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Abstract—Major players in the global aerospace industry
are shifting their focus toward achieving net carbon-neutral
operations by 2050. A considerable portion of the overall car-
bon emission reduction is expected to come from new aircraft
technologies, such as flight path optimization. In pursuing these
sustainability objectives, we delve into the capacity of quan-
tum computing to tackle computational challenges associated
with flight path optimization, an essential operation within the
aerospace engineering domain with important ecological and
economic considerations. In recent years, the quantum computing
field has made significant strides, paving the way for improved
performance over classical algorithms. In order to effectively
apply quantum algorithms in real-world scenarios, it is crucial
to thoroughly examine and tackle the intrinsic overheads and
constraints that exist in the present implementations of these
algorithms. Our study delves into the application of quantum
computers in flight path optimization problems and introduces
a customizable modular framework designed to accommodate
specific simulation requirements. We examine the running time
of a hybrid quantum-classical algorithm across various quantum
architectures and their simulations on CPUs and GPUs. A tem-
poral comparison between the conventional classical algorithm
and its quantum-improved counterpart indicates that achieving
the theoretical speedup in practice may necessitate further
innovation. We present our results from running the quantum
algorithms on IBM hardware and discuss potential approaches
to accelerate the incorporation of quantum algorithms within the
problem domain.

Index Terms—Quantum algorithms, hybrid algorithms,
aerospace, sustainability

I. INTRODUCTION

The aviation industry plays a critical role in the global
economy by enabling the movement of people and goods
across countries and continents. In 2019, commercial airlines
transported over 4.5 billion passengers worldwide, showcasing
the industry’s significance in connecting businesses, promoting
tourism, and facilitating cultural exchange [6]. With the rapid
expansion of global air travel, the aviation industry has become
a vital component of modern life, offering unprecedented
mobility and accessibility to people worldwide.

However, this expansion comes with a considerable environ-
mental cost. In the European Union alone, the aviation industry

is responsible for approximately 3.8% of the anthropogenic
CO2 emissions [13], and its fuel consumption is projected
to increase four to six times between 2010 and 2050 [36].
Furthermore, air travel produces other greenhouse gases, such
as nitrogen oxides and water vapor, contributing to climate
change. The environmental impact of commercial aviation
has become a pressing ecological issue, and addressing the
industry’s carbon footprint is crucial to mitigating climate
change and achieving global sustainability goals. Thus, global
aviation faces highly complex technical problems with impor-
tant environmental and economic consequences.

In this work, we will explore a quantum-enhanced algo-
rithm to find the most fuel-efficient path between source and
destination, thus solving the flight path optimization problem.
Optimized flight paths can not only help minimize greenhouse
gas emissions, but they can also effectively alleviate the envi-
ronmental impact of the increasing air traffic demand, which
is predicted to rise in the coming decades [36]. Moreover,
enhanced flight path optimization has the potential to reduce
contrail formation, which is another contributor to climate
change [9]. We have assumed that the fleet assignment problem
has already been solved, an optimal aircraft has been assigned,
and a landing spot will be available upon the aircraft’s arrival
at the destination airport [7], [10]. Flight path optimization
remains a complex problem with significant challenges:

• Complexity and High Dimensionality: Flight optimiza-
tion is a multi-variable optimization problem with nu-
merous constraints, such as fuel consumption, flight time,
aircraft weight, and air traffic control restrictions. The
intricacy of the problem stems from the multitude of
interconnected variables, which contribute to its high di-
mensionality. This aspect poses a challenge for traditional
optimization techniques, as the vast solution space makes
finding the optimal solution a time-consuming task.

• Dynamic Environment and Real-time Constraints: Air-
craft operate under rapidly changing conditions, such as
fluctuations in the wind, air traffic control restrictions, and
equipment failures, which create a dynamic and uncertain
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environment [14]. These complexities necessitate the de-
velopment of accurate models and algorithms that can
adapt and respond in real time. As the aircraft must decide
its flight path and operating conditions while airborne,
flight optimization requires high computational power and
fast algorithms capable of handling large amounts of data
and providing solutions within a short time frame.

Given the complexity of flight optimization, it is crucial
to explore promising new technologies, such as quantum
computing, as a potential strategy for solving this chal-
lenging problem. In this work, we present our approach to
decomposing this complex problem into sub-components by
identifying distinct mathematical models. We have developed
an architecture that outlines many of these models and their
relationships with other parts of the problem. This framework
is well-suited for accelerating numerous subproblems using
quantum computers, analogous to software architectures that
incorporate GPUs into their workflows.

Although quantum computers may not be expected to be
universally useful for all computations within the next decade,
they are anticipated to deliver significant performance gains
for specific problems in the coming years. Several quantum
algorithms already promise substantial speedup compared to
their classical counterparts [20], [23], [25], [29], [45]. In our
paper, our goal is to develop an architecture that integrates
various computational paradigms, allowing the software to
determine the optimal computing resource (CPU, GPU, or
quantum) for solving each problem.

Our strategy involves modularizing flight path optimization
problems and identifying instances where known quantum
algorithms can provide faster solutions. However, one key
challenge of these quantum algorithms is the input/output
problem. Since quantum algorithms rely on properties such as
quantum superposition and entanglement, they often assume
the existence of a quantum database that can be queried in
superposition. In other cases, these algorithms require data
input in quantum superposition and return a probabilistic
output. Consequently, even with a well-defined quantum al-
gorithm, uncertainties may remain regarding data input and
output interpretation. This issue is sometimes referred to as
the input/output problem of quantum computers. In our work,
we attempt to address the engineering aspects of some of these
problems to provide a more comprehensive understanding.

In the context of flight path optimization, the non-optimal
control method allows us to model the problem as a three-
dimensional shortest path problem that requires dynamic
weight recalculations. These recalculations are necessary due
to the unpredictable and non-linear nature of aircraft fuel burn,
making it infeasible to determine flight paths without making
adjustments during the flight. A commonly used algorithm in
the industry for this task is Dijkstra’s shortest path algorithm
[18].

In this work, we investigate the potential of the minima
finding, a variation of Grover’s algorithm for minima finding to
replace the classical minima finding subroutine in the Dijkstra
algorithm. This algorithm is a structural modification of a

famous Grover’s unstructured search algorithm [19], [31],
which implies the quadratic asymptotic advantage over the
classical minima finding subroutine. We have also addressed
the weight update step, leveraging the inherent computational
tractability of the specific digraph structure of the problem and
the hardware advancements in workload parallelization [44].
We benchmark the actual runtime of the quantum algorithm
and offer techniques to estimate the time required to execute
the complete pipeline for the problem. We then compare
these results with the time needed to run the pipeline on
a classical computer to evaluate the potential advantages of
using quantum algorithms in flight path optimization.

Our paper is organized as the following. In Section II,
we provide an overview of different methodologies, optimal
control, and non-optimal control, that are usually used to solve
the flight path methods. In Section III, we provide details
for the mathematical model based on our design choices and
details for the architecture of our software. In section IV, we
talk about our methodology for solving the problem, including
the details for using the Quantum Minima Finding algorithm
within Dijkstra’s algorithm. In Section V, we provide a
summary of results and their implications. In Section VI, we
conclude with a summary of our work and potential future
directions.

II. BACKGROUND

Flight trajectory optimization is a critical problem in the
aviation industry, as it addresses several essential objectives,
such as collision avoidance, fuel efficiency, and minimizing
environmental impact. By optimizing flight paths, the aviation
sector can make significant strides toward achieving carbon-
neutral operations. Given the importance of flight optimization,
a wide array of methodologies have been developed to address
this challenge, each tailored to address specific aspects of the
problem while considering the diverse needs and constraints
of the aviation industry. The continuous advancement of these
methodologies contributes to both the operational efficiency
and environmental sustainability of the aviation sector, making
flight optimization a cornerstone of modern aviation.

The taxonomy of flight optimization techniques (Figure 4)
can be categorized based on the approaches used to model the
problem and the mathematical representation of the aircraft
involved. There are two primary approaches to modeling the
flight path optimization problem: optimal control and non-
optimal control methods. Each approach offers its unique set
of advantages and disadvantages, depending on the specific
conditions and objectives of the problem being addressed.

When employing either the optimal or non-optimal control
methods, it is necessary to establish a mathematical model
for the aircraft. These models can be formulated using one of
two fundamental approaches: kinematic or kinetic (also known
as dynamic). The kinetic or dynamic approach considers all
forces acting on the aircraft (such as thrust, lift, and drag)
to calculate its motion through space. In contrast, the kine-
matic model is solely concerned with the aircraft’s kinematic
variables and omits any consideration of the forces involved.



Fig. 1. Diagram of methods used for flight trajectory optimization.

This distinction between kinematic and kinetic models allows
for the development of optimization techniques that are best
suited to the specific requirements and constraints of a given
flight optimization problem.

A. Optimal control approach
The optimal control approach, a mathematical optimization

technique, treats the aircraft as a dynamical system and focuses
on minimizing a chosen objective function, such as fuel
consumption, flight duration, or emissions, to solve the flight
optimization problem [42], [46]. By identifying the optimal
control parameters, including altitude, airspeed, and route, this
method achieves the desired minimization while adhering to
the non-linear constraints imposed by the aircraft’s capabili-
ties and airspace regulations. The problem addressed by the
optimal control approach belongs to the non-linear constraint
convex optimization class because it involves minimizing a
convex objective function subject to non-linear constraints
on the control and state variables. The convex nature of the
objective function ensures that any local minimum is also a
global minimum, while the non-linear constraints contribute
additional intricacies to the optimization process.

To describe the aircraft’s dynamics, the time evolution of
its state can be modeled using differential equations that link
the state of the aircraft with the control variables:

ẋ(t) = f(t,p,x(t),u(t)) (1)

Here, t represents time, x is the vector denoting the state of the
system, f is the vector field, u is the vector containing all the
control variables, and p comprises the scalar variables [46].
Given that time is continuous and the differential equation
(1) encapsulates the system’s dynamical behavior, the opti-
mal control method is widely regarded as one of the most
reliable techniques for obtaining the optimal solution to a
given problem. Although analytical solutions are occasionally
possible, numerical approaches are predominantly employed
to find solutions to these differential equations.

Minimizing the objective function is complicated because
the state of the system differential equation (1) necessitates
solutions under non-linear constraints. Generally, these con-
straints are expressed as follows:

h(x(t),u(t),p, t) = 0 (2)
g(x(t),u(t),p, t) ≤ 0 (3)

Here, h and g are vector fields, 0 is a vector of zeros, and
the equalities and inequalities hold in an element-wise manner
[46]. In some cases, the constraints may be non-differentiable,
and there could be additional conditions on the initial and final
values of the state and control variables, further complicating
the optimization problem. In the context of our project, we
have opted for a simpler model that would have a clearer
mapping to a quantum computationally solvable problem.

B. Non-optimal control

The non-optimal control approach comprises a diverse set of
techniques distinct from optimal control methods [37]. These
heuristic optimization techniques include graph-based meth-
ods, nonlinear programming, and machine learning approaches
[27], [51], [52]. By relying on heuristic strategies rather than
mathematical optimization, these methods offer a different
approach to solving complex problems, often with reduced
computational complexity and more practical implementation.

In our project, we selected Dijkstra’s algorithm, a method
rooted in graph theory, owing to its polynomial asymptotic
complexity and notable efficiency [18]. This class of tech-
niques simplifies the problem formulation, which in turn
eases the implementation and analysis processes on quantum
computing platforms.

The process of utilizing graph-based methods can be divided
into three primary steps: (1) Graph generation, where the
three-dimensional space is discretized, with the graph size and
density influencing the solution’s accuracy and computational
complexity; (2) Edge weight calculation, which determines



the cost associated with traversing the graph based on the
optimization objectives (e.g., minimizing CO2 emissions, time
efficiency, collision avoidance), and (3) Running the single-
source shortest path (SSSP) algorithm, such as Dijkstra’s
algorithm, A star algorithm, or Bellman-Ford, depending on
the specific problem requirements and available heuristics.

C. Kinetic and Kinematic models of aircraft performance

Aircraft trajectory modeling, an essential aspect of flight op-
timization, requires the incorporation of performance models
to minimize the objective function. Two main performance
models exist for aircraft: the kinematic and kinetic models
[17], [33]. The kinematic model simplifies the problem by
ignoring the underlying physics, while the kinetic model takes
into account the various forces acting on the aircraft.

The kinematic approach, employed when motion can be
described by basic parameters like speed, direction, and al-
titude, is well-suited for modeling simpler trajectories [48].
Examples include the great circle route, which represents the
shortest path between two points on a sphere, and the straight-
line flight path, a rudimentary model used in air traffic control
systems to predict an aircraft’s trajectory between waypoints
[32]. However, the kinematic approach does not consider
external forces, such as wind or air resistance.

In contrast, the kinetic approach, which solves dynamic
equations of motion to determine the aircraft’s position, ve-
locity, and acceleration as a function of time, is vital for
generating more accurate and realistic predictions of aircraft
behavior in real-world situations [48], [49]. While both the
kinematic and kinetic models are widely used in aviation, the
choice between them depends on the complexity and accuracy
requirements of the specific problem.

III. MESH GRID GENERATION

A. Graph Construction

Fig. 2. 3D Graph of the perturbed routes from New York to Chicago, with
the single-source shortest path calculations: Original Path, Quantum Dijkstra
Path, Classical Dijkstra Path. Altitude is in Kilofeet (1 kft = 1,000 feet).

The full graph generation process constructs a comprehen-
sive network of flight routes between origin and destination
airports using a Directed Acyclical Graph to represent the
mesh grid of interconnected paths. The structure of the graph

is analogous to the connectivity patterns in a deep learning
network. We constructed the mesh grid with a four-step
process:

1) Application Programming Interface (API) call is made
to the Flight Plan Database (FPDB) to acquire the flight
route, consisting of the latitude, longitude tuple, and
maximum altitude between the specified airports [1].

2) The original route is then perturbed and transposed into
three dimensions using the customized altitude profile
function. The granularity of perturbation, specified for
latitude, longitude, and altitude, allows for controlled
modifications of the route. By iterating through a pre-
determined number of cycles, multiple perturbed paths
are generated, each representing a potential variation of
the original route.

3) Directed Acyclical Graph is constructed, which encapsu-
lates both the original and perturbed paths. The graph is
created using the NetworkX library [24], which offers
representation and manipulation of the directed graph
structure. The nodes and edges are added to the graph
iteratively, maintaining the connections between the
original nodes and the perturbed nodes in the subsequent
layers.

The mesh grid is visualized in a 3D plot using specialized
libraries: Plotly, NetworkX, and NumPy (Figure 2) [24], [26],
[35]. A 3D spring layout of the mesh grid is generated, where
node positions are replaced with actual coordinates from the
paths. Separate traces are created for nodes and edges of the
directed graph, as well as distinct traces for the original path,
Dijkstra’s path, and A star path. Each path is represented by
separate node and edge traces with unique colors for easy
differentiation. Wind information can be incorporated into the
visualization using vector representations. This visualization
approach provides a clear and interactive representation of
the mesh grid and its associated paths, allowing for a deeper
understanding and analysis of the underlying structure.

B. Calculating the weights of the graph

The selection of edge weight functions is contingent upon
the optimization objectives, which could include factors such
as time, fuel consumption, and carbon dioxide emissions.
In the present study, we primarily aimed to minimize fuel
consumption throughout the entire flight trajectory. Since
fuel consumption is strongly correlated with carbon dioxide
emissions, this optimization indirectly contributes to reducing
emissions as well [50].

Each aircraft possesses a distinct performance model that
defines its fuel consumption function. For this research, the
Airbus A320 was selected, a very popular and reliable aircraft,
with over 5,000 units currently in operation [4], [5]. The
CFM International CFM56-5B4 the engine was chosen to
accompany this aircraft [12]. Table I presents all the relevant
parameters for the aircraft, which are crucial in determining
its fuel consumption and in the computation of Thrust Specific
Fuel Consumption (TSFC). The fuel consumption model and



other empirical factors required for calculation were taken
from [11], [48].

TABLE I
PARAMETERS USED FOR THE OPTIMAL FLIGHT TRAJECTORY MODEL

AIRBUS A320 WITH CFM56-5B4 ENGINE.

Parameter Value Units
Maximum Takeoff Weight (MTOW) 77,000 kg
Maximum Landing Weight (MLW) 64,500 kg
True Airspeed (TAS) 500 mph
Drag Coefficient (CD) 0.022 -
Reference Area (S) 122.6 m2

When the aircraft is at cruise altitude and velocity, the fuel
consumption (We) between two nodes can be calculated using
the following equation:

We =
Wf × de

Ve

Here, Wf represents fuel flow, de denotes the distance between
two nodes based on the Euclidean metric, and Ve is the
average velocity. The fuel flow at cruise altitude and velocity
is expressed as:

Wf = Treq × TSFC

where Treq is the thrust required, and TSFC is thrust-specific
fuel consumption. The thrust required in cruise mode is the
sum of the clean drag (D) on the aircraft and the component
of the weight of the aircraft in the direction opposite of thrust:

Treq = D +m× g × sin(γ) (4)

where, m is the mass of the aircraft, g is the gravitational
constant and γ is the flight path angle in radians.

Fuel consumption during the ascent and descent phases of
the flight can deviate significantly from the aforementioned
expressions, as drag depends on the aircraft’s velocity, polarity,
and air density. The drag polar is also a nonlinear function
specific to a particular aircraft. The fuel flow during ascent
and descent is expressed as:

Wf =Wsea-level +Waltitude-adjusted , (5)

where, Wsea-level is the fuel flow at the sea level, and
Waltitude-adjusted is the fuel flow adjusted from the altitude. Both
Wsea-level and Waltitude-adjusted are 3rd-degree polynomials whose
coefficients could be obtained empirically. In our work, we
focus on the cruise phase of the flight and assume constant
velocity throughout the flight.

IV. SINGLE-SOURCE SHORTEST PATH

In the previous section, we explained the mechanisms of
mesh-grid construction, directed graph representation, and
edge weight recalculation in the context of our problem.
Building upon this foundation, we now explore the core
focus of our work: Dijkstra’s algorithm and our quantum-
enhanced version for solving the single-source shortest path
(SSSP) problem. We will provide a short introduction to the
classical Dijkstra algorithm, followed by an examination of
the quantum-enhanced Dijkstra algorithm.

A. Classical Dijkstra

Dijkstra’s algorithm was developed by Edsger Dijkstra in
1956 and published in 1959 and has become a fundamental
tool in graph analysis [2], [18]. Given a graph G = (V,E),
where V is the set of vertices and E is the set of edges with an
associated edge weight function w, Dijkstra’s algorithm finds
the shortest path between a given source, s, and a destination,
d.

Algorithm 1 Dijkstra’s algorithm for weighted DAGs
1: function DIJKSTRA-DAG(G = (V,E), s)
2: dist(s)← 0, S ← ∅, Q← empty priority queue
3: for v ∈ V do
4: if v 6= s then
5: dist(v)←∞
6: end if
7: insert v into Q with key dist(v)
8: end for
9: while Q 6= ∅ do

10: u← node in Q with minimum key
11: move u from Q to S.
12: for (u, v) ∈ E do
13: alt← dist(u) + w(u, v)
14: if alt < dist(v) then
15: dist(v)← alt
16: update key of v in Q to dist(v)
17: end if
18: end for
19: end while
20: return dist
21: end function

The algorithm works by iteratively exploring neighboring
vertices, updating the shortest path and distance to each vertex.
The process terminates when it has found the shortest path to
the destination node or has determined that no path between
the two nodes. The key idea behind Dijkstra’s algorithm is to
maintain a priority queue of nodes to be explored, where the
priority of a node is given by its distance estimate from the
source node. The algorithm starts by initializing the distance
estimates for all nodes to be infinity, except for the source
node, which is set to zero. The algorithm then repeatedly
extracts the node with the lowest priority from the priority
queue, updates the distance estimates of its neighbors based
on the distance to the current node, and adds these neighbors
to the priority queue.

The original implementation of Dijkstra’s algorithm used
an array to implement the priority queue, resulting in a time
complexity of O(V 2) [43]. However, the most efficient imple-
mentation of Dijkstra’s algorithm uses the Fibonacci heap pri-
ority queue, which has a time complexity of O(E+V log V )
[21]. Currently, there are no quantum algorithms that can beat
the Fibonacci heap Dijkstra in terms of time complexity [30].
However, there are cases where using an unsorted array can
be more practical than using more complex data structures,



Fig. 3. Graphical depiction of the software implementation of quantum-dijkstra.

especially for small problem sizes. In such cases, the ease
of implementation makes the unsorted array a more suitable
candidate for solving the problem. For these cases, quantum-
enhanced Dijkstra might provide a practical advantage.

B. Quantum-enhanced Dijkstra

This project focuses on improving the theoretical perfor-
mance of the classical Dijkstra algorithm. Note that the Dijk-
stra algorithm contains two subroutines that equally contribute
to its O(V 2) complexity: Minima finding on the unstructured
list, and weights update in the priority queue Q, lines 10
and 12-17, in Algorithm 1, respectively. We address the
minima finding subroutine with the minima finding a variation
of Grover’s quantum unstructured search algorithm for the
minima finding. [19]. For the weights update in the priority
queue, we have leveraged the advances in parallelization
technology in order to achieve a simultaneous update at a
constant computational cost.

1) Minima finding variation of Grover’s algorithm:
Grover’s algorithm, a renowned quantum search algorithm for
unsorted databases, provides a quadratic speedup compared
to classical search algorithms. [23] By adapting Grover’s
algorithm for minimum search instead of equality search, we
aim to find the index i corresponding to the minimum element
in an unsorted list array of N elements, where N = 2n for
simplicity. We define a binary function f : 0, 1, . . . , N − 1→
0, 1 such that f(i) = 1 if the ith element of array is less than
the current minimum guess and f(i) = 0 otherwise.

Initially, we establish an equal superposition state |s〉 =
1√
N

∑N−1
i=0 |i〉 representing an equal probability of all possible

indices of array. We then design a Minimum Oracle Umin
that performs a phase inversion on the indices corresponding to
elements in array smaller than the current minimum guess.
Applying the oracle to the superposition state yields a new
state, |s′〉 with marked elements. We iteratively apply Grover’s
algorithm to amplify the probability of the desired marked

state, involving the application of the Minimum Oracle and
the diffusion operator.

Algorithm 2 Quantum Minimum Finding (QMF) variation of
the Grover’s Algorithm

function QUANTUMMINIMUMFINDING(array)
N ← length of array
num qubits← dlog2Ne+ 1
initial guess← RandomInteger(0, N − 1)
done← True
while done do

Initialize superposition: |s〉 ← 1√
N

∑N−1
i=0 |i〉

Define Minimum Oracle for array
Define Minimum Oracle for initial guess
Apply Minimum Oracle to |s〉, resulting in |s′〉
iterations←

⌊
π
4

√
N

num marked elements

⌋
for j ∈ 1, . . . , iterations do

Oracle: |i〉 ← (−1)f(i) |i〉
Diffusion: |s′〉 ← 2 |s′〉 − 2

N

∑N−1
i=0 |i〉

end for
Measure |s′〉 to obtain the marked state.
next guess← MostCommonOutcome(|s′〉)
if array[next guess] < array[initial guess] then

initial guess← next guess
else

done← False
end if

end while
return array[initial guess]

end function

The algorithm’s complexity is O(
√
N), which offers a

quadratic speedup compared to classical search algorithms
for finding the minimum element in an unsorted list. The
optimal number of iterations for probability amplification is



approximately
⌊
π
4

√
N
M

⌋
, where M is the number of marked

elements. After completing the iterations, a measurement is
performed on the final state, yielding the index of the new
minimum guess with high probability. The algorithm proceeds
iteratively, updating the current minimum guess until con-
vergence. This adaptation of Grover’s algorithm effectively
exploits the quadratic speedup to enhance the efficiency of
the minima-finding process.

2) Parallel Weight Update: The classical Dijkstra algo-
rithm’s O(V 2) complexity arises from two components:
searching for the minimum value in an unstructured list, which
takes O(V ) time, and updating weights of adjacent nodes,
which also takes O(V ) [15]. However, by exploiting the
properties of the directed acyclic graph (DAG) structure, we
can improve the algorithm’s performance.

Consider a DAG G = (V,E) with n nodes arranged in
k layers, where nodes are only connected to their immediate
adjacent nodes in the next and previous layers. Let |Vi| denote
the number of nodes in layer i. To calculate the density of
G, we first determine the number of edges in G, considering
edges between adjacent layers and edges within each layer.
The density of G is then given by density(G) = |E|

max edges .
Since each node is only connected to its immediate adjacent
nodes in the next and previous layers, the density of G is
smaller than 1, which can be exploited for faster algorithm
performance [3].

The weight update step in Dijkstra’s algorithm can be
parallelized due to the sparse nature of the graph, allowing
constant time per node. For each node u ∈ V , we need to
update the weights of its adjacent nodes v ∈ V such that
the shortest path from the source node to v traverses u. The
relatively small number of adjacent nodes for each node u
enables efficient parallelization of the weight update step [28].

By allocating each node u to a distinct processing unit (e.g.,
a CPU core or GPU thread), we can concurrently update the
weights of its adjacent nodes v. Linear algebra operations, such
as matrix-vector multiplication or sparse matrix multiplication,
can be used to achieve this task, as they are well-suited for
efficient parallelization on modern GPUs [8].

Contemporary GPUs are designed to execute numerous par-
allelizable tasks simultaneously, making them ideal for com-
putations on large, sparse graphs. For example, the NVIDIA
Tesla V100 GPU has over 5,000 CUDA cores and can perform
7.8 teraflops of floating-point operations per second [16]. This
degree of parallelism enables efficient multithreading, ensuring
the weight update step’s completion in constant time per node,
even for large graphs [28].

3) Asymptotic Analysis: We can put our techniques together
to present a modified version of Dijkstra’s algorithm that
uses a quantum computing-assisted minima finding function
and leverages GPU multithreading to parallelize weight recal-
culation. Our modifications are highlighted in green, in the
Algorithm 3. Recall that in the original Dijkstra, the time
complexity of O(V 2) arises from the minima finding step and
the update step.

Algorithm 3 Quantum-enhanced Dijkstra’s algorithm for
weighted DAGs, with parallelized update weight update sub-
routine.

1: function DIJKSTRA-DAG(G = (V,E), s)
2: dist(s)← 0
3: S ← ∅
4: Q← empty priority queue
5: for v ∈ V do
6: if v 6= s then
7: dist(v)←∞
8: end if
9: insert v into Q with key dist(v)

10: end for
11: while Q 6= ∅ do
12: use QMF to find minimum node u in Q.
13: move u from Q to S.
14: for (u, v) ∈ E in parallel do
15: alt← dist(u) + w(u, v)
16: if alt < dist(v) then
17: dist(v)← alt
18: update key of v in Q
19: end if
20: end for
21: end while
22: return dist
23: end function

In our algorithm, the update step vanishes because its
constant complexity is dominated by the minima finding terms.
Leaving us with time complexity O(

√
C×(L−1)), where C is

the cardinality of the graph, and L is the number of original
waypoints in the graph. For our graph, the total amount of
vertices is V = C × (L− 1). Thus we have an improvement
of
√
C, when compared to the original Dijkstra’s algorithm,

which uses unsorted lists as its priority queue.

V. RESULTS

The goals for our simulations were as follows:
• Validate Quantum Dijkstra algorithm with classical Di-

jkstra using simulators along with understanding the
performance of simulators on CPU and GPU.

• Compare the running time of the Quantum Minima
Finding algorithm on different quantum architectures.
Discover if there’s a quantum architecture that emerges
as a clear winner.

• Develop potential strategies for further innovations.
The subsequent subsections provide our results for the quan-

tum minima finding algorithm on both the simulator and real
hardware to assess its potential as a subroutine in Dijkstra’s
algorithm. We have counted the total quantum gates in circuits
for running quantum minima finding on the lists of various
lengths, thus allowing us to calculate the theoretical feasibility
of the quantum minima finding algorithm, for 3 different qubit
modalities, without the operational noise associated with the
background software implementations.



A. Simulator Performance Analysis

We simulated the Quantum Minima Finding algorithm for
finding the minimum element of a list on different list sizes,
represented as 2N , where N denotes the number of qubits
ranging from 2 to 8 (i.e., 4 to 256). We compared the
performance of CPU and GPU (with NVIDIA CuQuantum)
simulations using density matrix simulators to gain insights
into their relative efficiency under varying conditions [34].
We used the density matrix simulator lies because it can
handle mixed quantum states and account for various noise
sources. In contrast to state vector simulators, which are
limited to simulating pure quantum states, density matrix
simulators offer greater flexibility and a degree of realism,
making them more suitable for real-world quantum computing
applications. Our findings indicate that while the CPU and
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Fig. 4. Classification of various methods used for flight trajectory optimization
in literature.

GPU simulations have comparable performance for smaller
list sizes, the differences become more pronounced as the list
size increases, particularly when the list length reaches 128
(27) or larger. Despite that, given the operational degree of the
graph, list lengths of more than 100 are unrealistic. Therefore,
we maintain that the CPUs provide a competitive level of
performance in comparison with the GPU for the majority
of realistic flight simulation experiments.

1) The Gate speed performance vs. Classical Minima find-
ing: We recognized that the performance of the algorithm is
affected by the operational overhead, such as library imports.
Additionally, the native Python minima function has an en-
hanced performance due to its low-level C language imple-
mentation. We were interested in seeing the theoretical limit
of how well the Quantum Minima Finding algorithm could
perform in ideal conditions. We counted the total number of
gates it takes to run a Quantum Minima Finding algorithm and
transpiled it into one or two-qubit set CNOT , SWAP , H ,
|+〉 state preparation, |0〉 state preparation, X measurement,
Z measurement, X,Y, Z, S, T . We then multiplied the corre-
sponding gate counts by the known gate execution times of 3
qubit modalities (Superconducting, Trapped Ion, and Neutral
Atoms) [47]. Our investigation revealed that superconducting
qubits have demonstrated significantly superior performance
compared to other modalities. As a result, we opted to conduct

a direct comparison of their theoretical performance with that
of a custom naive minimum-finding function.
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Fig. 5. Minima finding performance theoretical performance of supercon-
ducting quantum circuit vs classical custom naive minima finding a function
on list lengths 4 to 256 (22 to 28)

It can be observed from Figure 5 that as the list size
increases, the total cost for superconductors and the custom
naive minima function both grow. However, when analyzing
these values closely, we can identify a potential for supercon-
ducting qubits to match the performance of the classical min
function.

As the list size expands, it is interesting to observe that
the total cost for superconducting qubits demonstrates a trend
that closely follows the performance of the classical minima
function. This suggests that, in terms of gate time performance,
superconducting qubits have the potential to offer a viable
alternative to the classical method for finding the minimum
value in a list. While there are still differences in the execution
times between the two approaches, the data indicates that
the gap between them is competitive, particularly on the
smaller lists providing a promising insight into the potential
capabilities of superconducting qubits.

Given these observations, future research should investigate
the possibility of developing hardware support for the minima-
finding circuit using superconducting qubits. By accelerating
the performance of this operation, researchers could unlock
new levels of efficiency and optimization in quantum com-
puting applications. In addition, the exploration of hardware-
based solutions for minima-finding could pave the way for
further advancements in quantum algorithms and problem-
solving techniques. This line of inquiry holds great potential
for enhancing the capabilities of quantum computing and
pushing the boundaries of what is possible with this emerging
technology.

B. Performance of Quantum-enhanced Dijkstra
We tested our algorithm on 9 routes, which are divided into

three groups: Short Domestic Flights, Long Domestic Flights,
and Long International Flights. The routes are generated
through our pipeline, with the addition of 2 midpoints and
5 perturbed nodes. The final graph is presented in the Nodes
and Edges column of Table

We analyze three quantum computing technologies - Neutral
Atoms, Ion Traps, and Superconductors - by comparing their



TABLE II
DOMESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL ROUTES

Route Distance Waypoints/ Nodes/
(km) Midpoints Edges

Philadelphia - Boston 449.6 5/4 44/228
New York - Chicago 1188.5 16/7 146/840
Los Angeles - Denver 1385.6 15/11 128/732
Avg. Short Domestic 1007.90 12/7.33 106/600
Chicago - Houston 1490.4 17/12 164/948
Washington D.C. - Las Vegas 3354.6 27/20 272/1596
New York - San Francisco 4153.2 31/23 314/1848
Avg. Long Domestic 2999.40 25/18.33 250/1464
New York - London 5541.1 29/14 248/1452
Paris - Beijing 8191.3 40/32 674/4008
Mumbai - Sydney 10162.1 83/31 422/2496
Avg. International 7964.83 50.67/25.67 448/2652

gate operation times (Table III). The data includes average
times in seconds for four types of gates - X,H,CNOT , and
Z measurement - across three categories of flights for each
technology

Our results indicate that Neutral Atoms and Ion Traps have
similar gate operation times, both being much slower than
Superconductors.

Superconductors exhibit the fastest gate operation times
among the three technologies, making them advantageous for
executing quantum algorithms requiring fast gate operations
to minimize error accumulation. Superconducting qubits can
be fabricated using well-established semiconductor manufac-
turing techniques, enabling easier integration with existing
technology and infrastructure. However, they have shorter
coherence times and can be sensitive to various types of noise,
leading to higher error rates and the need for more advanced
error correction techniques [38].

Our analysis of gate operation times shows that Super-
conductors offer a significant time advantage over Neutral
Atoms and Ion Traps for these gate operations when it comes
to the task of implementing the quantum-enhanced Dijkstra
algorithm. However, the advantages of Neutral Atoms and Ion
Traps, such as scalability, long coherence times, and high-
fidelity operations, cannot be overlooked. They may be more
suitable for certain quantum computing applications.

C. Performance enhancing techniques

The results discussed in the preceding subsections show
the potential of quantum-enhanced Dijkstra’s algorithm in
optimizing flight paths. To fully harness the capabilities of
quantum computing for flight path optimization problems,
or any other applications, additional innovations must be
developed. In the following sections, we will address some
of these challenges and explore potential resolutions.

1) Hardware results and error mitigation: Figure 7 displays
the outcomes of executing Grover’s algorithm for four qubits
using a simulator, IBM’s Quito machine, and IBM’s Quito
machine with Q-CTRL’s Fire Opal error correction software.
Two runs were conducted for each setup, incorporating one
and two diffusion operators. The fidelity of the results obtained
from the actual quantum computer (Figure 7,8) is considerably

TABLE III
GATE TIMES FOR QUANTUM TECHNOLOGIES [47]

Gate Times (milliseconds)

Technology X H CNOT Z meas.

Average Short Domestic

Superconductors 0.571 0.0924 0.3056 0.0440
Neutral Atoms 152.3 46.06 157.9 352.0
Ion Traps 285.6 92.40 1667.0 440.0

Average Long Domestic

Superconductors 0.6314 0.0988 0.3439 0.0461
Neutral Atoms 168.4 49.23 177.7 368.8
Ion Traps 315.7 98.76 1876.0 461.0

Average International

Superconductors 0.6355 0.0996 0.3065 0.0463
Neutral Atoms 169.5 49.65 158.4 370.4
Ion Traps 317.7 99.60 1672.0 463.0

lower compared to those derived from the simulator (Figure 6)
[39]. Enhancing the hardware outcomes is feasible through the
utilization of error mitigation software like Fire Opal; however,
this introduces overhead, as circuits necessitate recompilation.
Disregarding the network costs associated with the current
architecture, generating new pulse sequences for a given
quantum circuit remains essential. We anticipate that the future
will bring a more seamless integration of error mitigation
software, which should address both issues.

It is important to acknowledge that as quantum hardware
matures, the number of shots required for Grover’s algorithm
will decrease. The shot count exhibits an interesting interplay
with the number of diffusion operator iterations and the
hardware quality. As evident from the four-qubit simulator
results, incorporating an additional diffusion operator enhances
the probability of obtaining the correct string. While extra
diffusion operators could further reduce the shots, their im-
pact on real quantum hardware is minimal. This diminished
improvement results from noise, as the introduction of extra
diffusion operators leads to lengthier circuits, allowing noise
to offset the enhancement. As quantum hardware and error
mitigation software continues to progress, determining the op-
timal combination of diffusion operators and shots to minimize
overall execution time will be crucial.

2) Pre-compiled amplitude amplification: As demonstrated
in section V-B, superconducting architecture, characterized by
fast gate execution times, appears to be the most promising
modality for Grover’s algorithm. In addition to gate execution
times, significant time expenses in current architectures are
attributed to network costs and the construction of quantum
circuits in Python. For example, assembling four-qubit cir-
cuits for Grover’s algorithm requires 124 ms. Although on-
premise hardware could substantially reduce network costs,
further innovations are needed to streamline circuit building.
One possible approach involves using pre-compiled circuits
for amplitude amplification circuits. It should be feasible to
develop pre-compiled circuits for QRAM [22] architecture.
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3) Parallelizing the quantum circuits: The execution time
of the amplitude amplification algorithm could potentially be
reduced by parallelizing circuits on more expansive quantum
devices. IBM has unveiled its 433-qubit machine in 2022 [40],
[41]. It is plausible that such a device could concurrently
execute at least 30 four-qubit circuits. This suggests that for
a four-qubit circuit, data corresponding to 30 shots could be
acquired in a single clock cycle. Parallelization may emerge
as a vital technique, given that measurement and qubit reset
processes are time-intensive.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this study, we investigated the application of quantum
algorithms to accelerate solutions to the flight path optimiza-
tion problem. We introduced an innovative implementation of
quantum-enhanced Dijkstra and benchmarked it on 3 different
modalities. We determined that the superconducting qubit
architecture is the most suitable for our implementation. Our
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Fig. 8. Fire Opal

analysis suggests that quantum computing holds great promise
for the future, though additional innovation may be necessary
for practical applications, including flight path optimization.
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