonian
which encodes the minimization problem. According to
the quantum adiabatic theorem, the system will end in
the ground state of this final Hamiltonian, which will
encode the solution to the minimization problem (the
state that minimizes the cost function). QAOA is a dis-
cretized version of the quantum adiabatic algorithm: its
variational parameters are the coefficients of discrete time
evolution terms which are tuned so the time evolution of
the system approximates the continuous time evolution
from the initial to the final Hamiltonian. The number
of discrete time evolution terms is called the number of
layers (p) of the QAOA circuit. It is known that, in the
limit as p approaches infinity, the final state of the QAOA
circuit approaches the optimal state of the problem [17].
The QAOA circuit takes the form

|ψ(α, β)⟩ =

(∏
p

e−iβpHM e−iαpHC

)
|ψinit⟩ , (1)

where HC is the cost Hamiltonian (encoding the mini-
mization problem), HM is a mixing Hamiltonian (encod-
ing an easy-to-solve initial Hamiltonian), and |ψinit⟩ is
the ground state of the mixing Hamiltonian HM .

Here, α = {αp} and β = {βp} are sets of variational
parameters that are tuned via a classical minimization al-
gorithm running on a classical computer while the quan-
tum computer prepares the trial state |ψ(α, β)⟩ (Eq. 1).
This state is measured in a manner that allows the clas-
sical computer to extract the expectation value of the
objective Hamiltonian ⟨ψ(α, β)|HC |ψ(α, β)⟩. Minimiz-
ing this expectation value minimizes the cost function of
the minimization problem.

II. HOMOGENEOUS SPHERE PACKING

Sphere packing is an inherently continuous problem in
that the spheres may be placed anywhere in space. One
way to approximate this continuity (as no computer has
infinite memory) is to encode the position of each sphere
s = (x, y, z) into the bits or qubits of the hardware. This
allows for a great deal of flexibility over the system. The
downside is that the number of bits/qubits required to
encode the properties scales exponentially with the de-
sired precision. The formulation approaches the continu-
ous case as the precision goes to infinity. The other way
to approximate continuity is to discretize space into a
grid of points, each of which is assigned a bit/qubit whose
value (1 or 0) indicates the existence (or non-existence)
of a sphere placed at that location, respectively. This is a
less flexible formulation but one whose bit/qubit number
scales only polynomially with desired precision. Because
of its amenability to QAOA, this second formulation is
chosen.

A. Formulation

To simplify the problem to a level that can be run
on today’s hardware, instead of packing spheres into a
cylinder, consider packing circles into a circle represent-
ing a two-dimensional cross-section of said cylinder. We
can then formulate packing as maximizing the number of
circles (each of radius r) that can be placed within the
boundary circle of radius Rb (the radius of the cylinder)
such that none of the circles overlap. Note that since
all the circles have the same radii, maximizing the num-
ber of circles packed is equivalent to maximizing packing
density. This problem can be mapped to the problem of
Maximum Independent Set (MIS) via the following con-
struction: place an evenly spaced grid of nodes V within
the boundary circle and assign edges v, w ∈ E between
all pairs of nodes v, w ∈ V 2 such that circles centered at
them would overlap. The integer program for this for-
mulations is

min
∑
v∈V

x̄v (2)

s.t.
∑

v,w∈E

xvxw = 0,

where x̄v = 1− xv and each indicator variable xv is 1 or
0 if there is or isn’t a circle centered on node v, respec-
tively. The objective is the sum of the inverses of the
indicator variables over all of the nodes. This represents
the number of nodes without circles centered on them,
which should be minimized. The constraint encodes that
the sum of the product of the indicator variables between
every pair of nodes which share an edge must be zero.
Note that this can only be satisfied if, for every pair of
nodes which share an edge, both are zero. This implies
that no two spheres may exist if they would overlap.
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FIG. 3. Graphs for discretization spacings a = 1.4, 1.1, 0.9
and 0.75. A red circle of radius r = 1 is shown in the center
of each boundary circle for reference.

Figure 3 shows how, for fixed radius r, the connectiv-
ity of the graph increases with decreasing discretization
spacing a, the spacing between the nodes. As a decreases,
the nodes are placed closer together, allowing more of
them to fall within 2r of each other, at which point they
would overlap, triggering the existence of an edge.

Note that this two dimensional formulation may be ex-
tended to the full three dimensional formulation (packing
spheres into a cylinder) using the same integer program
(Eq. 2) by stacking these two-dimensional slices on top of
one another and adding additional edges between pairs of
points from different slices that are closer than 2r to each
other. One might be concerned that the connectivity of
the graphs for the three dimensional case grows faster
than polynomial with the number of points. However, as
shown in Section IV, this growth can be bounded by a
low degree polynomial.

B. Classical Solution

As we have formulated our problem as MIS (Eq. 2), it
can now be approximately solved via classical computa-
tion. Figure 4 shows the maximum independent set found
via classical computation for various spacings. It indi-
cates that as the discretization spacing a decreases, the
solver is able to pack larger numbers of circles n within
the boundary circle (corresponding to higher packing
densities). This is because, in the limit as a goes to
0, the formulation approaches the continuous version of
circle packing.

a = 1.7 | n = 12

a = 1.05 | n = 14

a = 0.5 | n = 17 a = 0.25 | n = 18

a = 0.6 | n = 15

a = 1.3 | n = 13

FIG. 4. Schematic showing how the size n of the maximum
independent set of the graphs increases with decreasing spac-
ing a. Note that the underlying graphs have been omitted for
the latter half of the examples for clarity of visualization.

Figure 5 shows how the number of packed circles scales
with the discretization spacing a. It appears linear for
this discretization spacing interval, though we know that
it ultimately must asymptotically approach the maxi-
mum number of packable spheres. Therefore, we see that
classically, because MIS is NP-hard, it takes an exponen-
tial increase in time to achieve a diminishing increase in
the number of circles packed. However, for a quantum
computer, the resources required to simulate this formu-
lation (Subection IV ) only grow polynomially.
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FIG. 5. Graph showing that the number of circles packed
generally increases with decreasing spacing.

C. Quantum Solution

1. Hamiltonian Formulation

To formulate MIS (Eq. 2) as a Hamiltonian, we make
the following transformation from the indicator variable
to Pauli spin matrices

xv → (Iv − Zv)/2, (3)

where I = (|0⟩ ⟨0|+|1⟩ ⟨1|)/2 and Z = (|0⟩ ⟨0|−|1⟩ ⟨1|)/2,
implying xv = |1⟩ ⟨1|. Therefore, xv |1⟩v = 1 while
xv |0⟩v = 0, as expected from an indicator variable. Ap-
plying this transformation (Eq. 3) to the integer program
for MIS (Eq. 2) results in the following cost Hamiltonian

HC =
1

2

∑
v∈V

Zv +
λ

4

∑
v,w∈E

(ZvZw − Zv − Zw), (4)

after dropping constant terms, as they only introduce
global phase during time evolution. Notice that we have
incorporated the constraints via the Lagrange multiplier
method by multiplying the constraint Hamiltonian by a
hyperparameter λ and placing it in summation with the
objective Hamiltonian. Additionally, we have selected
the X mixer

HM = −
∑
n

Xn, (5)

whose minimum eigenstate is simply |+⟩⊗n
which can be

prepared via the initial application of Hadamard gates H
on all qubits in the all zero state.

2. Experiment Setup

The hardware selected for this experiment was IQM’s
20-qubit superconducting device, Garnet [18]. It was cho-
sen, in large part, because of the grid connectivity of its

FIG. 6. Grid qubit coupling map of IQM’s Garnet.

FIG. 7. Graph for quantum hardware experiment with first
circle touching the boundary.

qubit coupling map (Figure 6). It’s “missing corners”
which prevent it from being a full 5 by 5 grid actually
make it a natural fit for circle packing inside a larger
boundary circle, as circles placed at said “missing cor-
ners” would extend beyond the boundary. Additionally,
the “missing qubit” at the bottom right-hand corner that
would have made the coupling map symmetric is also un-
necessary for the problem as any packing of circles may
be universally shifted any one direction until at least one
of the circles touches the boundary. Therefore, without
loss of generality, we start our packing by placing one
circle at the location of the “missing qubit” along the
boundary (Figure 7). Furthermore, the existence of this
starting circle precludes the placement of circles at the
node directly above it and the node directly to its left.
This can be seen when comparing the graph of Garnet’s
qubit coupling map (Figure 6) and the graph for the ex-
periment (Figure 7). This allows us to reduce the 21
qubits of the naive graph (Figure 6 plus the one “miss-
ing” node) to the 18 nodes shown in Figure 7. Here,
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FIG. 8. Maximum independent set of the graph for the quan-
tum hardware experiment (Figure 7). Selected nodes are col-
ored red while non-selected nodes are colored black. Circles
are placed and centered at all selected nodes.

circles have radius r = 1 and the boundary circle has ra-
dius Rb = 4.2. The graph corresponds to a discretization
spacing of a =

√
2. Figure 8 shows that the optimal solu-

tion (the maximum independent set) for this discretiza-
tion spacing is a placement of 12 spheres. This leads to
a packing density (fraction of the boundary circle’s area
filled by packing circles) of 0.68. It has been proven that
the optimal packing density for 12 spheres 0.74 (which
has a boundary circle of radius 4.02 [19]).

FIG. 9. The probability of measuring the optimal state ver-
sus the number of layers for various λ. A circle (•) or cross
(×) indicates that the optimal state was or wasn’t the most
probable state measured, respectively.

3. Hyperparameter Optimization

The Lagrange multiplier λ in the integer program for
MIS (Eq. 4) must be chosen carefully. If λ is too small,
the energies associated with invalid packing will not be
sufficiently separated from valid packings. This will lead
to QAOA including too many infeasible states in its
search, thus hampering both its search efficiency and ac-
curacy. However, if λ is too large, it will result in wild
swings in energy for the classical minimization algorithm,
hampering its ability to minimize the cost landscape. To
find a λ that achieves the “sweet spot” between these
two extremes, we treat λ as a hyperparameter, which is
then optimized via a hyper-loop. To objectively judge
how well a given λ helps QAOA, we plot the probability
that QAOA will return the optimal packing vs number
of layers p for various λ (Figure 9). The plot shows that
λ = 0.5 yields the highest probability of finding the op-
timal state as p grows while additionally finding the op-
timal state with the highest probability for all p. Thus
λ = 0.5 is chosen for running QAOA on real quantum
hardware.

Given the increasing optimal state overlap with de-
creasing λ, one may wonder why we don’t select and even
smaller λ. However, further numerical simulations indi-
cated that for smaller λ’s, namely λ = 0.25, the energy
penalty for invalid packings was so small that, even af-
ter 20,000 runs of a noiseless simulation, QAOA couldn’t
find the optimal solution even once (across all p). This
would constitute an example of λ being too small, as the
small energy penalty allowed invalid packings to swamp
the optimizer, precluding it from finding the optimal so-
lution.

4. Compilation

Plugging the MIS Hamiltonian (Eq. 4) into the QAOA
ansatz (Eq. 1) results in a set of RZZ , RZ , and RX gates.
The RZZ operation can be decomposed into single-qubit
gates and exactly two CZ gates (Garnet’s native two-
qubit gate). Meanwhile, to reduce total gate count, the
RZ and RX gates can be combined (as RZ commutes
through RZZ) and further expressed in terms of PRX

gates (phased-RX gates, IQM’s native single qubit gate).
Furthermore, in an effort to minimize the depth of the
quantum circuit, we partition the RZZ gates into 4 dis-
joint sets, corresponding to the maximum edge coloring
of the coupling map (Figure 10). Because no edges of
the same color share a node, every RZZ corresponding
to an edge of the same color may be applied simultane-
ously. Thus, all RZZ gates may be applied with only
depth 4, the smallest possible number of disjoint sets for
this graph.
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FIG. 10. Maximum edge coloring of the Garnet coupling map.
The RZZ gates between edges of the same color are applied
simultaneously.

5. Noisy Simulation

Before executing our QAOA circuits on hardware, we
considered an ideal simulation of the QAOA circuit with
λ = 0.5 over increasing circuit depth p and found that,
as expected, the probability of QAOA measuring the op-
timal solution increases with increasing depth (Figure
11). However, because we are currently in the Noisy
Intermediate-Scale Quantum (NISQ) [20] era, the exis-
tence of a consistent level of uncorrected noise makes ob-
taining good results difficult as circuit depth increases.
That is, there is a balance to be had (at least for NISQ
devices) in the circuit depth that can be run before the
increasing noise from gate count overwhelms QAOA from
finding the optimal solution with the highest probability.
To this end, we additionally ran a noisy simulation of
our QAOA circuits to predict which depth p would per-
form best on the selected hardware (tailoring our noise
parameters to those of IQM’s Garnet).

We started by optimally compiling the circuit (Sub-
section IIC 4) thus reducing the need to consider noise
arising from circuit routing and its resultant introduc-
tion of noisy SWAP gates. We then modeled single- and
two-qubit errors in addition to measurement readout er-
rors. The device noise calibration data were obtained
from AWS Braket shortly before the time of the exper-
iment. The single-qubit errors consisted of an ampli-
tude damping channel based on the T1 thermal relax-
ation times reported for each single qubit, and a phase
damping channel on each qubit following its respective
T2 de-phasing time. Lastly, we included a single-qubit
depolarizing channel with the depolarization rate taken
to be roughly as one minus the fidelity of each respec-
tive qubit’s simultaneous randomized benchmarking re-
sult. Given that the only two-qubit gate in our QAOA
circuits is the CZ gate, we employed a two-qubit depo-
larizing noise channel to model that gate error source –
with the depolarization rate taken to be the reported CZ

1 2 3 4 5
QAOA depth (p)
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FIG. 11. Plot of an ideal and noisy simulation of compiled
QAOA circuits with increasing depth p. The simulations
were done by sampling 20,000 shots, using pre-computed an-
gles, and setting λ = 0.5. The noisy simulation was subject
to single-qubit, two-qubit, and readout errors which model
IQM’s Garnet.

infidelity per qubit pair in the coupling map. Finally, we
modeled the expected readout error of measurements on
hardware via a bit flip channel with a probability of one
minus the respective qubit’s readout rate. Executing a
noisy-simulation using all of these channels per gate oper-
ation resulted in the blue line of in Figure 11. Following
our earlier expectation, we find that the various noise
sources lower our probabilities and we also understand-
ably find that, after p = 3, the probability of the optimal
solution actually decreases – contrary to the ideal case
scenario.
This highlights that the limitation of running on quan-

tum hardware stems more from their current noise levels
than from the ability of QAOA to perform effectively.
We therefore expect that continued reduction in hard-
ware noise, along with a combination of quantum error
mitigation, suppression, and correction, will help over-
come this limitation. In the current term though, we
see that carrying out a noisy simulation can help inform
the circuit depths that could be run on hardware before
qubit noise becomes a significantly diminishing factor, as
we have done here.

6. Experiment Results

To execute our circuits on Garnet, we compiled and
submitted our jobs through Infleqtion’s compilation soft-
ware, Superstaq [21] which, in turn, submitted the job
through AWS’s Braket. We ran QAOA for p = 3 (based
on the noisy simulations of Subsection IIC 5) and also
p = 1 and p = 5 for comparison. Each QAOA circuit
was executed with 20,000 shots (the maximum number of
shots allowed by IQM for submissions to Garnet through
AWS). The variational parameters α and β were trained
via classical simulation and the final quantum circuit was
run on the quantum device using these optimized param-
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FIG. 12. Probabilities of the top 10 most probable states
(rank ordered) measured on Garnet for p = 1, 3, and 5. The
opaque bars represent the optimal solution while the trans-
parent bars represent non-optimal solutions.

eters. In the small case of this example experiment, clas-
sical computers can simulate the quantum circuit; how-
ever, at larger problem sizes, one may take advantage of
parameter concentration (Section IIC 7) to train the vari-
ational parameters via classical simulation on a smaller,
classically trainable, sub-problem and then run the quan-
tum circuit for the full problem with these optimized pa-
rameters on a quantum computer. At a large enough
scale, the quantum computer becomes necessary for run-
ning the final circuit as classical simulation of quantum
circuits scales exponentially with the number of qubits.

Figure 12 shows the probabilities of the top ten most
probable states (rank ordered) measured on Garnet for
various p. The opaque bars represent the optimal so-
lution while the translucent bars represent non-optimal
solutions. Note that for each p, the most probable state
measured was also the optimal state. The figure also
demonstrates the two competing forces involved when
selecting the best p. On the one hand, increasing p in-
creases the expressiveness of the circuit and therefore the
effectiveness of QAOA. On the other hand, increasing
p also increases the depth of the quantum circuit, and
therefore the noisiness of the results. For example, the
plot for p = 1 is sharp because of its short depth, yet
low-probability because of its low expressivity. By con-
trast, the plot for p = 3 is high probability because of
its high expressivity, yet flat because of its long depth.
The ‘sweet spot’ is at p = 3 (as suggested by our noisy
simulations from Subsection IIC 5), where the circuit is
expressive enough to render high probabilities yet short
enough to be sufficiently sharp. As one expands to larger,
more expensive-to-run problem sizes, the importance of
preemptively searching for the “sweet spot” for p via
noisy simulations of the circuit before running on hard-
ware (Subsection IIC 5) becomes ever more apparent.

FIG. 13. Full graph (all dots) and subgraph (red dots) used
for the parameter concentration study.

7. Parameter Concentration

As noise often scales with the number of qubits/gates,
and therefore problem size, it becomes harder to train
QAOA as the problem size increases. This roadblock
can be alleviated, however, if the problem exhibits pa-
rameter concentration [22], a phenomenon in which the
QAOA parameters trained on a smaller instance of a
problem perform well when applied to a larger instance
of the same problem. Fortunately, we have numerical ev-
idence suggesting parameter concentration for our par-
ticular problem of sphere packing. Figure 13 shows the

FIG. 14. Probability of measuring the best state versus num-
ber of layers p for three instances: the subgraph solved on sub-
graph trained parameters Csub(ρsub), the full graph solved on
subgraph trained parameters Cfull(ρsub), the full graph solved
on full graph trained parameters Cfull(ρfull).
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full graph used for the hardware experiment. The dots
colored red represent a subgraph which will serve as the
“smaller problem instance” for our parameter concentra-
tion investigation. We train the parameters of both the
subgraph QAOA circuit (Csub) and the full graph QAOA
circuit (Csub), resulting in ρsub and ρfull, respectively. To
test for parameter concentration, we compare the perfor-
mance of the full graph circuit executed with the param-
eters trained on the subgraph Cfull(ρsub) with that of the
full graph circuit executed with the parameters trained
on the full graph Cfull(ρfull). Figure 14 compares the
performance of Cfull(ρsub) and Cfull(ρfull) with respect
to overlap with the optimal state for various numbers of
layers p. It also includes the performance of the sub-
graph circuit executed with the parameters trained on
the subgraph Csub(ρsub). We can see that QAOA yields
a larger overlap with the optimal state when solving the
subgraph with the parameters trained on the subgraph
Csub(ρsub) when compared to solving the full graph with
the parameters trained on the full graph Csub(ρsub). This
is expected as the subgraph has less parameters and is
therefore easier to train. However, we can also see that
QAOA on the full graph with parameters trained on the
subgraph Cfull(ρsub) performs only slightly worse than
QAOA on the full graph with parameters trained on the
full graph Cfull(ρfull), demonstrating parameter concen-
tration. This suggests that QAOA may be able to solve
real-world instances of this problem that are too large
to train by executing QAOA on parameters trained on a
trainable sub-instance.

III. HETEROGENEOUS PACKING

Using the encouraging results from real quantum hard-
ware as a springboard, we generalize sphere packing to
the heterogeneous case, for which good classical solu-
tions are much harder to achieve. Consider the case of
s+ 1 distinct radii R = {rn}n∈N where N = {0, 1, ..., s}
and r0 = 0 (a useful indicator for the nonexistence of
a sphere). The state of the qubit (or set of qubits) at
each node informs which sized sphere is centered at said
node. To maximize the density of the packing, we mini-
mize empty space subject to the constraint that the ar-
rangement of spheres is non-overlapping. We formulate
the cost Hamiltonian HC = Hobj + λHcon for hetero-
geneous packing via two different formulations, which we
call “First Quantization” and “Second Quantization” be-
cause of their analogies to the two levels of quantization
in physics.

A. “First Quantization” Formulation

In the “First Quantization” formulation, we assign a
qudit state |n⟩v to each vertex v ∈ V to indicate that the
radius of the sphere centered at vertex v is rn. Recall
that we always set r0 = 0 to represent that no sphere is

FIG. 15. For the “First Quantization” formulation of the
problem, we assume that there is one set of nodes V with
several edge sets for the restrictions on the placement of pairs
of different sized spheres, which can be represented as differ-
ent edge colors. Each node is then colored as well based on
which sized sphere is placed there. This structure allows for a
logarithmic compression in the number of qubits in exchange
for a Hamiltonian with higher-order terms.

placed at the node because this is equivalent to placing
a sphere of radius zero at the node. This formulation is
“first-quantized” in the sense that a property (the radii)
of a fixed grid of spheres are encoded into the states of
the qudits. Written below are the “First Quantization”
formulated Hamiltonians

Hobj = −
∑
v∈V

∑
n∈Nv

V (rn) |n⟩ ⟨n|v (6)

Hcon =
∑

v,w∈V

∑
n,m∈Nvw

|nm⟩ ⟨nm|vw , (7)

where

Nv = {n ∈ N : |v|+ rn ≤ Rb} (8)

Nvw = {n,m ∈ Nv ×Nw : |v − w| ≤ rn + rm}. (9)

Here, Nv represents the index set of the set of radii that
admit spheres of said radii to be placed at node v with-
out extending beyond the boundary of the cylinder. Sim-
ilarly, Nvw represents the index set of pairs of radii that
would not admit the placement of spheres of said radii
at nodes v and w without their overlapping. Here, Rb

is the radius of the cylinder. Converting these Hamilto-
nians to a qubit formulation (a requirement for any real
hardware system today) requires only log2 |R| overhead
via a binary encoding.
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FIG. 16. In the “Second Quantization” formulation of the
problem, we loosen the assumption that the set of available
placements is the same for all radii. As a result, we build a
new graph by stitching together each of the graphs that we
would have built in the homogeneous radius case. In this way,
the multiple edge sets of the previous case become one edge
set over many subgraphs.

B. “Second Quantization” Formulation

In the “Second Quantization” Hamiltonian formula-
tion of the problem, we assign a qubit state |q⟩v to each
vertex v ∈ Vr ⊂ V to indicate the existence (q = 1) or
non-existence (q = 0) of a sphere of radius r at vertex v.
This formulation is “second-quantized” in the sense that
properties (the radii and locations) of the spheres are en-
coded into the indices of the qubits while the spheres’ ex-
istences are encoded into the states of the qubits. Written
below are the “Second Quantization” formulated Hamil-
tonians

Hobj = −
∑
r∈R

∑
v∈Vr

V (r) |1⟩ ⟨1|v (10)

Hcon =
∑

rs∈R2

∑
vw∈Ers

|11⟩ ⟨11|vw , (11)

where

Ers = {v, w ∈ Vr × Vs : |v − w| ≤ r + s}. (12)

Figure 17 shows qbsolve’s [23] attempt at solving the
“second quantization” formulation of the heterogeneous
circle packing problem.

IV. RESOURCE SCALING

Resource estimation for this problem is important to
argue for the potential for quantum advantage over clas-
sical computation. To estimate this scaling of quantum
resources for each problem formulation, we start by mak-
ing several reasonable assumptions. Suppose we have a

FIG. 17. Numerical simulation using qbsolve of the “second
quantization” formulation of the heterogeneous circle packing
problem with three distinct allowable radii.

d-dimensional lattice with q points per side placed within
a d-dimensional cylinder with radius Rb. Furthermore,
notate the set of radii, node sets, edge sets and the max-
imum radius as

R = {r1, ..., rs} (13)

V = {Vr1 , ..., Vrs}
E = {Er1r1 , Er1r2 , ..., Ersrs}
rm = max

r∈R
r,

respectively. For the “Second Quantization” problem for-
mulation, the number of qubits is∑

r∈R

|Vr| ≤ |R|max
r∈R

|Vr|

≤ |R|qd. (14)

The number of CNOT gates to implement eiHγ in one
QAOA layer is

∑
ri,rj∈R2

|Erirj | ≤ |R|2qd max
r∈R

(
max
v∈Vr

deg(v)

)

≤ |R|qd
(
rmq

Rb

)d

= |R|
(
rmq

2

Rb

)d

. (15)

For the “First Quantization” problem formulation, we
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define a similar host of sets:

R = {r1, ..., rs}
Π = {1, ..., ⌈log2 (|R|+ 1)⌉}
V = {v}
E = {Er1r1 , Er1r2 , ..., Ersrs}, (16)

where Erirj has an edge (v, w) if and only the distance
between nodes v and w is less than ri + rj . With these
definitions, the number of qubits is simply

|Π||V | ≤ (⌈log2 (|R|+ 1)⌉) qd

≈ log |R|qd. (17)

Moreover, to count the number of CNOTs, we start by
defining the single state penalty function

g(v, ri, w, rj) =

{
1 if vw ∈ Erirj

0 otherwise
(18)

The single state penalty function g can usually be im-
plemented in fewer gates than the worst case, but it will
always be bounded by 22|Π|. Now we can bound the
number of CNOTs as

∑
ri,rj∈R2

∑
v,w∈Erirj

≤ |R|22|Π| max
ri,rj∈R2

(
max
v∈V

degrirj (v)

)

≤ |R|2(2⌈log2(|R|+1⌉)
(
rmq

Rb

)d

≈ |R|3
(
rmq

Rb

)d

. (19)

Note that the bound on the single state penalty func-
tion is quite loose. Additionally, while the scaling may
appear exponential in d, recall that for real-world ap-
plications d is only 2 or 3, keeping the quantum re-
source scaling for both formulations bounded by a low
order polynomial in all its components. Note that
compared to the “first-quantization” formulation, the
“second-quantization” formulation trades an increase in
the CNOT scaling degree for an exponential decrease in
the number of qubits. The best formulation to use is
therefore dependent on which resource will incur a larger
noise penalty for near-term quantum devices, their num-
ber of qubits or number of gates. Either way, we have
shown that the quantum resources for this problem only
scale polynomially with increased problem size - in con-
trast to classical computers, whose complexity grows ex-
ponentially as this problem is NP-hard.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we model a packed chromatography col-
umn using a mathematical formulation of sphere packing.
We identified three complexity levels of sphere packing.
The first level was solved on real quantum hardware, the
second was simulated on a classical computer (with a
road map to quantum simulations), and the third was
shown to be an extension of the first two. Accompany-
ing the quantum hardware results: hyperparameter opti-
mization was conducted to determine the optimal penalty
term λ for the problem, optimal compilation was imple-
mented to reduce noise, and noisy simulation was con-
ducted to preemptively suggest a number of layers p with
which to run QAOA on quantum hardware. Finally, evi-
dence of parameter concentration was found for the prob-
lem, suggesting that large, untrainable instances of the
problem may still be solvable by QAOA via execution
on parameters trained on smaller, trainable, problem in-
stances. The fact that classical algorithms scale exponen-
tially for this NP-hard problem opens up the possibility
of quantum advantage in the near to long term. Ro-
bust resource scaling of the quantum resources required
to solve the problem on a quantum computer was con-
ducted to further support this claim. In the future, we
would like to attempt to solve the “heterogeneous cir-
cle packing” complexity level on a quantum computer in
the near-term and the “heterogeneous sphere packing”
complexity level in the long term. Altogether, this work
provided a base and road map to potential quantum ad-
vantage for the problem of column chromatography mod-
eled as sphere packing, which could have profound posi-
tive implications for the future of the biopharmaceutical
industry and the health and wellness of the public.
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