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Abstract
Quantum Computing (QC) offers outstanding potential for molecular characterization and drug discovery, particularly
in solving complex properties like the Ground State Energy (GSE) of biomolecules. However, QC is constrained
by computational noise, scalability, and system complexity. This work presents a hybrid framework that combines
Machine Learning (ML) techniques with quantum algorithms, namely the Variational Quantum Eigensolver (VQE),
Hartree-Fock (HF), and Quantum Phase Estimation (QPE)—to improve GSE predictions when computing large
molecules. We curated three datasets—chemical descriptors, Coulomb matrices, and a hybrid combination—using
molecular features from PubChem. These datasets were used to train XGBoost (XGB), Random Forest (RF), and
LightGBM (LGBM) models. Results show that XGB achieved the lowest Relative Error (RE) of 4.41 ± 11.18% on
chemical descriptors, outperforming RF (5.56 ± 11.66%) and LGBM (5.32 ± 12.87%). The HF method delivered
exceptional precision for small molecules (0.44 ± 0.66% RE), while a near-linear correlation between GSE and
molecular electron count provided predictive shortcuts. This study demonstrates that integrating QC and ML
enhances scalability for molecular energy predictions. The proposed approach lays the foundation for overcoming
QC’s limitations and scaling molecular simulations to larger systems.

Keywords: Quantum Mechanics, Quantum Chemistry, Molecular Biology, Amino Acids, Schrödinger Equation, Hamiltonian
Operator, Ground State Energy, Coulomb Matrices, Chemical Properties, Machine Learning, SHAP Values

1. INTRODUCTION

Accurate protein and drug molecule characteriza-
tion has driven the development of diverse computa-
tional and experimental techniques [1]. Since John
Dalton’s 19th-century atomic theory, it is known that
molecules comprise atoms made of electrons, protons,
and neutrons [2]. This raises a critical question: Can
deeper insights into subatomic behavior enhance molec-
ular characterization?
While modern tools like AlphaFold, Rosetta, and I-
TASSER have revolutionized the prediction of three-
dimensional structures [3–5], they rely on approxima-
tions that can limit accuracy, increasing costs and time-
lines in drug development [6–9]. Quantum mechanics,
by contrast, explores particle behavior at subatomic
scales, capturing interactions and energy states with
unparalleled precision. Unlike homology-dependent clas-
sical methods, quantum chemistry is grounded in phys-
ical principles of energy and entropy, making it ideal
for high-precision conformational predictions [10, 11].
Key quantum properties such as superposition enable
quantum computers to process multiple states simul-
taneously, vastly outperforming classical systems in
complex computations [12].

Quantum mechanics models biological systems via
wave functions, solutions to the Schrödinger equation
(1), which predict electron behavior and molecular prop-
erties.

ih̄
∂
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|ψ⟩ = Ĥ|ψ⟩, (1)

The Hamiltonian operator Ĥ, Eq:(2), represents
system energy, simplified by the Born-Oppenheimer
approximation [13].
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Where Ĥ represents the Hamiltonian operator, N
is the total number of electrons in the system, ∇2

i is
the Laplacian operator acting on the i-th electron, M
is the total number of nuclei in the system, ZA is the
atomic number of the A-th nucleus representing the
charge of the nucleus, riA is the distance between the
i-th electron and the A-th nucleus, and rij is the dis-
tance between the i-th and j-th electrons. Solving the
time-independent Schrödinger equation (3) yields the
eigenvalues E, representing allowed energy states:

Ĥ|ψ⟩ = E|ψ⟩, (3)

The lowest eigenvalue corresponds to the Ground
State Energy (GSE), the system’s most stable config-
uration [14]. This state underpins molecular stability,
reactivity, and interaction dynamics, informing reaction
pathways and drug binding processes [15]. However,
solving such equations for relatively small systems is
already very challenging since it involves solving high
search space equations. Therefore, developing efficient
and scalable procedures to compute the GSE for large
molecules remains an open challenge.

1.1 Motivation

The motivation for this work stems from the chal-
lenges of finding exact solutions for quantum equations
in biological systems with over 30 electrons due to the
computational complexity of quantum simulations [16].
While awaiting advancements in hardware and micro-
electronics, this project explores strategies to miti-
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gate qubit limitations by integrating quantum methods,
datasets, and ML for analyzing complex biomolecules.

To test this approach, we focused on computing the
ground-state energies of the 20 essential amino acids
found in the human body due to their profound biolog-
ical relevance [17]. As the building blocks of proteins,
these amino acids play a central role in numerous bio-
chemical processes, making them ideal candidates for
exploring molecular interactions and dynamics while
highlighting the practical implications of this research.
Furthermore, this strategy aims to provide the neces-
sary tools for scaling up to larger molecular systems,
such as small proteins.

With this ultimate objective, we set the following
pipeline:

• Develop a pipeline to assess the GSEs, examin-
ing different Hamiltonian encoders (Jordan-Wigner
and Bravyi-Kitaev [18–20]) and quantum strate-
gies (Quantum Phase Estimation [QPE] [21], Varia-
tional Quantum Eigensolver [VQE] [22–25], and the
Hartree-Fock Approximation [HF] [26–28]).

• Create robust training datasets incorporating vari-
ous molecular descriptors to train ML models and
identify feature combinations that yield optimal ac-
curacies.

• Build ML models trained on these datasets to pre-
dict GSEs for larger molecules that cannot be di-
rectly simulated using QC, focusing on the 20 essen-
tial amino acids.

2. RELATED WORK
The first step before any simulation can begin is

encoding the Hamiltonian. For that, the Jordan-Wigner
transformation has shown efficacy in calculating the
chemical properties of small molecules [18,29]. However,
its long sequences of ZZ operations can significantly in-
crease resource demands on quantum hardware [30].
The Bravyi-Kitaev transformation offers an alternative
that optimizes qubit usage and enhances computational
efficiency while maintaining accuracy [31–33]. Once
encoded, quantum strategies like QPE and VQE have
been effective for extracting GSEs [34–36].

These quantum methods have been applied to small,
computationally feasible molecules, however, for larger
molecules, Machine learning (ML) has emerged as an
alternative to extrapolate quantum properties to more
complex systems that cannot be easily simulated. For
example, Dominic et al. and Lauv et al. demonstrated
promising results using ML models for generating drug-
like molecules [37, 38], supported by similar findings
from other studies [39–41].

Recognizing the importance of robust training
datasets, efforts have been made to construct compre-
hensive datasets. For instance, QM7-X, containing 4.2
million small organic molecules, has proven valuable
for predicting ground state properties [42]. Predeces-
sors like QM8 and QM9 have also contributed signif-
icantly [43–45], alongside QMugs, which focuses on
drug-like molecules [46]. However, the need for larger,
more diverse datasets persists, with some advocating

for the inclusion of reoriented molecules to increase
training samples and enhance accuracy [47].

Despite these advancements, current strategies for
computing quantum properties in biological systems
lack sufficient accuracy when applied to larger and
more complex molecules. Additionally, existing train-
ing datasets often emphasize limited molecular features,
such as three-dimensional coordinates and Coulomb
matrices, while overlooking other important molecular
characteristics. Therefore, this project aims to develop
an effective strategy for calculating GSEs for large sys-
tems without directly solving quantum equations. Fur-
thermore, given their pivotal role in protein structures
and drug discovery, we focus on the 20 essential amino
acids that constitute all of our proteins.

3. BACKGROUND
3.1 Quantum Chemistry

Efficient encoding of the Hamiltonian is essential
for the drugs discovery process, enabling quantum algo-
rithms to compute each fragment’s properties through
different quantum algorithms such as the Hartree-Fock
(HF) Approximation [26–28], Variational Quantum
Eigensolver (VQE) [48], and Quantum Phase Estima-
tion (QPE) [49].

3.1.1 Hamiltonian Encoding

Computing GSEs requires encoding the Hamilto-
nian of molecular fragments in a form suitable for quan-
tum simulations, as represented in equation (2). Two
primary methods for encoding are the Jordan-Wigner
transformation [19,50] and the Bravyi-Kitaev transfor-
mation [51], which efficiently map fermionic states to
qubit representations for quantum computation. To
translate particle systems into qubits, Pauli operators
X, Y , and Z are used to create and remove particles,
as shown in equations (4) and (5).

Q†
j =

1

2
(Xj − iYj), (4)

Qj =
1

2
(Xj + iYj), (5)

Where Xj and Yj are Pauli operators applied to the

j-th qubit, i is the imaginary unit, Q†
j is the complex

conjugate of Qj , Xj and Yj are real variables associated
with the j-th component.

To achieve this, a sequence of Z operators is added,
leading to the final Jordan-Wigner representation in
equations (6) and (7):

a†j =
1

2
(Xj − iYj)⊗

⊗
k<j

Zk, , (6)

aj =
1

2
(Xj + iYj)⊗

⊗
k<j

Zk, (7)

Where a†j is the complex conjugate of aj , Xj and Yj
are real variables associated with the j-th component, i
is the imaginary unit, and

⊗
k<j Zk denotes the tensor

product of Zk operators for k less than j.
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Once correctly encoded, the systems can be handled
by a quantum algorithms that may be able to solve
their ground states.

3.1.2 Variational Quantum Eigensolver

The Variational Quantum Eigensolver (VQE) [48]
is a key quantum algorithm for finding the GSE of a
quantum system given a molecular Hamiltonian and a
parameterized circuit. VQE begins by preparing a quan-
tum state using a parameterized circuit, known as an
ansatz, derived from the system’s fermionic representa-
tion mapped through Jordan-Wigner or Bravyi-Kitaev
encodings [52]. An initial state, often the Hartree-Fock
state, is defined, and the circuit runs iteratively to col-
lect energy measurements. These measurements are
input into a classical optimization algorithm that ad-
justs the circuit parameters to minimize the energy. The
state preparation, measurement, and optimization pro-
cess repeats until the energy converges to a minimum,
indicating the GSE of the system [22].

3.1.3 Quantum Phase Estimation

Quantum Phase Estimation (QPE) [49] is a quan-
tum algorithm used to estimate the eigenvalues of an
eigenvector of a unitary operator, such as the molecular
Hamiltonian of a fragment. By converting the Hamilto-
nian into a unitary operator through trotterization [53],
QPE can determine its eigenvalues, including the GSE.
The equation (8) expresses the described feature.

U |ψ⟩ = eiϕ |ψ⟩ , (8)

Where U is a unitary operator, |ψ⟩ is a quantum
state, eiϕ is a phase factor, i is the imaginary unit, and
ϕ is a real number representing the phase.

The process begins by preparing a quantum state
that is a superposition of the eigenstates of U . The expo-
nential term eiϕ can be rewritten as e2πiθ, where θ rep-
resents the phase in binary form. The next step involves
applying the Quantum Fourier Transform (QFT) [54]
and controlling unitary operations to encode eigenvalue.
Finally, the inverse QFT is applied to measure the
qubits and estimate the phase value, resulting in a set
of eigenvalues, including the molecular system’s GSE.

3.1.4 Hartree-Fock Approximation

The Hartree-Fock (HF) [55] method is a compu-
tational technique used to determine the electronic
structure of atoms and molecules. It employs a self-
consistent field approach, where each electron is treated
as moving within an average field created by all other
electrons [27,28,55]. The method iteratively refines the
equations until self-consistency is achieved, ensuring
that the input and output electron densities converge.
The HF equations are derived from the variational prin-
ciple, which seeks to minimize the system’s total energy
with respect to single-electron wave functions or or-
bitals. To satisfy the Pauli exclusion principle, the
many-electron wave function is expressed as a Slater
determinant [56].

The HF process begins with an initial guess for the
molecular orbitals. The Fock matrix is then constructed
and diagonalized to obtain updated orbitals and their
corresponding energies (eigenvalues) [57]. This itera-
tive cycle continues, with the Fock matrix being recon-
structed using the updated orbitals, until the change in
total energy between successive iterations falls below a
predefined threshold, indicating convergence [58]. Once
convergence is achieved, the total electronic energy, rep-
resenting the GSE, is computed from the final set of
orbitals [26].

3.2 Machine Learning

Machine Learning (ML) is highly effective at learn-
ing from data, making it an ideal tool for modeling and
understanding small quantum systems. By identifying
patterns and relationships within these systems, ML
can extrapolate findings to larger, more complex, and
computationally challenging systems. In this approach,
ML is trained on datasets composed of small molecules,
feature descriptors, and quantum properties, enabling
it to predict these properties for larger molecules. We
propose this as a complementary method to directly
solving complex equations.

4. IMPLEMENTATION

4.1 Workflow

The methodology for this project followed a struc-
tured approach. First, an optimal pipeline for com-
puting GSEs of computationally feasible molecules was
developed. Strategies tested included the HF approxi-
mation, Hamiltonian encoding for molecular fragments,
and the parallel application of VQE and QPE to identify
the most effective method. Results were then compared
against existing literature to evaluate the approach’s
feasibility.

Subsequently, multiple datasets were created to train
ML algorithms to predict the GSEs of larger molecules.
To identify the most predictive features, three distinct
training datasets were designed: one containing chemi-
cal features from the PubChem database [59], another
including Coulomb matrices derived from the 3D atomic
coordinates reported in PubChem, and a third ”com-
bined” dataset comprising both sets of features. These
datasets were used to train three different ML models to
determine the best-performing combination. Additional
datasets containing the same molecular descriptors were
created for the 20 essential amino acids to test gener-
alization, enabling the evaluation of the trained ML
models. SHAP values for the top five predictive fea-
tures were calculated during training to understand
their impact on energy predictions. Finally, the perfor-
mance of each model was assessed by calculating the
Relative Error (RE) between predictions and reference
energies from the literature. For a visual overview of
the pipeline, see Figure 1.

4.2 Computation of Ground State Energies

First, the Hamiltonian of each generated fragment
was encoded to compute the GSE using the Jordan-
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Wigner transformation. For a two-electron molecule,
the parameterized function minimized by the VQE al-
gorithm is represented as Equation 9 [22].

|Ψ(θ)⟩ = cos

(
θ

2

)
|1100⟩ − sin

(
θ

2

)
|0011⟩ , (9)

Where |Ψ(θ)⟩ is the quantum state parameterized by
θ, and |1100⟩ and |0011⟩ are basis states of a multi-qubit
system.

The first strategy tested was VQE. The electronic

Hamiltonian of the molecule was constructed, requir-
ing details such as the number of electrons, orbitals,
multiplicity, and molecular charge for accuracy. The
simulation device, a double-excitation circuit, was then
defined. A gradient-descent optimizer was set to min-
imize the cost function, initializing θ at 0 (Hartree-
Fock state). The algorithm iteratively adjusted θ and
calculated the corresponding energy until a minimum
was reached. This pipeline was applied to compute
the GSE of Glycine (C2H5NO2) and its fragments
(H2, O2, NH3

+, COOH– ).

Figure 1. Pipeline implemented. The left section explores QC strategies for GSE computation, while the right section outlines the
development and testing of ML models using training datasets, culminating in the evaluation of the final model.

The second approach implemented was QPE, fol-
lowing the detailed steps outlined in Section 3.1.1. The
GSE results were compared with those from the VQE
and reported literature.

Lastly, the HF approximation was used as an addi-
tional pipeline, employing the Pyscf package [60]. Coor-
dinates and atomic details, along with total spin, charge,
and basis set, were input to the gto() and scf() func-
tions. The total system energy was computed iteratively
until convergence was achieved. This method was also
used to compute the GSE for the same groups tested
in VQE and QPE, enabling a comparative analysis to
determine the optimal pipeline in our case. The devel-
opment environment used was Visual Studio Code [61]
with Python as the programming language. Essen-
tial libraries included Pennylane and Pyscf for running
quantum simulations [60,62].

4.3 Datasets

Due to the complexity of simulating larger molecules,
datasets were developed to train ML algorithms for
predicting the GSE of molecules such as amino acids.
While previous studies have shown promising results
using Coulomb matrices as input features [63], datasets
incorporating common chemical descriptors needed to
be more present. This project aimed to determine if
combining chemical descriptors with Coulomb matrices
could improve prediction accuracy.

With this objective, three training datasets were de-
signed: one containing only chemical features, another
with Coulomb matrices derived from atomic positions,

and a third combining both types. Each dataset was
used independently to train ML models and assess
which combination of descriptors yielded the best GSE
predictions.

The chemical features dataset included:

• Required qubits for computation.
• One-hot encoding for atoms (H, C, N, S, O) present
in essential amino acids.

• Polar surface area.
• Molecular complexity.
• Logarithm of the octanol-water partition coefficient
(logP).

• Number of non-hydrogen atoms.
• Number of hydrogen bond donors.
• Number of hydrogen bond acceptors.
• Number of rotatable bonds.
• Molecular weight.

The Coulomb Matrices dataset included the upper
triangular part of the symmetric Coulomb matrices, vec-
torized and zero-padded to uniform dimensions. These
matrices were calculated using equation (10) and the
3D atomic coordinates from PubChem.

CIJ =

{
1
2Z

2.4
I if I = J

ZIZJ

|RI−RJ | if I ̸= J,
(10)

Where CIJ represents the matrix element between
atoms I and J , ZI and ZJ are their atomic numbers,
and |RI −RJ | is the distance between them.
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Labels for prediction were the GSEs from the QM7
database, validated with existing literature [42, 64]. In-
clusion criteria for molecules in the datasets were:

• Composed of H, C, N , S, or O to reflect the func-
tional groups in the 20 essential amino acids.

• Energies documented in the QM7 database [42].

Three test datasets were created using the same cri-
teria but focused on the 20 essential amino acids. These
datasets evaluated the GSE prediction performance of
trained ML models. The objective was to identify the
optimal combination of data and algorithms for amino
acids with potential applications to protein-level pre-
dictions.

4.4 Machine Learning
The selected algorithms and their tunable hyperpa-

rameters were the following:

• Extreme Gradient Boosting (XGB) [63, 65]:
learning rate, number of estimators, maximum tree
depth, subsample, and minimum child weight.

• Light Gradient Boosting Machine (LGBM)
[66, 67]: maximum leaves per tree, number of esti-
mators, maximum tree depth, subsample, learning
rate, and minimum child weight.

• Random Forest (RF) [68]: maximum tree depth,
number of estimators, minimum samples for node
splits, maximum number of features.

5. RESULTS

5.1 Ground State Energies

The developed pipelines were first tested for com-
puting computationally feasible molecules. Glycine,
the smallest of the 20 essential amino acids (shown in
Figure 2), was chosen for these simulations. The simu-
lations for Glycine and its component groups required
significant computation time, with the largest taking
over 15 hours on a system with a 13th Gen Intel(R)
Core(TM) i7-13700H processor at 2.40 GHz, 32 GB of
RAM, and a 64-bit Windows 11 Pro operating system.

Figure 2. Molecular structure of Glycine, the smallest amino acid.

Table 1 presents the optimized GSEs obtained us-
ing VQE, QPE, and HF, compared to the true GSEs
reported in the literature [64]. The QPE method out-
performed both HF and VQE, achieving a mean relative
error (% RE) of 0.18±0.14%, compared to 0.44±0.66%
for HF and 4.19± 3.56% for VQE.

Table 1. Optimized GSEs obtained with VQE, QPE, and HF compared to the true GSEs from the literature [64].

Molecule True GSE [Ha] VQE [Ha] QPE [Ha] HF [Ha]

H2 −1.14 −1.14 −1.14 −1.12

O2 −147.63 −143.98 −147.92 −147.63

NH3
+ −55.46 −53.11 −55.62 −55.45

COOH- −185.62 −179.03 −184.95 −185.33

C2H5NO2 −279.12 −249.24 −279.03 −278.35

Table 2. Description of chemical features in the training and test datasets (amino acids).

TRAINING DATABASE AMINO ACID DATABASE

Feature Mean ± Std [Min, Max] Feature Mean ± Std [Min, Max]

Molecular weight 87.12± 21.17 [26.04, 124.16] Molecular weight 136.90± 30.86 [75.07, 204.22]

Polar area 27.52± 19.42 [0.00, 71.80] Polar area 81.76± 20.11 [49.30, 128.00]

Complexity 67.81± 46.26 [0.00, 213.00] Complexity 120.27± 47.26 [42.90, 245.00]

Octanol-water partition coefficient 0.61± 1.17 [−3.20, 4.40] Octanol-water partition coefficient −2.65± 0.80 [−4.20,−1.10]

Number of non-hydrogen atoms 6.00± 1.25 [2.00, 7.00] Number of non-hydrogen atoms 9.35± 2.41 [5.00, 15.00]

Number of hydrogen bond donors 0.50± 0.71 [0.00, 3.00] Number of hydrogen bond donors 2.65± 0.59 [2.00, 4.00]

Number of hydrogen bond acceptors 1.38± 0.97 [0.00, 4.00] Number of hydrogen bond acceptors 3.70± 0.66 [3.00, 5.00]

Number of rotatable bonds 0.80± 1.13 [0.00, 4.00] Number of rotatable bonds 2.85± 1.18 [1.00, 5.00]

Number of qubits required 46.86± 11.00 [14.00, 66.00] Number of qubits required 76.30± 15.18 [40.00, 108.00]
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5.2 Datasets
Six datasets were developed: three for training and

three for testing. The training datasets included 168
molecules composed of H, C, N, S, and O, encompass-
ing the functional groups found in amino acids. The
test datasets included 20 molecules corresponding to
the essential amino acids. Table 2 details the chemical
features used in each dataset.

5.3 Machine Learning
5.3.1 Training and Model Selection

Three ML models — XGB, LGBM, and RF — were
trained on the chemical features, Coulomb matrices,
and combined datasets. The % Relative Error (RE)
was used to evaluate performance, and the best hyper-
parameters were stored. Figure 3 illustrates an example
from the training phase, showing that the models effec-
tively learned from the data.

Figure 4 shows the training results. XGB outper-
formed other models on the chemical features dataset,
achieving a mean RE of 4.41± 11.18%. However, per-
formance was lower for the Coulomb matrices dataset,
with XGB obtaining an RE of 8.9 ± 17.01%, and all
models exhibiting higher errors. LGBM showed the
best performance for the combined dataset with an
RE of 6.06± 10.79%. Thus, the final model expected
to perform best during testing was XGB applied to
the chemical features dataset with its optimized hy-
perparameters (n estimators: 500, learning rate: 0.05,
max depth: 5, subsample: 0.6, min child weight: 5).

Figure 3. Predictions during training of the XGB model on the
chemical dataset, with energy values on the y-axis and sample in-
dices on the x-axis. The blue line represents the ground truth, and
the yellow shows model predictions.

Figure 4. % RE for each ML algorithm (different shades of blue)
using different feature sets to predict GSE (x-axis). XGB, trained
on the chemical features dataset, achieved the best performance.

Figure 5. % RE for the predictions made by the top-performing
algorithms when applied to amino acid features.

5.3.2 Prediction of Amino Acid Energies

The best-performing algorithms for each feature set
were used to predict the GSEs of the 20 essential amino
acids. For example, if XGB performed best on the
combined dataset during training, XBG and its hyper-
parameters were used to predict amino acid energies
with in the combined dataset (see Figure 3 for details
on the top model for each case). Figure 5 shows the
% RE values for GSE predictions for the 20 essential
amino acids using chemical, Coulomb, and combined
features.

5.3.3 Explainability

Incorporating explainability into high-performing
ML algorithms provides valuable insights into their
decision-making process. The Shapley Additive exPla-
nations (SHAP) method was employed to rank features
by importance, highlighting their contributions to the
model’s predictions. Figure 6 shows the SHAP plot for
the XGB model trained on the combined dataset. The
most significant chemical descriptors identified were
molecular weight, number of electrons, partition coef-
ficient, and two specific positions from the Coulomb
matrices, 1 and 43.

Figure 6. SHAP values indicating the most predictive chemical
features.

Further analysis revealed that some features showed
strong relationships with GSE. The most notable exam-
ple, shown in Figure 7, illustrates the apptoximate linear
relationship between the GSE of the 168 molecules and
the number of electrons, suggesting that a simple linear
model could predict this energy.
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Figure 7. GSEs of 168 molecules as a function of the number of
qubits required for their quantum simulations.

5.3.4 Linear Regression

While ML algorithms were designed to predict GSEs
using various feature sets, a strong correlation between
GSE and the number of electrons was observed. This
prompted using a linear regression model for prediction,
as shown in Figure 8 and described by equation (11).

GSE = −4.32×Qubits− 163.51 (11)

Applying this linear model resulted in a % RE of
15.01± 7.17%.

Figure 8. Linear regression model for predicting the GSE of the 20
essential amino acids. The plot shows the actual GSE as a function
of the number of electrons (blue) and the applied linear model (red).

6. DISCUSSION

This study was motivated by the potential of QC
to improve molecular characterization for drug discov-
ery. Three main objectives were defined: (1) to identify
the optimal pipeline for estimating GSE of small, com-
putationally feasible molecules, (2) to develop robust
training datasets for training ML models, and (3) to
prove if this ML were able to make accurate predictions
on larger molecules.

First, implementing QC techniques such as QPE,
VQE, and the HF approximation yielded promising re-
sults for small molecular fragments, aligning well with
findings in the literature [22,23,55]. However, for larger
molecules, these methods exhibited limitations in terms
of both accuracy and efficiency. VQE achieved a mean
relative error (RE%) of 4.19±3.56%, while QPE and HF
demonstrated significantly lower errors. These differ-
ences are expected, as VQE relies on classical optimiza-
tion algorithms that can be computationally expensive

and prone to converging to local minima, especially in
complex systems.

In contrast, QPE and HF outperformed VQE,
achieving mean RE% values of and 0.18± 0.14% and
0.44 ± 0.66%, respectively, even for larger molecules
such as glycine. However, HF’s accuracy may decrease
for larger systems, suggesting that post-HF methods,
such as MP2 or Density Functional Theory, could serve
as potential alternatives [69]. Furthermore, QPE is sus-
ceptible to circuit noise, so future research could explore
combining QPE with techniques like qubitization [70].

Regarding the second and third objectives, inte-
grating ML offered a complementary solution to QC
limitations. Three training datasets—chemical features,
Coulomb matrices, and a combined set—were developed
to determine the optimal molecular descriptors. XGB
showed the best performance on chemical features (%
RE of 4.41± 11.18%), followed by RF and LGBM (%
RE of 5.56± 11.66% and 5.32± 12.87%, respectively).
These findings underscore the importance of chemical
descriptors in enhancing model accuracy, which is a
novel addition as no comparable datasets with these
features were found. Chemical descriptors are also more
accessible to compute and widely available via databases
like PubChem [59]. XGB trained on chemical features,
with optimized hyperparameters, emerged as the model
expected to perform best when applied to amino acids
(n estimators: 500, learning rate: 0.05, max depth: 5,
subsample: 0.6, min child weight: 5).

While ML models showed promise during training,
their application to the 20 essential amino acids re-
vealed higher RE values, highlighting challenges in
generalization for larger, complex molecules. The com-
bined dataset improved prediction accuracy in the train-
ing process, but had slightly higher RE% in the test
set. However, the limited training sample size (168
molecules) likely constrained model performance. With
this, it seems like probably PubChem features increase
accuracy when the molecules are similar but may de-
crease a bit the generalization capability of the model.

Despite these challenges, the models showed poten-
tial for extrapolation to larger molecules. Differences
among amino acids in terms of properties and energy
levels could explain the varying prediction accuracies,
consistent with previous studies that reported accept-
able results for more minor, non-polar molecules using
fragmentation-based GSE approaches [71].

Additionally, SHAP analysis provided additional in-
sights into the importance of features. For XGB trained
on combined features, molecular weight and the number
of electrons required were the most influential, suggest-
ing a relationship between molecule size and energy.
The partition coefficient, was also significant, reflecting
the importance on the nature of the molecule. The
remaining features were two elements of the Coulomb
matrix, interestingly, the coefficients in positions 1 and
43 which were not null in almost all molecules.

A notable finding was the nearly linear relation-
ship between GSE and the number of electrones of
the molecule. Applying a simple linear regression
model for GSE prediction resulted in a mean % RE
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of −4.32 ± −163.51%, outperforming some ML mod-
els. This result should be interpreted cautiously, as the
linear model was based on only 20 data points, raising
potential overfitting concerns. Future research should
evaluate this model’s applicability to larger systems,
such as small proteins.

7. CONCLUSION

This study highlights the potential of integrating
quantum computing (QC) and machine learning (ML)
to enhance molecular characterization and drug discov-
ery. Motivated by the question, Can deeper insights
into subatomic behavior enhance molecular characteriza-
tion?, we explored strategies to overcome computational
limitations. Our findings show that QC techniques like
VQE, QPE, and the Hartree-Fock (HF) approximation
are effective for small molecules, with QPE achieving
the besr mean relative error (RE) of 0.18±0.14%. How-
ever, scaling these methods to larger biomolecules is
still challenged by computational noise and limitations,
suggesting the future use of post-HF methods for better
accuracy.

ML proved to be a valuable complement, extend-
ing QC capabilities to larger systems. Developing di-
verse datasets with chemical descriptors and Coulomb
matrices underscored the importance of feature selec-
tion, with XGB models achieving the lowest RE of
4.41 ± 11.18% on chemical descriptors. However, ap-
plying these models to the 20 essential amino acids
revealed limitations, highlighting the need for larger
datasets to improve accuracy.

A notable finding was the nearly linear correla-
tion between GSE and the number of electrons of the
molecule, pointing to potential predictive shortcuts.
While a linear regression model showed promise, fur-
ther evaluation is needed for larger molecules.

In conclusion, combining QC and ML offers a path
forward for more precise molecular characterization.
Continued development of these methods to handle
complex systems could significantly impact computa-
tional chemistry and biomedicine, where accurate 3D
molecular modeling is vital. This work lays the ground-
work for future research to fully leverage subatomic
insights.

Code

The code to reproduce the figures and explore ad-
ditional settings is available in the following GitHub
repository: https://github.com/laiacoronas/ML-vs-
quantum-algorithms.

References

[1] Wang Yu and Alexander D. MacKerell. Computer-
aided drug design methods. Methods in Molecular
Biology, 1520:85–106, 2017.

[2] MI Grossman. John dalton’s ”aha” moment: the
origin of the chemical atomic theory. Ambix,
68(1):49–71, Feb 2021.

[3] John Jumper et al. Highly accurate protein
structure prediction with alphafold. Nature,
596(7873):583–589, 2021.

[4] Andrew Leaver-Fay et al. Rosetta3: An object-
oriented software suite for the simulation and de-
sign of macromolecules. Methods in Enzymology,
487:545–574, 2011.

[5] Jianyi Yang et al. The i-tasser suite: Protein
structure and function prediction. Nature Methods,
12(1):7–8, 2015.

[6] James P Hughes, Steve Rees, Steven B Kalind-
jian, and Karen L Philpott. Principles of early
drug discovery. British journal of pharmacology,
162(6):1239–1249, 2011.

[7] Wangyang Yu and Alexander D MacKerell.
Computer-aided drug design methods. Methods in
molecular biology, 1520:85–106, 2017.

[8] Paul Shinn, Li Chen, Marc Ferrer, Zeev Itkin,
Claudia Klumpp-Thomas, Catherine McKnight,
Shashi Michael, Tomasz Mierzwa, Craig Thomas,
Kelli Wilson, et al. High-throughput screening for
drug combinations. Methods in molecular biology,
1939:11–35, 2019.

[9] Xia Lin, Xue Li, and Xuyang Lin. A review on
applications of computational methods in drug
screening and design. Molecules, 25(6):1375, 2020.

[10] Tanja van Mourik. First-principles quantum chem-
istry in the life sciences. Philosophical Transactions
of the Royal Society A: Mathematical, Physical and
Engineering Sciences, 362(1825):2653–2670, 2004.

[11] Richard A Bryce. What next for quantum mechan-
ics in structure-based drug discovery? Methods in
molecular biology, 2114:339–353, 2020.

[12] Michael A. Nielsen and Isaac L. Chuang. Quantum
computation and quantum information. Cambridge
University Press, 2010.

[13] T.E. Li and S. Hammes-Schiffer. Electronic born-
oppenheimer approximation in nuclear-electronic
orbital dynamics. J Chem Phys, 158(11):114118,
Mar 21 2023.

[14] Anne Marie Helmenstine. What is ground state in
chemistry?

[15] BM Britt. Substrate ground state binding en-
ergy concentration is realized as transition state
stabilization in physiological enzyme catalysis. J
Biochem Mol Biol, 37(5):533–7, Sep 30 2004.

[16] N. S. Blunt, J. Camps, O. Crawford, R. Izsák,
S. Leontica, A. Mirani, A. E. Moylett, S. A.
Scivier, C. Sünderhauf, P. Schopf, J. M. Taylor,
and N. Holzmann. A perspective on the current
state-of-the-art of quantum computing for drug
discovery applications. 2022.

8



[17] Jeremy M. Berg, John L. Tymoczko, and Lubert
Stryer. Biochemistry. W. H. Freeman and Com-
pany, New York, 5th edition, 2002. ISBN: 978-
0716743392.

[18] G. Veyrac and Z. Toffano. Geometric algebra
jordan-wigner transformation for quantum sim-
ulation. Entropy (Basel), 26(5):410, May 2024.

[19] A. Tranter, S. Sofia, et al. The bravyi–kitaev
transformation: Properties and applications.
International Journal of Quantum Chemistry,
115(19):1431–1445, 2015.

[20] Jacob T Seeley, Martin J Richard, and Peter J
Love. The bravyi-kitaev transformation for quan-
tum computation of electronic structure. Journal
of Chemical Physics, 137(22):224109, 2012.

[21] C Kang, NP Bauman, S Krishnamoorthy, and
K Kowalski. Optimized quantum phase estimation
for simulating electronic states in various energy
regimes. J. Chem. Theory Comput., 18(11):6567–
6576, Nov 8 2022. Epub 2022 Oct 6.

[22] WM Kirby and PJ Love. Variational quantum
eigensolvers for sparse hamiltonians. Phys Rev
Lett, 127(11):110503, Sep 10 2021.

[23] Alberto Peruzzo, Jarrod McClean, Peter Shadbolt,
Man-Hong Yung, Xiao-Qi Zhou, Peter J Love,
Alán Aspuru-Guzik, and Jeremy L O’brien. A
variational eigenvalue solver on a photonic quan-
tum processor. Nature communications, 5(1):4213,
2014.

[24] Atchade Parfait Adelomou, Elisabet Golobardes
Ribe, and Xavier Vilasis Cardona. Using the
parameterized quantum circuit combined with
variational-quantum-eigensolver (vqe) to create an
intelligent social workers’ schedule problem solver,
2020.

[25] Parfait Atchade Adelomou, Elisabet Golo-
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