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The vehicle routing problem with time windows (VRPTW) is a common optimization problem
faced within the logistics industry. In this work, we explore the use of a previously-introduced qubit
encoding scheme to reduce the number of binary variables, to evaluate the effectiveness of NISQ
devices when applied to industry relevant optimization problems. We apply a quantum variational
approach to a testbed of multiple VRPTW instances ranging from 11 to 3964 routes. These in-
tances were formulated as quadratic unconstrained binary optimization (QUBO) problems based on
realistic shipping scenarios. We compare our results with standard binary-to-qubit mappings after
executing on simulators as well as various quantum hardware platforms, including IBMQ, AWS
(Rigetti), and IonQ. These results are benchmarked against the classical solver, Gurobi. Our ap-
proach can find approximate solutions to the VRPTW comparable to those obtained from quantum
algorithms using the full encoding, despite the reduction in qubits required. These results suggest
that using the encoding scheme to fit larger problem sizes into fewer qubits is a promising step in us-
ing NISQ devices to find approximate solutions for industry-based optimization problems, although
additional resources are still required to eke out the performance from larger problem sizes.

I. INTRODUCTION

A well studied class of optimization problems is the
Quadratic Unconstrained Binary Optimization (QUBO)
problems. The importance of QUBO problems stems
from the many industry-wide optimization problems that
can be re-formulated into QUBO form [1–11], one of
which is the vehicle routing problem [12–14]. Finding
optimal ways to send vehicles on the shortest routes not
only saves a company fuel cost while maximizing their
available resources (e.g. number of available vehicles),
but also brings a positive impact to our environment due
to the decreased carbon footprint of an operation [15–17].

Finding optimal solutions to QUBO problems remain
a challenge due to their NP-hard complexity [18]. For
typical industrial applications, the vehicle routing prob-
lem involves numerous vehicles and possible routes, and
enumerating through all possible solutions to find the
optimal one is computationally unfeasible. Recent ad-
vancements in quantum computing have allowed for tools
to be developed allowing near-term quantum methods to
find approximate solutions to QUBO problems [19, 20],
such as Quantum annealing [21, 22] and variational meth-
ods such as the Quantum Approximate Optimization Al-
gorithm (QAOA) [23–28] or hardware efficient parame-
terized quantum circuits [29–33]. However, the limited
capability of state-of-the-art hardware within the era of
Noisy Intermediate Scale Quantum (NISQ) devices poses
a challenge when applying quantum algorithms to prob-
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lem sizes typical of applied industry problems [19, 34–36].
These traditional approaches require as many qubits as
there are classical variables, making it unfeasible to solve
industry problems of any meaningful size.

In aid of this, efforts have gone into reducing the num-
ber of binary variables required to solve these optimiza-
tion problems. Existing approaches include attempts
to reformulate the classical problem reduce the number
of binary variables required [37–42], divide-and-conquer
approaches that break down the problem or quantum
circuit into smaller parts [43–56], and qubit encoding
schemes [57–60], amongst others [61–67].

This work explores the use of the encoding scheme in
[60], to reduce the number of qubits required to solve clas-
sical binary optimization problems. By using a different
method of mapping the qubits to the binary variables,
classical binary optimization problems involving nc clas-
sical variables can now be solved with up to O(log nc)
qubits using gate based quantum devices. This reduc-
tion in qubits needed means quantum devices now have
the potential to solve larger industry-scale QUBO prob-
lems, paving the way for industrial applications on NISQ
devices.

We attempt to investigate whether the use of the en-
coding scheme allows for NISQ devices to find suitable
approximate solutions when applied to industry-relevant
QUBO problems, in particular, the Vehicle Routing
Problem with Time Windows (VRPTW). We begin by
showing how the VRPTW can be formulated as a QUBO,
following the route-based formulation outlined in [2], and
introduce how the encoding scheme in [60] can be used
to reduce the number of qubits required for QUBO prob-
lems. Using a testbed of problems consisting of 11, and
16-route problem instances, we compare the solutions
obtained using the encoding schemes with the standard
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mapping of binary variables (i.e. routes in the VRP)
to qubits, showing results obtained from both numeri-
cal simulation, as well as quantum backends provided by
IBMQ, IonQ, and Rigetti via AWS. Lastly, we attempt
to push the boundaries on the size of VRPTW problems
solved using variational quantum approaches, by using
the encoding scheme to fit 128 and 3964-route problems
onto a quantum device using only up to 13 qubits and
comparing the solutions obtained with the classical com-
mercial solver Gurobi. Using traditional quantum ap-
proaches for gate-based devices, this will require more
qubits than is currently available.

II. VEHICLE ROUTING PROBLEM WITH
TIME WINDOWS

Vehicle Routing Problems (VRP) are a well explored
and widely applicable family of problems within logistics
and operations and are a generalized form of the well-
known Travelling Salesman Problem (TSP) [68]. The
overarching goal of these problems is to manage and dis-
patch a fleet of vehicles to complete a set of deliveries or
service customers while trying to minimize a total cost.
Many variations of this problem exist, oftentimes seeking
to maximize profits or minimize travel costs [15, 69].

The Vehicle Routing Problem with Time Windows
(VRPTW) is a VRP variant that enforces time windows
within which individual deliveries must be made [70–72].
Reference. [2] provides 3 different methods of mapping
the VRPTW to a QUBO, of which we will follow the
denser, route-based formulation, requiring fewer binary
variables for the same number of destinations as the other
formulations.

A problem instance is characterized by a network of
nodes N . This set consists of N nodes representing dif-
ferent customers and an additional 0th node, d to serve
as the ”depot” node, which must be the initial departure
point and final destination for all vehicles v ∈ V. Nodes
are connected by directed arcs, (i, j) ∈ E , each of which
has an associated cost cij . These costs are frequently
functions of the travel distance or travel time between
two nodes, but other measures can also be used. The
problem may be specified further by assigning each non-
depot node a demand level. For the sake of this work, all
vehicles are assumed to be homogeneous both in speed
and capacity.

Each node i has an associated time window [ai, bi] and
can only be serviced after time ai and before time bi
(although we may permit vehicles to arrive earlier and
wait until ai). The depot can be treated as having a
time window of [0,+∞] and the effective arrival time at
node ip+1 is given by Tip+1

= max{αip+1
, Tip + tip,ip+1

}.
According to this route-based formulation, valid solu-

tions to the problem instance will inform whether or not
a route should be travelled. We define a route r as an
ordered sequence of P nodes (i1, i2, ..., iP ) for a vehicle to
travel to. To satisfy the requirement that vehicles must

start and end at the depot, we require that i1 = iP = d.
In order for a route to be considered valid, it must be
composed entirely of valid segments: (ip, ip+1) ∈ E ∀
1 ≤ p ≤ P − 1.
We must also ensure that the arrival time Tip for any

given node p along route i, must not exceed the upper
limit of that node’s time window, i.e. Tip ≤ bip∀p. This
set R containing all valid routes defines the size of the
problem. For a route r ∈ R with sequence (i1, i2, ..., iP ),

we can calculate a route cost cr =
∑P−1

p=1 cip,ip+1
. We also

define a value δi,r which is equal to 1 if node i lies in route
r and 0 otherwise. This allows us to express the objective
of our VRPTW in terms of a vector x⃗, containing decision
variables xr corresponding to each route r:

min
x⃗

R∑
r

crxr, xr ∈ {0, 1} ∀ r ∈ R (1)

s.t.

R∑
r

δirxr = 1, ∀ i ∈ N (2)

where xr is a binary variable that has value 1 if route
r is to be travelled, and 0 if not. The linear equality
constraint (2) ensures that all nodes in the network are
visited exactly once within our optimal solution. As an
additional optional constraint, it may be desirable to set
the number of used vehicles to some fixed value V . This
is achieved with the additional condition:

R∑
r

δ0rxr = V

where we have used the nomenclature of δ0,r referring to
the inclusion of the depot node in route r. This is in-
cluded purely for illustrative purposes, as all valid routes
must include the depot node and therefore δ0,r = 1 ∀ r ∈
R.
A toy example of the VRPTW problem with 14 des-

tinations without constraints on the number of vehicles
is shown in Fig. 1a. In this example, we show the des-
tinations being grouped into 4 routes, with each route
starting and ending at the depot. This can be done us-
ing a classical heuristic or otherwise, to remove routes
that do not respect the time windows or unallowed routes
due to other constraints (e.g. untraversable paths, gated
communities, long travel time between nodes, etc). Fig-
ure. 1b shows how these routes are mapped to the binary
variables xr, with the optimal solution in this case be-
ing all 1’s as it leads to all the destinations being visited
exactly once.

III. QUADRATIC UNCONSTRAINED BINARY
OPTIMIZATION

The QUBO problem is a binary optimization problem
consisting of finding a binary vector x⃗∗ such that:
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FIG. 1: Mapping of a simple 4 route VRPTW optimization problem on a quantum computer using complete and minimal
encoding. a) Graph of the original optimization problem. Each node in the graph is associated with a location id and a
time window. b) After obtaining the set of feasible routes [2], we generate the optimization problem by assigning a binary
variable to every route. With the minimal encoding we need 3 qubits to represent this 4-route VRPTW problem and the
optimal quantum state becomes a superposition of the register qubits followed by the appropriate value of the ancilla qubit
e.g. |ψ⟩ = 1

2
(|1⟩|00⟩ + |1⟩|01⟩ + |1⟩|10⟩ + |1⟩|11⟩).

x⃗∗ = arg min
x⃗

x⃗⊤Ax⃗ (3)

where x⃗ ∈ {0, 1}nc is a vector of nc classical binary
variables and Anc×nc is a real and symmetric matrix
constructed from our optimization problem. Classical
methods of finding solutions to QUBO problems involve
a range of metaheuristic algorithms such as simulated
annealing [73–78], TABU search [79–82] or genetic al-
gorithms [83–85] amongst others [86–92], with many of
these having been adapted for the vehicle routing prob-
lem [93–101].

To find solutions to the QUBO problem using tra-
ditional quantum approaches, the cost function is first
mapped to an Ising Hamiltonian:

ĤIsing =
1

4

nc∑
k,l

Akl(1− σ̂(k)
z )(1− σ̂(l)

z ) (4)

where σ̂
(k)
z is the Pauli Z matrix acting on qubit k, and

Akl are the elements of matrix A. The ground state of
ĤIsing is a basis state |xi⟩ that corresponds to an exact
solution x⃗i of the QUBO problem defined by A.
Traditional implementations of VQAs to search for this

ground state maps each binary variable in x⃗ to a single
qubit, using the same number of qubits as classical vari-
ables i.e. nq = nc. The resulting quantum state is param-

eterized by a set of angles θ⃗ and can be expressed as a
linear superposition of each basis states |xi⟩ representing
classical solutions x⃗i:

|ψc(θ⃗)⟩ = Ûc(θ⃗)|ψ0⟩ =
2nc∑
i=1

αi(θ⃗)|xi⟩, (5)

where Ûc(θ⃗) is the unitary evolution implemented on
the quantum computer. Classically, the cost function for
our QUBO problem when minimizing the energy of ĤIsing

can be expressed as:

min Cx =

2nc∑
i=1

x⃗i
⊤Ax⃗iP (x⃗i). (6)

P (x⃗i) is the probability of sampling the classical so-
lution x⃗i. From the quantum state given in (5), this
probability of sampling the ith solution is given by the

|αi(θ⃗)|2.
In section VI, we describe how the VRPTW formu-

lation as described in section II can be mapped into a
QUBO problem of the form given in (3).

IV. QUANTUM ALGORITHMS FOR QUBO

In this section, we outline some of the commonly used
methods to solving the vehicle routing problem using
near term quantum algorithms. For a more comprehen-
sive review of near term quantum algorithms and their
applications to the VRP, we refer our readers to Ref. [19]
and [102].

A. Quantum Annealing

Quantum annealing is a commonly employed method
of solving combinatorial optimization problems using
quantum hardware and use cases for vehicle routing
problems have been explored [21, 22, 103–108]. This
method starts by having the qubits in the ground state
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FIG. 2: Hardware efficient variational ansatz for all encod-
ing schemes described. Each circuit begins with a layer of
Hadamard gates followed by L repetitions of CNOT gates and
single qubit Y (θi) rotations. The circuit is measured in the
computational basis to estimate the respective cost functions,
and a classical optimizer is used to update the variational pa-

rameters θ⃗.

of a Hamiltonian that can be easily prepared, typically

Ĥ0 =
∑nc

i=1 σ̂
(i)
X , where σ̂

(i)
X denotes the Pauli X gate

acting on qubit i. The system is then evolved slowly to-
wards the Hamiltonian that represents the problem. By
the adiabatic theorem, the quantum system will arrive in
the ground state of the problem Hamiltonian if the evo-
lution is sufficiently slow [103], and a measurement on
the qubits will return the state that minimizes the cost
function of the optimization problem at hand. The total
Hamiltonian of the system can be expressed as

Ĥ = A(t) Ĥ0 +B(t) ĤIsing (7)

where A(t) and B(t) are functions based off the an-
nealing schedule. A(0) = 1 and B(0) = 0 at the start of
the annealing procedure and A(te) = 0 and B(te) = 1 at
the end of the annealing schedule te.

B. Variational hybrid quantum-classical algorithms

Other quantum approaches to solving the VRP include
variational methods such as QAOA [109–112] and hard-
ware efficient parameterized quantum circuits [111, 113].
These approaches involve applying some unitary opera-

tor U(θ⃗) onto some initial quantum state |ψ0⟩ and using a

classical optimizer to adjust the variational parameters θ⃗

to find the optimal quantum state |ψopt⟩ = U(θ⃗opt)|ψ0⟩.
In the QAOA, this unitary takes on the following form

where P is the number of alternating layers of UH(γ) =

e−iγĤIsing and UX(β) = e−iβ
∑nc

j=1 σ̂X that are applied to
an initial quantum state |ψ0⟩ = |+⟩ to give

|ψ(γ⃗, β⃗)⟩ =
P∏
p

UX(βp)UH(γp)|+⟩. (8)

The optimal quantum state is found by adjust-
ing the variational parameters γ⃗ = [γ1, . . . , γP ] and

β⃗ = [β1, . . . , βP ] using classical optimization techniques.
QAOA, being a trotterization of the annealing procedure
into multiple unitaries, is able to provably converge to the
optimal solution as P → ∞ [23]. However, implementing
the QAOA on gate based quantum hardware typically
requires deep circuits [114].

In hardware efficient variational approaches, U(θ⃗) is
constructed using gates that can be efficiently imple-
mented on the specific quantum device available, such
as single qubit rotations and two-qubit entangling gates
as seen in Fig. 2. While easily implemented on quan-
tum hardware, hardware efficient variational approaches
typically do not guarantee any convergence to the opti-
mal solution, and suffer from barren plateaus within the
cost function landscape, making it difficult to obtain the
optimal solution [115–117].

C. Quantum assisted hybrid algorithms

Quantum assisted solvers [118, 119] were recently in-
troduced as a means of solving ground state problems to
Hamiltonians of the form H =

∑n
i=1 βiUi without using

a classical-quantum feedback loop. A set of efficiently
implementable unitaries Vj is chosen to prepare states
|ϕj⟩ = Vj |0⟩ used in constructing an ansatz of the form

|ψ(α⃗)⟩ =
m∑
j=1

αj |ϕj⟩ =
m∑
j=1

αjVj |0⟩ (9)

where α⃗ is a vector of complex values. Once the ansatz
is constructed, a quantum computer is used to calculate
the overlap matrices Djk =

∑n
i βi⟨ϕj |Ui|ϕk⟩ and Ejk =

⟨ϕj |ϕk⟩.
To find the optimal values of α⃗, the following quadratic

optimization problem can be solved classically,

minimize α⃗⊤Dα⃗

subject to α⃗⊤Eα⃗ = 1

where D, E are matrices constructed using Djk, Ejk

and written in compact form.

The methods discussed above require mapping a qubit
to each binary variable. This requirement limits the use
of traditional variational approaches when attempting
to solve an industry scale problem on NISQ hardware.
In the following section, we will outline how the encod-
ing scheme in [60] can be used to reduce the number of
qubits required for a hardware efficient variational ap-
proach which can then be applied to the VRPTW prob-
lem.
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FIG. 3: Comparison between a nc = 11 route optimization instance, using full and minimal encoding. a, c) Convergence graphs
for the full encoding and minimal encoding schemes with nshots = 1000, 10000, and nshots → ∞. Shaded regions show the
deviation of the normalized cost function values per optimizer iteration. b, d) Cumulative distribution of classical solutions
obtained post optimization using full and minimal encoding respectively. Black curves show the distribution of Cnorm values
of all 2nc classical solutions. Blue curves show classical bitstrings obtained using nshots = 10000 shots from simulator. Orange,
green, and red curves show the classical bitstrings obtained using the optimal parameters from optimization, on IBMQ, IonQ,
and on Riggeti quantum backends. Insets show the zoomed version close to Cnorm = 0.

V. SYSTEMATIC ENCODING OF BINARY
VARIABLES

The encoding scheme in [60] starts off by dividing the
nc classical variables within the QUBO problem into sub-
groups of na variables. na qubits are then used to repre-
sent the values of the binary variables within those sub-
groups, and the basis states of nr = log2(

nc

na
) register

qubits are used as addresses to denote which subgroup
should take on the values that the ancilla qubits repre-
sent. The smallest possible subgroup allowed consists of
only one classical variable per subgroup where na = 1.
We refer to this grouping as the minimal encoding. The
largest possible subgroup allowed is when the subgroup
consists of all the classical variables, i.e. na = nc, in

which case only one possible subgroup exists and no reg-
ister qubits are needed i.e. nq = na = nc. We refer to this
as the full encoding and is the one-to-one qubit to vari-
able mapping typically used in the standard approaches
described above.

A. Minimal Encoding

The parametrized quantum state can be expressed as

|ψme(θ⃗)⟩ =
nc∑
k=1

βk(θ⃗)[ak(θ⃗)|0⟩a + bk(θ⃗)|1⟩a]⊗ |ϕk⟩r (10)

where {|0⟩a,|1⟩a} refer to the quantum state of the
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FIG. 4: Comparison between the full encoding and minimal encoding for a nc = 16 route problem, using nq = 16 qubits for
the full encoding and nq = 5 qubits for the minimal encoding. a, c) Optimization runs over 20 starting points. Shaded region
shows minimum and maximum value of the 20 runs obtained at each optimization iteration. b, d) Cumulative distribution of
bitstrings obtained using nshots = 10000 shots on a simulator (blue) , IBMQ (orange), IonQ (green), Riggeti (red) quantum
backends compared with the distribution of all possible cost function values (black). Inset shows zoomed in versions of the
cumulative distributions close to Cnorm = 0.

na = 1 qubit and {|ϕk⟩r} refer to the quantum state
of the register qubits. The cost function for the minimal
encoding is the same as (6). However, the probability
P (x⃗i) of obtaining a particular bitstring x⃗i is now calcu-
lated differently using the state given in (10).

From this state, we can construct a probability distri-
bution using the coefficients to obtain the probability of
sampling a bitstring x⃗ from the state. This can be done
by letting the probability of the kth binary variable in x⃗

being xk = 0 and xk = 1 be P (xk = 0) = |ak(θ⃗)|2 and

P (xk = 1) = |bk(θ⃗)|2 respectively. This gives the total
probability P (x⃗i) of obtaining a particular bitstring x⃗i

as

P (x⃗i)θ⃗ =

nc∏
k=1

|bk(θ⃗)|2 (11)

=

nc∏
k=1

P (xk)θ⃗ (12)

for a given set of θ⃗. To obtain a classical bitstring post
optimization, coefficients of the optimal quantum state

|ψme(θ⃗opt)⟩ are estimated using nshots number of shots to

obtain the bi(θ⃗opt) coefficients in Eq. 10, from which we
can construct the probability distribution above. Mul-
tiple classical solutions x⃗ can then be sampled from
this probability distribution by assigning the kth bit in
each classical solution to be xk = 1 with a probabil-
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ity of P (xk = 1) = |bk|2 and xk = 0 with probability
P (xk = 1) = 1− |bk|2 = |ak|2.
The minimal encoding allows us to reduce the number

of qubits required for a problem with nc classical vari-
ables to nq = 1 + log2(nc) qubits, the largest reduction
possible using the encoding scheme.

To estimate the cost function for optimization using
the encoding scheme, it is possible to use the variational
cost function in Eq. 6 by measuring the output state of
the quantum circuit, constructing the probability distri-
bution in Eq. 12 as described above, and then sampling
multiple classical solutions. P (x⃗i) in Eq. 6 is estimated
by calculating the fraction of each unique sample x⃗i ob-
tained, over all samples. However, this results in a slight
classical overhead at each optimization step as the quan-
tum state is used to construct a probability distribution
to sample classical solutions to estimate Eq. 6.

By substituting the probability distribution∏nc

k=1 P (xk) into P (x⃗i) in Eq. 6, we can obtain a
cost function that directly depends on the coefficients
in our minimal encoding quantum state (10). When
expressed in the form of projectors, this becomes:

Cme(θ⃗) =

nc∑
k ̸=l

Akl

⟨P̂ 1
k ⟩θ⃗⟨P̂

1
l ⟩θ⃗

⟨P̂k⟩θ⃗⟨P̂l⟩θ⃗
+

nc∑
k=1

Akk

⟨P̂ 1
k ⟩θ⃗

⟨P̂k⟩θ⃗
(13)

=

nc∑
k ̸=l

Akl|bk|2θ⃗|bl|
2
θ⃗
+

nc∑
k=1

Akk|bk|2θ⃗ (14)

which is the minimal encoding cost function as described
in [60]. The projectors P̂k = |ϕk⟩⟨ϕk|r are projectors

over the register basis states |ϕk⟩r and P̂ 1
k = |1⟩⟨1|a⊗ P̂k

are projectors over the states where the ancilla is in the
|1⟩a state. This removes the need to reconstruct classical

bitstrings x⃗i to evaluate multiple values of x⃗i
⊤Ax⃗i at

each optimization step.
This minimal encoding cost function is a sum over

n2c number of terms, compared to regular encoding ap-

proaches that minimize ⟨ĤIsing⟩. Evaluating ⟨ĤIsing⟩ re-
quires summing over a maximum of 2nc terms in the limit
of nshots → ∞, or at most nshots number of terms if
nshots < 2nc shots are used.

For small number of shots used to estimate (13), some
of the register states may not be measured, leading to
⟨P̂k⟩θ⃗ = 0 in the denominator. Intuitively, this can be
interpreted as not having any information on whether to
assign the kth bit to be xk = 0 or xk = 1 (with their
respective probabilities). In such cases, we manually set
⟨P̂ 1

k ⟩θ⃗
⟨P̂k⟩θ⃗

= 0.5. This is interpreted as randomly guessing the

value of the kth bit to be 0 or 1 with a 50% probability.
The minimal encoding, while being able to exponen-

tially reduce the number of qubits required to find so-
lutions to a QUBO problem, comes at a cost of be-
ing able to capture classical correlations between the bi-
nary variables during sampling. This can be seen from

Eq. 12 which, for fixed θ⃗ describes a probability distri-
bution of multiple independent variables where the out-

come of sampling the kth bit is independent of the out-
come of sampling another bit. During optimization how-
ever, these marginal probabilities depend on the same

set of variational parameters, θ⃗, when using the ansatz

in Fig. 2. Adjusting θ⃗ to change P (xk = 1) for the kth bit
may affect the value P (xl = 1) of the lth bit. Regardless,
unless the optimal state is able to produce P (xk = 1) = 0
or P (xk = 1) = 1 exactly, it is difficult for the minimal
encoding state to produce a sharply peaked distribution
around the optimal distribution.
Another trade-off of the minimal encoding is the num-

ber of shots needed to properly characterize a classical
solution. In traditional mappings of 1 qubit to a binary
variable, each measurement of the quantum circuit yields
a single solution x⃗. For the minimal encoding, multiple
shots are needed to properly characterize the |bk|2 coef-
ficients in the optimal quantum state. For large problem
sizes, this can result in large number of shots, especially
if the corresponding register probabilities, |βk|2 are very
small. Failure to measure these probabilities results in
the issues mentioned above, where the values of certain
bits have to be guessed, resulting in poorer solutions.

B. Full Encoding

Problems solved using the full encoding scheme will
have each classical variable mapped to its own qubit. The
full encoded quantum state is given in (5) and the cost
function is calculated according to (6). Each measure-
ment of the circuit results in a basis state that represents
a specific bitstring xi, whose cost can be calculated ac-
cording to Cfe = x⃗i

TAx⃗i.

VI. EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURE

In this paper, we solve VRPTW instances of N =
3, 13, 22, 62 destinations that includes nc = 11, 16, 128
and 3964 routes respectively. In the smaller 2 instances,
2 methods of encoding are used - the traditional method
of having one variable to one qubit, and the minimal en-
coding requiring 1 + log2(nc) qubits. For problem sizes
nc = 128 and 3964, only the minimal encoding was used.

A. Instance generation

A particular VRPTW instance is specified with a set
of all valid routes R. For fully connected problems with
N nodes, finding the optimal route becomes intractable
very quickly, as the number of possible routes is given

by Rmax =
∑N

i=1
N !

(N−i)! . In real-world problems, nodes

may not always be fully connected and R ≪ Rmax. All
instances considered here were generated from a set R
obtained using a greedy heuristic provided in [2].
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From this point, we need to convert our set of routes
into a QUBO problem of the form in (3). Starting from
the cost function of the classical optimization problem in
(1), and adding additional penalty terms to represent our
constraints, we can arrive at a new, unconstrained cost
function:

min
x⃗

R∑
r

crxr + ρ

N∑
i

(
R∑
r

δirxr − 1

)2

(15)

where ρ is a positive penalty coefficient that serves to in-
crease our cost function by an additional amount when-

ever a constraint is violated ie.
∑R

r δirxr ̸= 1. Since, in
the worst case scenario, we require this penalty to out-

weigh the maximum total cost, we set ρ ≥
∑R

r |cr| [2].
We can expand the squared term and write (15) in the
form:

min
x⃗

R∑
r

crxr (16)

+ ρ

N∑
i

[(
R∑
r

δirxr

)(
R∑
r′

δir′xr′

)

− 2

R∑
r

δirxr + 1

]

= min
x⃗

R∑
r

crxr + ρ

N∑
i

R∑
r

R∑
r′

δ⊤rixrxr′δir′ (17)

− 2ρ

N∑
i

(
R∑
r

δirxr

)
+ ρN

Equation (17) can be written in matrix and vector form:

min
x⃗

c⃗⊤x⃗+ ρx⃗δ⊤δx⃗− 2ρ
(
1⃗⊤δ

)
x⃗+ ρN (18)

from which we can identify the quadratic, linear, and
constant terms. By setting matrix A = diag(c⃗)+ ρδ⊤δ−
diag(2ρ1⃗⊤δ), where diag(c⃗) denotes a matrix with c⃗ in its
diagonal, we arrive at the definition of a QUBO problem
in (3).

B. Optimization procedure

Each problem is set up with a basic variational ansatz
with L = 4 layers of the gates exemplified in Fig. 2. We
used ADAM [120], a gradient based classical optimizer,
to find the optimal parameters for our circuit. During
each iteration, the parameter shift rule [121] was used
to calculate the gradient of each parameter. The final
parameters were used to run optimal circuits using a
noise-free simulator in Pennylane [122] and, depending
on the problem sizes, on the cairo or guadalupe quan-
tum backends from IBMQ [123], the Aspen-M2 quantum

backend from Rigetti via the AWS Braket [124], and on
the Harmony and Aria-1 quantum backends from IonQ
[125]. In all problem instances for both the minimal and
full encoding case, 20 randomly seeded starting points,

θ⃗init, were used. 10 classical solutions were sampled from
the post-optimization quantum state for a total of 200
classical solutions per problem instance, and compared
according to a cumulative distribution of their normal-
ized cost function value:

Cnorm =
(C(θ⃗)− Cmin)

(Cmax − Cmin)
(19)

where Cmin and Cmax are the minimum and maximum
cost function values associated with the problem in-
stances, found using Gurobi [126]. Classical solutions
were drawn from the minimal encoding quantum state
as described in section (VA). In the case of full encoded
quantum states, to obtain the probability distribution
of the solutions we simply measure the quantum circuit
in the computational basis. By doing so, we are able
to compare these two encoding techniques based on the
classical solutions obtained from each method and their
associated costs for each VRPTW instance.

VII. COMPARISON OF MINIMAL ENCODING
WITH FULL ENCODING SCHEME

The optimization run and approximate solutions ob-
tained for the smaller problem sizes of nc = 11, 16 can
be seen in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4 respectively. Optimiza-
tion was done using different number of shots, nshots, de-
pending on the size of the problem, and compared with
runs completed with full access to the statevector (i.e.
nshots → ∞). For such small problem sizes, the num-
ber of shots required to converge to a solution similar to
that obtained using statevector simulation is well within
the capabilities of current quantum devices. With suf-
ficient shots to estimate the quantum state, ADAM is
able to find solutions of similar quality for both the min-
imal encoding and the full encoding, despite the minimal
encoding requiring fewer qubits.
In both the minimal encoding and full encoding case,

classical solutions obtained from quantum states pro-
duced by the IBMQ quantum backends consistently out-
performed those obtained from the IonQ and Rigetti
backends. Fig. 3 and Fig. 4 also shows the IonQ devices
being able to produce better quality solutions for the full
encoded cases compared to solutions sampled from the
minimal encoding. However, due to scheduling issues,
problem instances requiring fewer qubits (such as those
using the minimal encoding) were executed on harmony
instead of Aria-1 qpu, and further testing is required to
conclude the source of these differences for the IonQ back-
ends.
Fig. 5 compare the distribution of classical solutions

obtained from the minimal encoding and full encoding
for both the 11R and 16R instances using the quantum
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FIG. 5: Distribution of solutions obtained using the minimal
(stars) and full encoding (triangles) for a) nc = 11 and b)
nc = 16 for 20 different optimization runs from the IBMQ
backends. For each optimization run, the final quantum state
is prepared on the IBMQ backends according to the optimized
parameters, and 10 classical solutions are sampled according
to (5) for the full encoding and (12) for the minimal encoding.
In both the 11R and 16R instances, the minimal encoding
is able to produce classical solutions of similar quality while
maintaining a tighter spread in terms of cost function values.

devices from IBMQ, due to their close performance to
simulated results.

In both the 11R and 16R instances, a good portion
of the classical solutions sampled from both minimal en-
coding and full encoding states are able to produce so-
lutions of similar quality for all the optimization runs.
However the minimal encoding state is able to produce a
tighter clustering of solutions sampled compared to runs
using the full encoding. For non-degenerate problem in-
stances such as the VRPTW instances considered here,
this can be explained by having the minimal encoding
state converging to a state that produces a high prob-
ability of sampling a single low-cost solution, and sam-

pling classical solutions from this final state according to
the probabilities in (12), this yields this good solution
with high probability. However, being unable to capture
any classical correlations means that solutions with poor
cost function values can also be sampled with non-zero
probability.

This is in contrast to the full encoding case where a
good cost function value suggests that the maximization
of many good solutions with low cost, ideally peaking
at the optimal solution. Therefore, sampling from such
a post-optimized state using the full encoding is likely
to produce other nearby solutions in terms of their cost
function values.

VIII. FINDING SOLUTIONS TO VRPTW
PROBLEMS OF LARGER PROBLEM SIZES

To further push the boundaries on the sizes of industry
relevant problems that can be solved on quantum devices,
we apply the minimal encoding method to find approx-
imate solutions to VRPTW problems of nc = 128 and
nc = 3964 classical variables, using the methods outlined
in section VIB. This requires nq = log(128) + 1 = 8 and
nq = ⌈log(3964)⌉+ 1 = 13 qubits respectively, where ⌈·⌉
is the ceiling function. While the 128 route instance in
Fig. 6 (a-c) was able to find decent solutions using simi-
lar number of shots as the 11 and 16 route instances, the
number of resources required to obtain decent solutions
increases significantly for the 3964 route instance, as seen
in Fig. 6d where the number of shots limits the quality of
solutions that can be obtained. Solutions obtained using
the IBMQ quantum backends, for both larger instances,
fall within the range of those obtained in noise free sim-
ulations, as observed in Figures 6b,e. Although as seen
in the inset axes of the aforementioned figures, the exact
optimal solution was not found for any of the two bigger
problem instances.

Similar to the results for the smaller problem instances
in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4, the solutions obtained from the
IBMQ backends were far superior to those obtained from
the IonQ devices using the minimal encoding.

For the 3964-route instance, the minimal encoding
state has 212 = 4096 register states, with only 3964 of
them being assigned to each of the routes. Having only
nshots = 1000 means that many of these register states
are not measured, resulting in having to manually set
⟨P̂ 1

k ⟩θ⃗
⟨P̂k⟩θ⃗

= 0.5 for many of the terms in (13). After express-

ing each state in the form given in (10), these leave many
register states unmeasured, resulting in having to guess
for multiple routes whether they should be included in
the solution or not, leading to poor quality solutions over-
all. Increasing the number of shots to nshots = 10, 000,
we observe a lower cost function value, as more register
states are able to be measured. However the quantum
state has 213 = 8192 basis vectors in the computational
basis, and 10, 000 shots is still insufficient to accurately
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FIG. 6: Optimization runs, cumulative distribution and distribution of solutions using minimal encoding for the nc = 128
instance using nq = 8 qubits and nc = 3964 instance using nq = 13 qubits. a,d) Optimization runs over 20 starting points.
b,e) Cumulative distribution of solutions obtained using minimal encoding. Black dotted curves represents the cumulative
distribution of 4 × 108 randomly generated solutions. Blue, orange, and green curves display the cumulative distribution of
solutions obtained using minimal encoding with nmeas = 10000 shots on a noise free simulation and on IBMQ, IonQ quantum
backends respectively. c,f) Distribution of solutions obtained from the minimal encoding state used to find approximate solutions
to the nc = 128R and nc = 3964R problem instances. The final parameters from each of the 20 starting points are used to
produce the final quantum state using the devices offered by IBMQ, and 10 classical solutions were sampled from each state
according to (12).

characterize all coefficients associated with the basis vec-
tors. For large problem instances such as these, it is ex-
pected that more shots would be required, although this
was not explored in this work due to cost limitations.

As the problem size increases, we observe from Fig. 6c
that the classical solutions sampled from the optimized
minimal encoding state for the 128R instance tend to be
more spread out rather than converging on a state which
provides a high probability of sampling a single solution,
suggesting suboptimal convergence. However, the final
state is still able to produce bitstrings that have low cost
function values.

For the 3964R instance in Fig. 6f, we observe a tighter
clustering of solutions obtained, although we see several
initial starting points that did not converge favourably.

IX. CONCLUSION

In this work, we applied the encoding scheme described
in [60] to a common optimization problem faced within
the industry, namely the vehicle routing optimization
problem with time windows. We compared the results
obtained from optimization runs using the minimal en-

coding and the full encoding for problem sizes of 11 routes
and 16 routes and classical solutions sampled from the
final states prepared on quantum backends offered by
IBMQ, IonQ, and Rigetti via the AWS Braket. We went
beyond the usual boundaries to problem sizes that can
be solved using quantum devices by testing the mini-
mal encoding on problem sizes involving 128 and 3964
routes, and compared the solutions obtained using quan-
tum states prepared by the IBMQ and IonQ quantum
devices.

The formulation of the VRPTW as a QUBO results in
a cost function spectrum where feasible solutions lie close
together and are separated from infeasible solutions by a
large gap. This spectrum can make it more difficult for
feasible solutions to be found using the minimal encod-
ing due to the quantum state not being able to capture
any classical correlations between the variables, leading
to increased variance in the cost function during opti-
mization, and due to the quality of solutions becoming
more sensitive to the optimization parameters (e.g. the
number of shots).

Our results show that optimization runs using the min-
imal encoding were still able to find classical solutions of
similar quality to runs using the full encoding scheme, de-
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spite using much fewer qubits and the limitation of not
being able to capture any classical correlations. Future
work in this direction to improve performance could in-
clude optimizing over the log of the QUBOmatrices to re-
duce variances within the cost function landscape, using
additional qubits to capture (anti-)correlations between
multiple routes that contain the same destinations as
these routes should not be part of the same solution due
to the constraints, or to use additional post-processing
methods to obtain feasible solutions (solutions which sat-
isfy all the constraints) from infeasible ones, This should

allow for approximate valid solutions to still be found de-
spite some of the optimization runs terminating in a local
minima where only some of the constraints are satisfied.
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Lü, H.B Wang, and Y. Wang. The unconstrained binary
quadratic programming problem: a survey. Journal of
Combinatorial Optimization, 28(1):58–81, 2014.

[4] Fred Glover, Gary Kochenberger, and Yu Du. A tutorial
on formulating and using qubo models. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1811.11538, 2018.
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