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Abstract—Quantum computing (QC) is anticipated to provide
a speedup over classical approaches for specific problems in
optimization, simulation, and machine learning. With the ad-
vances in quantum computing toward practical applications, the
need to analyze and compare different quantum solutions is
increasing. While different low-level benchmarks exist, they often
do not provide sufficient insights into real-world application-
level performance. We propose an application-centric benchmark
method and the QUantum computing Application benchmaRK
(QUARK) framework to foster the investigation and creation of
application benchmarks for QC. This paper establishes three
significant contributions: (1) it makes a case for application-
level benchmarks and provides an in-depth “pen and paper”
benchmark formulation of two reference problems: robot path
and vehicle option optimization from the industrial domain; (2)
it proposes the open-source QUARK framework for designing,
implementing, executing, and analyzing benchmarks; (3) it pro-
vides multiple reference implementations for these two reference
problems based on different known, and where needed, extended,
classical and quantum algorithmic approaches and analyzes their
performance on different types of infrastructures.

Index Terms—quantum computing, benchmark, optimization

I. INTRODUCTION

Motivation: Quantum computing (QC) is transitioning from
research to industrialization. It promises to improve optimiza-
tion, machine learning, and simulation problems significantly,
overcoming the limitations of existing high-performance com-
puting systems [1]]. Applications for these problem domains
can be found in academia and industry [2]. For example,
the automotive industry’s complex design, manufacturing,
logistics, and financial challenges are promising candidates for
quantum-based optimization and machine learning approaches.
Quantum chemistry simulations promise to enhance the mate-
rial research process, e. g., for battery cell chemistry.

Impressive progress has been made, as visible, e. g., in sev-
eral quantum advantage demonstrations [3]], [4]]. However, it
is currently unclear what hardware technology and algorithms
will deliver a practical quantum advantage, i.e., a quantum
system that provides better solution quality, time-to-solution,
energy usage, or cost than a classical system. The evaluation of
quantum systems is becoming increasingly important to assess
scientific and technical progress addressing the needs of end
users, funding agencies, and investors. Benchmarks are critical
for this purpose and will help to guide application, algorithm,
and hardware development, and build communities [5]], [6].

State-of-the-art and limitations: Current quantum comput-
ing benchmarks often focus on low-level hardware perfor-
mance, targeting hardware providers [7], [8] and provid-
ing valuable metrics to assess technological maturity and
roadmaps. Unfortunately, the results often do not translate to
real-world application performance. Higher-level benchmarks,
e.g., Lubinski [9] and Martiel [|10]], consider a set of algo-
rithms and circuits. While these approaches provide important
insights, they do not investigate end-to-end application perfor-
mance and thus, foster holistic advances on all levels required
for real-world applications.

Key insights, contributions, and artifacts: In this work, we
make three significant contributions:

(1) We propose an application-centric approach for devel-
oping benchmarks. By using a “pencil and paper” approach
(as popularized by the NAS parallel benchmark (NPB) [11]),
we allow for multiple problem formulations, e.g., quantum
annealing, gate-based, hybrid and classical formulations. Con-
sidering the maturity of quantum hardware and programming
systems, we think this approach is best-suited, facilitating
innovations and optimizations on all levels, e.g., hardware,
control system, operating system and middleware, algorithm,
and application level. Specifically, we provide a formulation
of two reference problems from the industrial domain, robot
path and vehicle option optimization (see section [[TI);

(2) We introduce the open-source QUantum computing
Application benchmaRK (QUARK) [12] framework for de-
signing, implementing, executing, and analyzing benchmarks
(see section . QUARK addresses critical requirements of
application benchmarks, such as the need to abstract realistic
workloads and datasets into benchmarks, support multiple
implementations, and reproducibly capture all results;

(3) We demonstrate QUARK’s capabilities by implementing
benchmarks for the two reference problems (see section [V]).
For these problems, we develop and characterize several classi-
cal and quantum algorithms (e. g., a novel QUBO formulation
of the partial MAX-SAT problem) and benchmark these on
different infrastructures (e. g., D-Wave and simulation).

Limitations: It is challenging to develop representative ap-
plication benchmarks for quantum computing, as it is unclear
which algorithm, qubit modality, and hardware will deliver
a quantum advantage. As current quantum systems provide
no real practical advantage, the utility of application-level
benchmarks is still limited. Further, transferring benchmark



results to other applications is often challenging. Finally, in
its present form QUARK is limited to optimization problems
and thus does not cover all quantum application domains.

II. BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK

A. Quantum Computing Infrastructure

Various hardware realizations of quantum computers have
been proposed and are in development. These quantum hard-
ware systems typically possess different characteristics, e. g.,
gate fidelities, coherence times, and clock speeds. Currently,
superconducting and ion-trapped qubits are the most widely
used modalities. Both modalities are available from differ-
ent vendors, e.g., superconducting systems from IBM [13]],
Google [14]], and Rigetti [[15] and ion-trap-based systems from
IonQ [16] and Honeywell [17]. Non-gate-based systems for
quantum annealing from D-Wave are also broadly available on
the D-Wave [|18] and AWS clouds. Finally, approaches such as
neutral atom [[19]], and topological quantum computation [20]
could become prominent in the future.

Additionally, classical simulation of quantum systems is
crucial for designing quantum algorithms and verifying re-
sults obtained on quantum devices. Hence, it is necessary to
understand the trade-offs and scales of different simulation
approaches (see [21] for an overview).

B. Benchmarks

Benchmarks are standardized workloads, i.e., sets of in-
puts (program and data), that are used to compare computer
systems [22], [23] and have been instrumental in many areas
of computer science and engineering. In general, two types
of benchmarks exist: (i) specification-based benchmarks that
provide a “pen and paper” description of a problem; and
(ii) reference implementations. Both approaches have trade-
offs: specification-based benchmarks are flexible, allowing for
innovation. Results of these benchmarks are, however, difficult
to compare. Reference implementations limit the design space
and allow for more controlled yet expensive experiments.

Benchmarks arise on different levels: System-level bench-
marks focus on the lower-level hardware and system aspects
(e.g., gate fidelity) and, thus, are difficult to map to appli-
cation performance. Algorithmic-level benchmarks evaluate
specific, significant subroutines. Application-level benchmarks
are more holistic and consider the entire stack comprising
hardware, operating system, middleware, classical resources,
and the interplay between the individual components. Nev-
ertheless, transferring insights and results between different
applications is often difficult as only a narrow set of these
interactions can be covered. Table [ summarizes classical and
quantum benchmarks for different levels.

1) Classical Benchmarks: Important benchmarks relevant
to quantum computing have emerged in HPC and in many
application domains. For example, the High-Performance Lin-
pack (HPL) [31] is used to create the TopS00 supercomputing
list. The NPB [11] originated in the domain of aerodynamics
simulations and is a “paper and pencil” benchmark, comprising

TABLE I
IMPORTANT BENCHMARKS FOR THE DIFFERENT LAYERS: FROM
SYSTEM-LEVEL TO APPLICATION-LEVEL BENCHMARKS.

Level Classical Quantum

Application ImageNet 1241, Glue 1251, QScore 1101, QED-C 191,
MLPerf [26], Chook [27] SupermarQ [28], Fermi-Hubbard

Model [29], [30

Algorithm Linpack 1311, NPB [11], VQE [35], QAOA [36], Anneal-
SPEC [32], TSPLib95 [33], SAT ing [37], [38
competition [34

System SPEC HPC, ACCEL [39], MPI [40], QV [7], Volumetric benchmark-

OMP [32] ing [41], randomized gate bench-
marking [7], Arline compiler bench-
mark [42], CLOPS [8], QASM-

Bench [43

five parallel kernels, and three application benchmarks (e. g.,
LU matrix decomposition).

Various benchmarks have been proposed and advanced with
the emergence of data and machine learning workloads and
applications. Application-centric benchmarks, such as Ima-
geNet [24] for computer vision and Glue [25] for natural lan-
guage processing, were instrumental in advancing the state of
machine learning, by providing labeled, standardized datasets
that enabled comparisons.

There exist several benchmarks for common optimization
tasks, such as the Boolean satisfiability problem (SAT) [34],
scheduling [44], [45], and the traveling salesperson problem
(TSP) [33].

2) Quantum System Benchmarks: Quantum system bench-
marks focus on low-level aspects of quantum devices. One
prominent example is the quantum volume (QV) bench-
mark [7]], defined as the largest executable circuit with equal
width (number of qubits) and depth (number of circuit lay-
ers). Thus, the QV provides valuable information (e.g., gate
fidelities, coherence times) needed to assess quantum hardware
quality and to validate roadmaps.

Blume-Kohout et al. [41] extend the QV beyond square
circuits, allowing rectangular circuits with different numbers
of qubits and layers. Further, the authors propose, in addition
to randomized circuits used by QV, the use of other circuit
types, e. g., Grover iterations and Hamiltonian simulations, and
additional quality metrics.

The circuit layer operations per second (CLOPS) metric
focuses on the execution speed [8]]. The benchmark is based
on parametrized circuits, i.e., circuits which are static and
are configured with parameters at runtime. Parameterized
circuits are used in quantum algorithms for machine learning,
optimization, and chemistry, particularly in the NISQ-era. The
metric considers the circuit execution time, including, e.g.,
preparation overheads.

QASMBench [43] is a benchmark suite providing different
small to large-scale quantum circuits with an emphasis on
evaluating these circuits on quantum hardware. While the
benchmark includes application-relevant circuits for (e. g., the
quantum approximate optimization algorithm (QAOA)), the
authors focus on evaluating quantum hardware performance
using these circuits (e. g., gate fidelity).

3) Quantum Application Benchmarks: We differentiate be-
tween characterizations, i. e., activities that focus on describing



and understanding systems, and benchmarks, i. e., standardized
workloads that allow a comparison between systems.

Characterizations: D-Wave devices have been thoroughly
investigated regarding their performance, tunability, and limi-
tations for different applications from science to finance and
industry. Grant et al. [46] utilize a portfolio optimization use
case to analyze the effects of different control parameters
of quantum annealers. In particular, they monitored how the
solution quality changes with different embeddings, anneal-
ing times, and spin reversal routines. Perdomo et al. [37]]
investigate the combinational circuit fault diagnosis (CCFD)
industrial optimization problem, focusing on the scalability of
annealing approaches.

Various characterizations of gate-based systems and appli-
cations exist. Willsch et al. [36] investigate the performance of
QAOA and annealing and their ability to discover the optimal
solution for artificial Max-Cut and 2-SAT problems. Perfor-
mance aspects, e. g., the time-to-solution, are not investigated.

Benchmarks: While previous examples focus on specific
application scenarios, Mills etal. [47] emphasize the need for
more holistic benchmarks. To this end, the authors propose
three circuit designs: shallow, square, and deep circuits. The
proposed approach is similar to the volumetric benchmark
approach proposed in [41]. While these circuit types can be
mapped to more concrete applications on a high level, it is
difficult to predict performance on concrete applications (e. g.,
for specific problem types and sizes).

Martiel et al. [10] propose an application-centric optimiza-
tion benchmark called Q-Score. The Q-Score is based on
performing the Max-Cut algorithm using QAOA on different
sizes of standardized Erdos-Renyi graphs. As Q-Score only
encapsulates a single problem, its practical value is limited.

Lubinski etal. [9] propose application-oriented benchmarks
to assess gate-based quantum systems using a volumetric
framework. Currently, the framework comprises 11 different
algorithms. While most of these algorithms provide important
building blocks for quantum applications, the analysis is not
conducted in the context of industry applications. Important
application domains, such as optimization and machine learn-
ing, are not addressed. The framework relies on a normalized
fidelity metric, comparing the output distributions of the
optimal solution and experiment.

Tomesh etal. [28] propose the SupermarQ benchmark suite
comprising eight benchmark kernels (e.g., GHZ, Flip Code,
and QAOA) for gate-based devices. It focuses on synthetic
problems, e.g., QAOA-based Max-Cut optimization on a
random graph, making it difficult to generalize results to real-
world problems.

Discussion: Most approaches focus on specific applications
and systems, investigating different configurations to improve
understanding. Further, they often rely on generic quality
metrics, which are difficult to map to real-world application
performance. Finally, they often lack an end-to-end perspective
and ignore hidden costs, e. g., the time required to move data
between classical and quantum interfaces. The current state
reflects the maturity of the quantum ecosystem, which is yet

to deliver a practical advantage. The standardization of met-
rics, datasets, benchmarking methods, and reproducibility will
become increasingly important considering the rapid progress
toward real-world applications.

III. APPLICATIONS AND WORKLOADS

Solving optimization problems has been a major driving
force behind the development of quantum computing, as even
marginal improvements over existing methods can lead to
significant economic impact. This section describes and rig-
orously formulates two representative industrial applications
from the optimization domain: robot path planning and vehicle
options planning. The results of both benchmark problems
provide immediate utility for assessing a proposed solution’s
feasibility and business impact. Further, various ways exist to
scale and adapt the problems to the evolving technological
landscape.

A. Robot Path Planning

Application: Robots are a crucial enabler for automa-
tion in industrial manufacturing, driving quality, efficiency,
and scale improvements. However, the deployment of robot
systems comprising software and hardware is challenging. One
particular example is planning paths for complex multi-robot
systems [48]]. Robots must follow a pre-defined path to execute
multiple tasks in such systems.

An example is the polyvinyl chloride (PVC) sealing process,
in which spaces on the vehicle body, e. g., between joint sheets,
are sealed using PVC, a thermoplastic material, to increase
waterproofness and prevent corrosion. The real-world system
is highly complex — for example, each robot has multiple
tools and configuration settings, like the number and type
of nozzles used by each robot. Multiple robots (up to four)
work in parallel during this process. Thus, spatial constraints
to avoid collisions must be enforced. The objective is to find
the shortest valid path that fulfills the following requirements:
(1) all seams need to be sealed; (2) the robot must always start
and end at a particular home position; and (3) no collision
between the different robots may occur.

Due to the limitations of current quantum computing hard-
ware, we make several simplifications. First, we only consider
single robot systems, i.e., no collisions must be avoided. Sec-
ond, we simplify the dataset and aggregate data across some
dimensions, e.g., different available tools and configuration
parameters. Third, we only consider two different tools and
configuration settings. Further, we decrease the problem size
to allow execution on current quantum hardware. For this
purpose, we remove seams from the real-world problem graph
deterministically to ensure reproducibility.

Problem Class: The problem is a variant of the NP-
hard TSP. It is specified using a weighted graph, encoding
the distances between all possible node pairs. The goal is to
find a combination of nodes representing the shortest path and,
thus, the shortest time.

While robot path planning shares some similarities with the
TSP, there are some key differences: (1) There are two nodes



per seam, but only one of these nodes needs to be visited to
seal that seam; (2) there are numerous tools and configuration
settings in which a node can be visited; (3) the costs from one
node to the other with a specific tool/configuration setting are
not symmetric; and (4) the graph is not fully connected as not
all moves are possible.

Mathematical Model: We define x(gr)wt as a binary vari-
able, which we set to 1 if the robot is at the node (s,n,c,t)
at time-step ¢, where s denotes the seam number, n the node
number, c the configuration and ¢ the tool setting. Overall there
are Ngeams+ 1 time-steps as we need to visit all seams plus the
special home position for a path to be valid. The cost function
comprises the following components:

Nseams+1

s'n'c’ i+1
fdlst Z Z Z dsnct g 272025 i’;t’&t”
i=1  (s,n,ct) (s ,n',ct")
(1a)
2
Nscams+1
ftime(X) = Z Z xsnct P (1b)
i=1 L (s,m,e,t)
Necams+1 [ Necams+1 _ 2
Feomp. (%) = Sall -1 . (o
s=1 | =1 (n,c,t)

where we have collected all J;ggct into a vector x. For
simplicity, the home position is included in (s,n,c, t) The
total distance covered by the robot is fqist., With di,ﬁf "t s
representing the distance between g,.; and Ty ey . Addi-
tionally, we defined two constraint terms: fiime and feomp.-
The constraint term fiiy,e ensures that only a single node is
visited per time-step, while fcomp. ensures that every task is
performed exactly once, i.e., every seam is sealed and the
home position is visited.

The total cost function is given by

f(X) = fdist.(x) +A [fcomp.(x) + ftime (X)] s )

where A is the Lagrange parameter determining the magnitude
of the constraint terms. The resulting QUBO instance can
be optimized using quantum approaches such as quantum
annealing, QAOA, or classical algorithms. In a post-processing
step, we reorder the solution so that the robot starts at the home

position.
Using
Nqubits = (2 (nodes per seam) * Nseams + 1 home POSiU\m)) (3 )
a
: Nconﬁgs ' Ntools : Ntimefsteps;
Ntimefsteps = Nseams + 1 tome position) (3b)

we can compute the number of qubits Nyubis needed to
encode the optimization objective Eq. (2)) on a quantum device

(see Table [II).
B. Vehicle Options

Application: Before a new vehicle model can be deployed
for production, several tests have to be carried out on pre-
series vehicles to ensure the feasibility and the functionality

TABLE II
RESOURCE ESTIMATION FOR THE ROBOT PATH OPTIMIZATION,
DISPLAYING THE NUMBER OF QUBITS REQUIRED FOR PROBLEM
INSTANCES OF INCREASING COMPLEXITY.

Nseams Ntools Nconﬁgs Ntimefsteps Nqubits
1 2 2 2 24

2 2 2 3 60

70 4 4 71 160176

of specific component configurations. The manufacturer wants
to save resources and produce as few pre-series vehicles as
possible while still performing all desired tests. Further, not
all feature configurations can realistically be implemented in
all vehicles, leading to constraints that the produced vehicles
must satisfy.

Problem Class: The vehicle options optimization prob-
lem belongs to the family of SAT problems, which are
hard to solve. SAT problems ask whether a configuration of
Boolean variables exists, such that a given Boolean formula
evaluates to 1[] SAT problems are NP-complete and not
only lie at the center of contemporary theoretical computer
science research but also appear in a wide range of fields,
such as artificial intelligence [49], circuit design [50]], and
computational biology [51]]. Additionally, an extension of SAT
problems to maximum satisfiability (MAX-SAT) is frequently
used to search for the configuration that maximizes the number
of satisfied clauses. Due to its theoretical importance and
applicability, the study of (MAX-)SAT is an active area of
research [34], [52].

Mathematical Model: Consider the set of IV, test vehicles
{vD, .., v} where each vehicle is exactly defined by
its configuration of Ny features. That is, for each i, v e
{0,1}™ is a binary vector of dimension N;, where its jth
component v( encodes the information whether feature j
is absent (11 = 0) or present (vlgz) = 1) in this particular
vehicle.

In a realistic setting, not all 2/¥f possible configurations
are feasible (e. g., a vehicle cannot simultaneously have a V4
and V8 engine), leading to the introduction of NV}, constraints
¢ Each constraint can be specified as a Boolean expression
involving some subset of features. For example, the condition
that vehicle 7 must contain at least one of the features 1 or 2,
and not include feature 3 can be formulated as follows:

(yboxamplc (V(’L)) = ( @ \% ’U(z)> /\@(Z)

Since all of the n vehicles have to satisfy each of the p
constraints, this means that we require

Ny Ny
AN é; (v(“) —1. (4)
j=li=1

Additionally, we want to perform Ny different tests on the
vehicles. We model this by introducing a collection of Nt test

'We use False = 0 and True = 1 throughout this manuscript.



requirements ; — we demand each of the 6; to be satisfied by
at least one of the NN, vehicles:

Ny Ny
AV o (v“)) —1. (5)
k=1i=1

Combining the buildability constraints and the test require-

ments, we can state the full mathematical formulation of the
vehicle options problem as:

A Ao ()| A V\ Vo (v(“)] —1©

j=1i=1 k=1i=1

In practice, a related question is asked: given that a certain
quantity of vehicles can be produced, what is the configu-
ration of features of the produced vehicles that maximizes
the number of tests that can be performed on them? Due to
the limited capabilities of current quantum devices, we limit
ourselves to finding the optimal configuration of features for
a single vehicle. This approach can be interpreted as a single
step of the optimization procedure for multiple vehicles. After
one finds the vehicle that satisfies the most tests, the tests that
have been satisfied can be removed from consideration. The
next chosen vehicle is chosen by maximizing the number of
the remaining tests.

Thus, the optimal configuration is defined as:

Ns
v* = argmax (Z Gk(v)> , (7)
k=1

ved

where ¢ = {V | /\gil o (V) = 1} is the set of the configu-

rations that satisfy all buildability constraintsﬂ This problem
formulation is an instance of MAX-SAT, E] with the buildability
constraints and test requirements corresponding to hard and
soft constraints from the MAX-SAT literature [53]].

For simplicity, we limit ourselves to MAX-3SAT (.e.,
MAX-SAT where all clauses are length 3) instances in con-
junctive normal form (CNF), since any MAX-SAT instance
can efficiently be brought into this form [54], [55].

We transform our problem into a suitable form to utilize
quantum devices. In our case, this amounts to rewriting the
given MAX-3SAT instance as a QUBO problem. We extend
the QUBO formulation by Dinneen [56] to be able to prioritize
satisfying hard over soft constraints.

Consider a clause

& = (i1 Vo V), U} -

Using the fact that we can represent the negation of binary
variables as U < (1 —v), we can equivalently state the clause
&; as a cubic polynomial in the binary variables x;;:

Tij € {111, cery Uy Uy oo

& = Tl FTi2F X3 —Ti1 Tiz —Ti1 T3 — L2233+ L1 T52243. (8)

In principle, a set of weights {w;} could be used to modify the
objective function to zgil wr g (v), yielding a weighted (partial) MAX-
SAT instance. This corresponds to prioritizing some tests.

31n the literature, Partial MAX-SAT is sometimes used to describe such
problems.

By introducing an ancillary binary variable z;, we can reduce
the degree of the polynomial on the r.h.s. of Eq. as

T T3 = max  z; (Ti + Tio + Tiz — 2) . &)
Zie{o,l}

As for binary variables x = 2, we can write each clause as
a purely quadratic polynomial by combining Eqs. (8) and (9).

Let us denote with gj(v,zh) and 0;(v,z,) quadratic
polynomials corresponding to the hard and soft constraints
transformed in this manner. Here z;, and z, are binary vectors
of dimensions Ny, and Ng, with their components being the
ancillary variables introduced to reduce the degree of the hard
and soft constraints, respectively. The vehicle options MAX-
3SAT problem can then be formulated as finding the maximum
of the following QUBO problem:

Ny Ng
CMAX*SAT(Va Zp, ZS) = Z (bj (Va zh) + Z 91@("7 Zs)a
7j=1 k=1

(10)
where A is a hyperparameter. If we set A to be the number
of soft constraints ¢, it is never favorable to violate a hard
constraint in order to satisfy a soft constraintﬂ In that case

v Zp,Zs

Vopt 1= argmax {max CMAX—SAT (V,Zh,ZS):l (11)

is guaranteed to be the optimal configuration for the given
instance. Conversely, we can minimize —Chyjax_saT using
(quantum) annealing approaches to obtain v,p¢. Note that this
approach uses Ny + Ny, + N binary variables, and therefore
qubits, to encode the vehicle options problem.

While the procedure presented above works for the MAX-
3SAT problem, we also include a direct QUBO formulation
for MAX-SAT instances with arbitrary (even varying) clause
lengths in QUARK. The formulation relies on mapping the
SAT problem to the maximum independent set problem and
is an extension of the encoding introduced by Choi [57].

IV. QUARK BENCHMARKING FRAMEWORK

The QUARK framework aims to facilitate the development
of application-level benchmarks. The framework simplifies
the end-to-end process of designing, implementing, conduct-
ing, and communicating application benchmarks. As applica-
tions are highly diverse, it is essential to provide a flexible
framework that focuses on investigating system performance
in terms of application-level quality metrics (e.g., the path
length for TSP applications), bridging the gap between ex-
isting system benchmarks and applications. The framework
addresses essential benchmarking requirements, allowing for
rapid development and refinement of application benchmarks.
It provides reproducibility, verifiability, high usability, and
customizability. It ensures that benchmark results can be easily
collected and distributed. Furthermore, it is vendor-agnostic,
ensuring the neutrality of the system.
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Fig. 1. Architecture of QUARK: The framework follows the separation
of concerns design principle encapsulating application- and problem-specific
aspects, mappings to mathematical formulations, solvers, and hardware.

A. Architecture

The framework is written in Python and designed to be mod-
ular and extensible, facilitating new application and problem
types, algorithms, and devices. Figure [I| shows the architecture
of the QUARK framework. The framework comprises five
components: The Benchmark Manager is responsible for
orchestrating the overall execution of the benchmark. The
Application, Mapping, Solver, and Device com-
ponents encapsulate different aspects of a benchmark. Each
component provides an abstract base class that can be extended
for the concrete realizations of a functionality. The modular
approach accommodates changes and extensions to benchmark
implementations with minimal effort.

Application: The application component defines the work-
load, comprising a dataset of increasing complexity, a vali-
dation, and an evaluation function. Generally, the framework
can integrate any dataset, e. g., real-world, synthetic and estab-
lished benchmark data (e. g., TSPLib95 [33]]). The application
module can be configured using a shared, framework-wide
configuration management system, e.g., different problem
sizes can be generated depending on the configuration, ac-
commodating the limitations of current quantum hardware and
simulation devices. The validation function checks whether the
provided solution is valid. For example, the function deter-
mines whether a valid path comprising a visit of all seams was
generated for the robot path problem. The validation function
assumes that the result can be validated using a classical
system, which is the case for most problems. The task of the
evaluation function is to compute and return a metric that aids
the quantitative comparison of the discovered solution. The
benchmark developer can utilize particular quality scores for
this purpose.

Mapping: The task of the mapping module is to trans-
late the application’s data and problem specification into a
mathematical formulation suitable for a solver. For example,
quantum-based solvers for combinatorial optimization prob-
lems usually require the problem to be specified in a QUBO
or Ising formulation [58]]. The mapping is highly application-
specific, requiring domain-specific knowledge. To implement

4If one considers the weighted extension, then we have to set A >

Zkil Wg.

the mapping, developers can utilize higher-level abstractions,
e. g., PyQubo [59], or re-use available formulations in libraries,
such as Ocean [60] and Qiskit Optimization [61]].

Solver: The solver is responsible for finding feasible and
high-quality solutions to the formulated problem, i.e., of
the defined objective function. Various algorithms for solv-
ing QUBO problems exist, e.g., quantum annealing as pro-
vided by D-Wave machines, QAOA [62] and VQE [63] for
NISQ devices, and Grover Adaptive Search for fault-tolerant
hardware [64]. Quantum SDKs like Qiskit [65] and Penny-
Lane [66] provide circuit templates or higher abstractions for
solving QUBO and Ising problem formulations.

Device: Several quantum devices (e. g., lonQ, Rigetti, IBM,
Google), simulators (e.g., Amazon Braket’'s SVI1, Qiskit’s
QASM, and PennyLane’s lightning simulator), and services
(e.g., Amazon Braket and Azure Quantum) exist. Each en-
vironment has its characteristics and API. Adapting appli-
cations and benchmarks to this heterogeneous landscape is
challenging, requiring the manual customization of API (e. g.,
for job submission) and translation between data formats (e. g.,
different QUBO/Ising matrix representations).

The device class abstracts details of the physical device,
such as submitting a task to the quantum system. QUARK
currently supports different simulators, e. g., Amazon Braket,
Qulacs, and Qiskit, and quantum hardware, i.e., annealing,
gate-based superconducting and ion-trap based quantum com-
puters via Amazon’s Braket service. It can easily be extended
to additional simulators and quantum hardware systems.

Benchmark Manager: The benchmark manager is the main
component of QUARK orchestrating the overall benchmarking
process. The benchmarking process is highly customizable,
i.e., every module is configurable using a central configuration
file. Custom parameter settings can be added for all compo-
nents, allowing a straightforward evaluation of different pa-
rameters. This configuration system ensures that benchmarks
and parameters can easily be standardized. Based on the con-
figuration, the benchmark manager will create an experimental
plan considering all combinations of configurations, e.g.,
different problem sizes, solver, and hardware combinations.
It will then instantiate the respective framework components
representing the application, the mapping to the algorithmic
formulation, solver, and device.

After executing the benchmarks, QUARK collects the gener-
ated data and executes the validation and evaluation functions.
Data is processed according to the tidy specification [67] and
stored with its metadata, such as the used configuration, to
ensure reproducibility. Further, the framework creates various
analysis plots automatically. The well-defined data model can
also accommodate manual data analytics, e. g., for profiling.

Figure [2] illustrates an example of concrete instances of the
abstract components. For example, the robot path planning
application generates a synthetic application graph mimicking
real-world data and stores it as a NetworkX graph object. The
current implementation provides different mapping options,
e.g., a custom or a predefined (from e.g. Qiskit) QUBO
mapping. The QUBO formulation is then used to solve the
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problem using quantum annealing, QAOA or classical methods
like simulated annealing. The device abstraction provides the
means to execute application tasks.

B. Key Metrics

Defining relevant metrics is one of the key challenges when
creating benchmarks. QUARK supports a set of well-defined
metrics that in particular attempt to balance the trade-offs
between the time-to-solution 7'7T'S, the validity V, and the
quality @ of a solution. V' indicates whether a solution found
by the solver is valid (e.g. if it conforms to all constraints).
Both V' and () are application-specific and can be customized.

TTS is defined as the end-to-end time required to obtain a
solution. It is decomposed into several components:

TTS = Tmapping + Tsolver + TreverseMap

(12)
+ TprocessSolution + Tvalidation + Tevaluation-

Here, Tio1ver denotes the runtime for the solver with a given
configuration. T,apping gives the time required to map an
application formulation to a representation required by the
solver, e. g., the time required to convert a graph into a QUBO
instance. TieverseMap and ThrocessSolution are the execution
times of two intermediate steps, needed to convert the so-
lution to a representation that can be used for validation and
evaluation. We store the time elapsed during validation and
evaluation as Tyalidation aNd Tevaluation, respectively.

V. PERFORMANCE CHARACTERIZATION

We demonstrate the capabilities of QUARK by applying it
to the applications presented in Section We present some
initial results for these applications. The intention of these
results is not to highlight the best approach to solve a given
problem but to showcase the flexibility of QUARK, and the
value of providing real-world applications.

A. Experimental Setup

All non-quantum operations were executed on an NVIDIA
DGX Al100 device (Dual AMD Rome 7742, 2 TB memory, 8x
NVIDIA A100 40GB). We only use the GPU for selected
experiments. Every experiment configuration is repeated at
least five times to compute a variability measure. Problem sizes
are chosen according to the current capabilities of quantum

devices. While we have conducted some micro-experiments
to identify suitable configurations of hyperparameters, we
focused on understanding out-of-the-box performance rather
than deeply profiling a single configuration.

We investigate different classical solvers and D-Wave quan-
tum annealers for all applications. For TSP, we also perform
classical simulations of QAOA. We assess quantum annealing
on the two D-Wave machines available on Amazon Braket:
(D-Wave Advantage 4.1 with 5760 Qubits and 2000Q 6 with
2048 Qubits). It is insightful to compare quantum annealing
to its classical counterpart, simulated annealing — we use the
implementation from the Neal library [68]]. For all annealing
methods, we used 500 reads. Although a QUBO formulation
is typically not the most efficient mathematical representation
for simulated annealing, this approach aids a direct comparison
between quantum and simulated annealing.

We investigate the solution validity V, quality ), and
time-to-solution 7'7°S. In all experiments, T7S is mainly
determined by Tyo1ver. The other components of 77T'S do not
significantly change for different problem sizes. For example,
the annealing of the robot path problem Ty,ye; accounts for
more than 99% of the overall TT'S. As for quantum annealing,
Tsolver also includes the embedding time, which significantly
impacts 7T7'S for larger problem instances (e.g., for both
TSP and PVC, the embedding time accounts for around 80%
of the overall TT'S for the largest problem size). The error
bars (where visible) display the minima and maxima across
different solver runs.

B. Robot Path Planning (PVC Sealing)

Figure [3| summarizes the results for 775, the path length
@, and for the ratio of valid solutions V. A path is valid
if it starts from the home position and visits all seams. In
addition to simulated annealing, we implemented three other
classical algorithms as baselines: greedy, reversed greedy, and
random. The greedy and reversed greedy algorithms make the
best and worst possible local move at each step, respectively.
The random solver makes a random choice at every time step
to decide which node to visit next.

While quantum annealing outperforms the reverse greedy
and random algorithms, it performs worse than simulated
annealing — particularly striking is the difference between
the ratios of valid solutions. As both simulated and quantum
annealing use the same problem formulation, this suggests that
the capabilities of available quantum devices, rather than the
problem formulation and encoding, are the limiting factors.

Another limitation of current D-Wave devices is that em-
bedding larger problem sizes is impossible after a few seams.
On D-Wave 2000Q we can only solve two seams, while on
the larger Advantage 4.1, problems up to three seams can be
solved. It is possible, however, that a QUBO formulation tai-
lored to the particular architecture of D-Wave devices, would
perform significantly better, both in terms of the solution
quality and the time-to-solution.

Traveling Salesperson: The TSP problem represents a sim-
plification of the PVC sealing problem. In the following, we
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Fig. 3. Robot Path Optimization — Annealing Results for different number
of seams. Simulated annealing achieves the best solution quality (bottom
panel; lower is better) on average, while both D-Wave devices struggle to
find valid solutions (middle panel).

use TSP to establish baseline for the PVC experiments. By in-
tegrating the TSPLib95 [33]] into QUARK, we can benchmark
quantum TSP solutions against state-of-the-art solutions.

Fig.]illustrates the performance obtained using the dsj1000
TSPLib95 dataset, which we reproducibly simplified by re-
moving nodes until reaching the desired problem size. The
QUBO formulation for this problem is constructed from the
graph using the Ocean library [60], and requires N2 ;.. qubits.
We compare quantum and simulated annealing to different
classical algorithms: NetworkX’s greedy algorithm [69], the
described reversed greedy and random algorithms.

On average, the greedy solver returns the shortest paths.
However, for up to eight nodes, we always find at least one
annealing run with a better solution (e. g., all three annealing
options for six nodes). Thus, it is important to not only
consider the average performance.

In summary, simulated annealing exhibits a better perfor-
mance than quantum annealing. However, while for PVC seal-
ing, simulated annealing outperforms the greedy algorithm,
the opposite is true for the TSP. The reason is that the greedy
algorithm for PVC sealing never changes its tool and config
setting during a tour, as it is never locally optimal to do so.

As for PVC sealing, above a certain problem size, finding
an embedding for quantum annealers is impossible. On the D-
Wave 2000Q we can solve problems with at most eight nodes,
while on the larger D-Wave Advantage 4.1 instances with up to
14 nodes are feasible. Furthermore, starting at eight nodes, we
observe a drop in the ratio of valid solutions for both quantum
annealers. Finally, for more than ten nodes, no valid solutions
could be found with D-Wave Advantage 4.1.
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Fig. 4. TSP — Annealing Results for different numbers of nodes. While on
average, the greedy solver achieves a better solution quality (bottom panel;
lower is better), we find, up to eight nodes, at least one annealing run with
a better solution. Starting at 8 nodes, we observe a drop in the rate of valid
solutions (middle panel) for both quantum annealers.

Variational Algorithms: QAOA [62] is a variational quan-
tum algorithm suitable for NISQ devices. It provides approx-
imate solutions to combinatorial optimization problems. To
assess the performance of QAOA, we implemented it with
different libraries (e. g., Amazon Braket [70], PennyLane [66],
and Qiskit [|65]]). Here, we present the results of a PennyLane-
based QAOA implementation evaluated using QUARK on
different CPU and GPU-based simulators. For example, Pen-
nyLane’s lightning.qubit is a CPU-based simulator with built-
in parallelization; lightning.gpu utilizes the cuStateVec library
to offload computations to the GPU (currently, only one GPU
is supported). We evaluated the performance on TSP instances
up to five nodes. For all experiments, 60 iterations were
performed, using the adjoint differentiation method [71f], and
the momentum optimizer (stepsize: 0.001, momentum: 0.9).

The top panel in Fig. [5] shows that the CPU-based simulator
has a better 77'S than the GPU simulator, particularly for
small instances. The runtime on CPU and GPUs are com-
parable for five node instances (corresponding to 25 qubits).
To investigate the lack of performance gains using the GPU
simulator, we conducted a micro experiment evaluating a
single circuit execution of QAOA, averaged over ten runs
(Fig. [6). We compare our QAOA circuit to PennyLane’s
StronglyEntanglingLayers benchmark [72]. The experiment
confirmed that for the problem sizes considered our QAOA
circuit does not benefit from the GPU acceleration as the over-
heads (e.g., data transfer, synchronization) negate a potential
computational advantage. Further, the CPU simulator heavily
utilizes the parallelism available on the 64 CPU cores machine.
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Fig. 6. QAOA Results — Runtime for a single circuit execution of

QAOA and PennyLane’s StronglyEntanglingLayers benchmark [72] (Ref).
Both scenarios use 25 qubits. While the execution of Pennylane’s reference
circuit is significantly faster on a GPU than on a CPU, the converse holds for
a QAOA circuit.

We expect that the GPU support will improve significantly in
the future (see Pennylane’s lightning roadmap [72]).

We define the validity V' as the probability of obtaining a
valid bitstring (i.e., one that corresponds to an actual tour)
among 50 measurements of the output state, averaged over
five runs of the algorithm. As shown in the middle panel of
Fig. Bl QAOA is able to identify valid solutions. However,
V' decreases with increasing problem size, i.e., the number of
nodes. The data also indicates that this issue could be remedied
by deeper QAOA circuits; in our experiments, V' increased
slightly for five layers.

The bottom panel of Fig. [5] displays the quality metric @,
defined as the expectation value of the path cost. @ collapses
to the mean tour length for both one and five layers. This

could indicate that the Lagrange parameter value (here set
to twice the average tour length) is too large. Our extensive
hyperparameter search indicated a trade-off between V' and )
and that smaller Lagrange parameter values lead to a decrease
inV.

Beyond tuning hyperparameters, potential improvements to
the performance of QAOA on TSP could come from improving
the TSP formulation. The current formulation requires N2 ;.
qubits and in turn leads to numerous spurious states which
do not correspond to a valid tour. As getting the algorithm to
converge to valid solutions was rather challenging due to the
constrained nature of the problem, we will investigate other
initialization schemes (e. g., warm-starting [73]] or Dicke state
initialization [[74])) and constrained mixers [75] to decrease the
reliance on the Lagrange parameter for constraint enforcement.

C. Vehicle Options

We evaluate the vehicle options inspired instances of MAX-
3SAT using randomly generated MAX-3SAT instances for
a range of total feature (variable) numbers Nt up to 110,
which is the largest problem instance we can encode on a
quantum annealer. For each Ny, we generate ten different
MAX-3SAT instances with N, = 2N; hard constraints and
N; = [4.2N¢] soft constraints. Additionally, we ensure that
no variable appears more than once within each clause.

We utilize the QUBO formulation presented in Section[[TI-B]
(using A = Ny) to solve these problems using two different
quantum annealing devices and a classical simulated annealing
algorithm. With the given problem specifics, the number of
qubits needed to encode the generated instances scales as
linearly as [7.2N¢]. We benchmarked the annealing-based
approaches against the designated classical MAX-SAT solver
RC2 [76]. We perform three solver runs for each problem
instance, resulting in 30 runs per solver for each Nt.

In Fig. [7/| we display the T'T'S, the ratio and average quality
of valid solutions returned by each solver. The quality metric
is defined as the ratio of satisfied soft constraints and is
only displayed for valid solutions, i.e., solutions that satisfy
all hard constraints. These results reveal several features of
the solvers we analyzed. Firstly, we observed that annealing-
based approaches do not consistently return valid solutions
— this would suggest that increasing the A parameter (see
Eq. (I0)) is required. However, the ratio of satisfied soft
constraints roughly coincides with that expected from random
assignments, which is 87 .5%E| This suggests that the annealing
methods completely disregard soft constraints — increasing A
would only exacerbate this problem. This issue often arises
in constrained QUBO formulations as QUBOs are inherently
unconstrained. Hence, one has to carefully balance enforcing
constraints and optimizing the objective [77].

Secondly, there is a big difference in solution quality
between the RC2 classical solver and the annealing-based
approaches. However, the T7'S of RC2 increases roughly

SNotice there is a single invalid configuration for each clause. Hence, a
random assignment has a probability of 1 — 1/23 = 87.5% to satisfy each
clause (of length 3).
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Fig. 7. Vehicle Options — Annealing Results. With increasing instance
complexity, the classical solver’s T'T'S (upper panel) increases exponentially,
while the scaling appears to be subexponential for annealing approaches. How-
ever, the classical solver outperforms annealing methods regarding the ratio
of valid solutions (middle panel) and the quality of returned solutions (bottom
panel). For larger problem instances, annealing algorithms only sporadically
return valid solutions, showing a noticeable decline in performance.

exponentially, especially for larger problem sizes (Ny > 40).
While more efficient approximate classical algorithms ex-
ist [[78]], this gives hope that quantum annealing could become
a viable alternative with improved encoding and devices. Such
improvements could come from tuning hyperparameters (e. g.,
) of the QUBO mappings presented within our framework or
from finding more efficient encodings that potentially better
suit the topology of current annealing devices [79], [8O0].

While one (on average) expects a monotonic decrease in
performance of annealing algorithms with increasing problem
sizes [81]], [82], this is not strictly the case in our study (see
middle panel of Figure [7). This behavior can be explained
by the fact that we generate a limited number of instances
at each N;. These instances can, in principle, be of varying
complexity, which in turn leads to the varying performance
of the solvers — the trend towards worsening efficacy as the
problem sizes increase is, however, evident. Varying instance
complexity manifests itself in fluctuating solution validity for
annealing-based approaches and in the variation of T'T'S for
the classical solver (note error bars in Fig [7[s top panel).

Finally, we can observe that the quantum and simulated
annealing approaches yield comparable results. Moreover, it
is interesting to note that quantum annealing provided valid
solutions for some problem sizes where no valid solution was
found with simulated annealing. The fact that, at least for this
use case, quantum annealing seems to have started catching
up with its classical counterpart portends optimism as quantum
annealing devices are improved.

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK

Benchmarks are instrumental for measuring progress, en-
couraging new and innovative solutions, accelerating adoption,
establishing best practices, and predicting the viability of
algorithms and hardware solutions. In this paper, we make a
case for application-centric benchmarks to connect progress in
the QC hardware realm to real-world application performance.
For this purpose, we propose a “pen and paper” benchmark
approach to address the uncertainty concerning practical quan-
tum advantages. QUARK automates and standardizes critical
parts of a benchmarking system, ensuring reproducibility
and verifiability. The modular architecture enables benchmark
developers to investigate and automate large-scale benchmark
scenarios across diverse infrastructures. We envision that a
wide variety of community-driven benchmarks will guide the
progress toward a practical advantage for industrial quantum
applications. QUARK-based benchmarks will help quantum
application developers to identify performance bottlenecks,
compare different algorithms, hardware and software configu-
rations, and estimate resource requirements.

We demonstrate the benchmark development lifecycle from
specification, implementation to execution using QUARK us-
ing two significant and representative industrial applications:
robot path and vehicle option optimization. Our results provide
valuable insights into the current state of quantum computing.
Unsurprisingly, classical solvers outperform quantum algo-
rithms in that they more reliably return valid and higher
quality solutions. However, the roughly exponential scaling
of the TTS for the classical solver in the vehicle options
problem emphasizes the opportunity for a potential quantum
computing advantage. While our results show limitations of
current quantum approaches, we believe QUARK will be
valuable for advancing application benchmarks.

Future Work: We will evolve QUARK by adding new
problem classes (e.g., machine learning and chemistry) and
frameworks (e. g., Amazon Braket Hybrid Jobs). Particularly,
we will add the functionality of comprehensively analyzing
hybrid algorithms, facilitating the in-depth characterization of
all classical and quantum components. Further, we will enrich
the data and metrics, e.g., by supporting lower-level metrics
like gate fidelities to understand the system’s behavior better.

We will evolve the presented reference implementations into
standardized benchmarks. Standardizing all aspects of bench-
marks is crucial to advance the uptake, utility, and impact.
In addition to technical aspects, engaging interested parties
in a community-driven process of the technology industry,
application users, and academia is crucial.
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