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Abstract. Protein folding is a central challenge in computational biology, with
important applications in molecular biology, drug discovery and catalyst design. As
a hard combinatorial optimisation problem, it has been studied as a potential target
problem for quantum annealing. Although several experimental implementations have
been discussed in the literature, the computational scaling of these approaches has not
been elucidated. In this article, we present a numerical study of quantum annealing
applied to a large number of small peptide folding problems, aiming to infer useful
insights for near-term applications. We present two conclusions: that even naive
quantum annealing, when applied to protein lattice folding, has the potential to
outperform classical approaches, and that careful engineering of the Hamiltonians and
schedules involved can deliver notable relative improvements for this problem. Overall,
our results suggest that quantum algorithms may well offer improvements for problems
in the protein folding and structure prediction realm.
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1. Introduction

The structure of a protein captures crucial information about its biological function and
therapeutic potential [I]. Knowledge of a proteins’ structure unlocks valuable biological
information, ranging from the ability to predict protein-protein interactions [2], to
structure-based discovery of new drugs [3] and catalysts [4]. Unfortunately, experiments
to determine protein structure are challenging and require extensive time and resources
[1, Bl [6]. As of May 2021, the TrEMBL database [7] contained 214 million protein
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sequences, while only 177,000 protein structures have been deposited in the Protein
Data Bank [8]. A reliable computational algorithm for the template-free — that is, when
a structurally similar protein, perhaps an evolutionary-related specimen from a different
organism, is not available to use as a reference [9] — prediction of a protein’s structure and
its folding pathway from sequence information alone would enable annotation of millions
of proteins and could stimulate major advances in biological research. However, despite
steady improvements in the past six decades [10, 11, [12], and recent advances in the
past year [13], a consistent and accurate algorithm for protein folding from sequence has
remained elusive.

Over the past decade, there have been attempts to leverage quantum computing
for protein structure prediction [14]. The biological structure of a protein is thought
to correspond to the minimum of a free energy hypersurface, which for even small
peptides is too vast for any classical computer to explore exhaustively [I1]. A type
of quantum computation that may be appropriate to help is quantum annealing, an
approach to exploiting the physics of a controlled quantum system that is considered to
be of potential use in optimisation problems (whether classical or quantum in nature)
[T5]. Typically, the set of possible solutions is mapped to a register of qubits with a
binary encoding, and the objective function is represented as a physical Hamiltonian,
Hproblem, Whose eigenvectors and eigenvalues are respectively problem solutions and
their scores. In particular, the ground state |®) (or the respective ground eigenspace)
corresponds to the global minimum of the problem. The algorithm starts by initialising
the register of qubits in the ground state |W(0)) of a given Hamiltonian, Hiyia, whose
ground state is easy to prepare, and gently transforming into the problem Hamiltonian,
Hproblem- If the evolution is slow enough, the adiabatic theorem of quantum mechanics
[16] ensures that the final state |W(7")) will be infinitesimally close to | ).

Protein chemistry applications of quantum computing have concentrated on a
simplified prototype known as the protein lattice model [I7], which has been used as
a coarse-grained proxy for structure prediction [I8, [19] (see Figure [1)) as well as an
invaluable testbed in early theoretical protein folding studies [35]. In this model, the
protein is described by a self-avoiding walk on a lattice, whose energy is determined by
the contacts between adjacent amino acids, and the minimum energy is identified with
the biologically active form of the protein. Unfortunately, the problem of finding the
protein configuration that minimises the energy is known to be NP-hard [20, 21]. In the
context of quantum computing, several encodings (i.e. instructions to map the problem
to a Hamiltonian operator and the solutions to a binary string) have been proposed
[22, 23] 24], some of which have also been tested experimentally in D-Wave processors
[25, 24]. Recent work has attempted extensions of the protein lattice model [26], and
even off-lattice models [27, 28]. Although multiple algorithmic approaches have been
suggested, there is not, to our knowledge, any numerical or analytical study establishing
the computational scaling of quantum annealing for protein folding applications.

Protein sequences are constrained to a small range of hundreds, or at most
thousands of amino acids. This idiosyncrasy renders considerations of asymptotic
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Figure 1. (A) Liquorice representation of a randomly generated short protein
(peptide) with sequence AVSQVADGILS. In this depiction, every stick represents a
bond between two atoms, and the colour of the corresponding half of the stick identifies
the nature of the atom: green is carbon, white is hydrogen, blue is nitrogen and red is
oxygen. The spheres that surround the sticks, representing van der Waals volume, have
been coloured by residue identity. (B) Lattice model of the peptide in (A). The protein
is represented as a self-avoiding walk on a lattice, where every node corresponds to a
residue. Amino acids that are distant in the sequence but are spatial neighbours induce
complex interactions (represented as dotted blue lines) that stabilise a particular fold.
Above the dotted lines, we display the Miyazawa-Jernigan stabilisation energy of the
contact.

complexity, a typical focus of the quantum algorithms literature, inadequate for a
practical evaluation of usefulness. The median length of a human protein is 375 amino
acids long [29], while the median clinical target is about 414 amino acids long [30] — and
the effective length may be made smaller by considering independently-folding domains,
an ubiquitous strategy in computational structure prediction pipelines. Hence, most
interesting problems could be encoded with just a few hundred qubits. If there exists a
relative, not necessarily asymptotic, speedup with respect to classical heuristics, this will
be of interest to both basic research in molecular biology and the pharmaceutical and
biotechnological industries, which dedicate significant resources to structural protein
studies. Establishing the scaling of quantum annealers in problems of modest size is
a crucial baseline for further exploration as near-term quantum annealers capable of
addressing larger problems are made available [34].

In this article, we present an extensive numerical study of protein lattice folding
in idealised, error-free, closed-system quantum annealing, such as might be achievable
in future devices with long coherence times in the presence of error correction [311, [32],
or with fault-tolerant universal quantum computers employing Hamiltonian simulation
[33]. In particular, we have computed the minimum spectral gaps and optimised time-to-
solution (TTS) metrics for a large dataset of hard problems. The spectral gaps display
a strongly vanishing behaviour, which according to the adiabatic theorem leads one to
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anticipate a quadratically stronger upper bound in runtime. However, our simulations
of unitary evolution reveal a scaling that is several orders of magnitude milder, and that
can be optimised further via simple heuristics based on average gap positions.. When
compared with classical stochastic optimisation heuristics, we find some evidence of a
potential limited quantum speedup for protein lattice folding problems of modest size.

2. Methodology

Throughout this article, we use a large dataset of peptide (i.e. short protein) sequences,
each with a unique global minimum (UGEM), which have been mapped to Ising-like
problems with the methods described by Babbush et al. [23]. Peptide sequences with
UGEMs have been shown to display the properties of real proteins, even for small
sequences (e.g. [35]). The dataset is examined using numerical simulations to assess
the gap and expected time-to-solution, studied in terms of the relationship between
conditions and results, and compared against an off-the-shelf classical algorithm.

2.1. Benchmark dataset generation

We examined a total of 29,503 peptide sequences, an approximately equal number of
cases in both dimensions (15,173 in 2D and 14,330 in 3D) and lengths (approximately
4,500 cases per length at a given dimension, with the exception of 2D length 7, where it
is challenging to generate UGEM cases, and we considered only 1,700 cases). To produce
this dataset, we generated protein sequences by random sampling with replacement of
the 20 standard amino acids (ARNDCQEGHILKMFPSTWYV). The states of these
instances were enumerated by a brute force algorithm, scoring the energies using the
Miyazawa-Jernigan 20-amino acid model [55], and all the sequences with two or more
non-equivalent minimum energy conformations were rejected.

These sequences were mapped to an algebraic expression representing the couplings
between individual spins in a programmable Ising model. This expression is often known
as a Polynomial Unconstrained Binary Optimisation (PUBO) [56]. We employ the turn
encoding approach by Babbush et al. [23], which displays the highest reported efficiency
in the number of qubits. To perform the mapping in practice, we developed a modified
version of SymFEngine [57], a computer algebra system (CAS) written in C++, which
exploits the idempotency of binary variables leading to up to a five orders of magnitude
speedup. We consider protein Hamiltonians with 10 (6 aa peptide in 2D) to 21 qubits
(8 aa peptide in 3D), meaning Hilbert spaces of size 1,024 to 2,097,152.

2.2. Numerical simulations

2.2.1. Representation of the Hamiltonian FEvery quantum annealing process considered
in this article may be represented in the following general form:

H(S) = (1 — S) Hstart —+ SHprotein + >\3<1 - S)Hcatalyst (1)
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where Hpyotein 1 the Hamiltonian expressing a given protein lattice problem,

1N

Huaer = 53 (T =) 2)

i=1

and Hatalyst 15 one of the following:

N N
Hnonstq = Z Z O-ZCO';: (3)

i=1j=1

N
Hyq =3 07 (4)
i=1

In these equations, N is the number of qubits; A is the strength of the catalyst;
s is the annealing progress, defined in the interval [0,1], and generated by some
interpolation function s = f(t/T'); I is the identity operator in the N-spin space i.e.
I =1L ®I,®...Ix; and o7 is the Pauli X matrix applied to the ith spin in N-spin
space, i.e. 0f = (®§;11 I) ® 0y ® ((X)],;’:Z‘Jrl I).

In the computational basis, Hpotein can be represented as a diagonal matrix, and
both Hgare and Hgq will be matrices with off-diagonal elements in defined positions.
It is easy to prove that the number of null elements in a linear combination of
these Hamiltonian matrices grows as O(2%), hence significant savings in memory and
processing time can be made by exploiting the sparsity of the matrix representation.
In contrast, however, Hponstq has a different sparsity pattern and can only be simulated
at a much higher computational cost. Our numerical simulations relied on the PETSc
library [62] [63], where the Hamiltonians were represented in the compressed sparse row
(CSR) or Yale format.

2.2.2. Gap evaluation We estimated the minimum spectral gap between the ground
state and the first excited state via numerical diagonalisation of the Hamiltonian
matrices, using the Krylov-Schur method [59, 60] as implemented in the SLEPc package
[61, 59]. We computed the eigenvalues in increments of As = 0.1, and interpolated
the results using cubic splines. The gap was found as the minimum energy difference
between every curve that ran into the ground state at the end of the evolution, and any
other curve.

We considered only Hamiltonians without a catalyst term (i.e. A = 0) for the
evaluation of the spectral gap.

2.2.3.  Quantum annealing simulation We estimated the expected time-to-solution
(TTS) by simulating the quantum dynamics of the annealer. We assumed an idealised
quantum annealer at zero temperature, in the absence of noise, and with perfect control
over couplings, which was simulated by numerical integration of the time-dependent
Schrodinger equation:

d|¥)
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where H (t) is the time-dependent Hamiltonian defined in equation . We integrated
this equation using the Runge-Kutta 5" order method with adaptive timestepping, as
implemented in the PETSc package [62, 63]. Runge-Kutta methods have been previously
validated for studying quantum annealing [64]. At the end of the evolution, the
final state |¥(t =T)) is a vector of amplitudes ¥; whose square modulus |¥?| is the
probability of measuring a particular binary string in the device.

Several authors have attested the need to use optimal time-to-solution (TTS)
metrics to assess the scaling of quantum annealing algorithms, e.g. [43, 5I]. We
employed the Bayesian optimisation package GPyOpt [48] to optimise the annealing time
T. We defined an optimisation domain between 0.1 and 1,000 a.u., which was considered
acceptable after initial exploration.

We set up a maximum of 50 iterations for annealing programs involving a single
parameter (the sample time), and a maximum of 500 iterations for trajectories including
a catalyst, where the strength of the catalyst (\) has to be optimised alongside the
sample time; in the case of the non-stoquastic catalyst, given the loss of sparsity of the
Hamiltonian matrix, the optimisation was stopped after 30 iterations for some of the
length 9 peptides. Default parameters were used otherwise.

2.3. Optimal trajectory design

We considered the design of tailored trajectories that increase the efficiency of the
algorithm. These trajectories were designed by considering the tendency of gaps
to appear more often at certain stages of the annealing trajectory (see Figure [S§).
We developed a heuristic that accounts for the relative probability of encountering a
minimum gap, considering the magnitudes of all the gaps found at that position.

Our heuristic is based in dividing the annealing trajectory in small regions (As =
0.05) and estimating the following magnitude for each bin, which we denote “R-score”:

Fie=2 f(]ZCZ:j) )

J

where k is the index of the bin; the sum extends to all peptides whose minimal gap
falls in that bin, indexed by j; Py; is the normalised probability that there is a gap at
that position (estimated using kernel density estimation with the Epanechnikov kernel
and 0.01 bandwidth); Ay; is the magnitude of said gap; and f is a function that weighs
the magnitude of the gap into the R-score. The values of the R-score are normalised
and used to define a piecewise linear interpolation function that slows down in regions
likely to contain a large gap, and anneals at a faster rate otherwise.

We consider two types of optimisation: one employing peptides of all lengths, and
a different one designing an optimal program for each length. We also consider several
functional forms f(Ay;) for the R-score: linear (x), square root (y/z) and cubic root
(¢/x). Performance comparisons for these functions are reported in Figures [S9] to [S12]
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2.4. Classical simulated annealing

We compared the performance of the quantum annealing to classical simulated
annealing, one of the most common optimisation algorithms in computational biology,
which is used in many modern structure prediction packages like Rosetta [49]. We
employ an off-the-shelf classical simulated annealing subroutine, the gsl siman.h
module of the GNU Scientific Library [50]. This module requires a definition of the
optimisation space, and a function that returns the energy of a given configuration. We
implemented a simple subroutine to compute the energy of a sequence of lattice moves
and, in order to avoid biases deriving from our implementation, we analyse the results
in term of Monte Carlo moves instead of times.

The classical simulated annealing subroutine employs several parameters, including
the number of trials per step, the number of iterations per temperature, the maximum
step size of the random walk and the parameters of the Boltzmann distribution
(initial and final temperature, Boltzmann constant and damping factor). All of these
parameters, except for the Boltzmann constant (set to 1) and the step size (set to 1),
were optimised using Bayesian optimisation in the same way parameters were tuned in
numerical simulations of quantum annealing.

2.5. Statistical analysis of scaling

We assessed the significance of these results using a statistical analysis. We performed
a non-linear least squares fit of our data using the Imfit library [65]. We considered four
functional models: polynomial (2%), exponential (") square exponential (¢°**) and
cubic exponential (eo‘mg). The function was augmented by a constant 3, which was set
to the average value of the dependent variable for a given length.

We employed three statistical model selection criteria to decide the function that
provided the best explanation of the data: the Akaike information criterion (AIC), the
Bayesian information criterion (BIC), and the mean squared error (MSE) of the means.
The last method was chosen because of the nature of the dataset: the independent
variable is discrete, hence the model only provides the prediction for 4 values (3 in 3D).
Thus, understanding how the real means differ from the predicted means provides useful

information for model selection.

3. Spectral gap

We start our analysis by studying the minimum spectral gap, A, between the ground
state and the first excited state. It is often stated (based on theoretical arguments)
that the runtime of quantum annealing algorithms is proportional to O(A~%) [36].
Unfortunately, many problems exhibit an exponentially vanishing gap with increasing
problem size [37, B8, B9], and in particular it is believed that no form of quantum
computing is able to efficiently solve NP-complete problems, or at least no such report
has withstood scrutiny [40] [36]. The distribution of gaps for the protein lattice problem
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Figure 2. (A, B) Distributions of log;, A, the decimal logarithm of the minimum
spectral gap between the ground state and first excited state energy levels, for UGEM
peptides of different size in 2D (A) and 3D (B). The sequence length is given in number
of amino acids (aa). These violin plots employ a Gaussian kernel density estimation
method to show a smooth representation of the distribution of data. In the 2D case
(A), it is clear that the median gap remains approximately constant, while the worst
case gap grows exponentially. In the 3D case (B), a similar effect is observed, although
it is made less clear by the particular behaviour of length 8 peptides, which always have
their optimal structures arranged in a cube. (C, D) Least-squares fit of subsamples of
the data to different functional models. The rate of decay of the minimum spectral
gap varies significantly between quantiles.

in 2D and 3D, considering a stoquastic process without a catalyst, is shown in Figure

2l

The distribution of gaps at a given length resembles a skewed Gaussian distribution:

the majority of gaps are concentrated around a narrow center spanning two orders of
magnitude, and there are long, thick tails (containing 5-10% of the data) that spread

away several more orders of magnitude to one side. The extent of these tails presents a

severe decrease. In the dataset of 2D peptides, the size of the worst-case gaps decreases
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by five orders of magnitude within a length increase of four amino acids, but only an
order of magnitude and a half within the last three lengths considered. Similar results
are seen for the 3D peptides. Length 8 three-dimensional peptides show smaller gaps
because of their distinct distribution of energetic levels due to cubic symmetry.

This steep decline for the hardest instances is in contrast with the small decrease
experienced by an average peptide. The vast majority of the examples populate the area
around the median gap, exhibiting a steady but far slower decline. A close examination
of the violin plots for the 2D examples also reveals that the position of the peak of the
distribution tends to rise as the sequence length increases, and in fact, if we ignore the
tails of the distribution, the average gap increases rather than decreases. In interpreting
this finding, it is important to keep in mind that our dataset is composed of peptide
folding problems that are hard by design, since they have only one ground state solution
(plus, in some cases, symmetry-equivalent configurations). These problems are known
to be classically very hard [21, 20]. In addition to the lack of structure of NP-hard
problems, the proportion of lowest-energy solutions in the solution space is minimal, so
randomised algorithms will find it very challenging to find the ground state.

We characterised the scaling of the gap using regression analysis by Maximum
Likelihood Estimation (see Section |2 for details). Four functional forms were considered:
polynomial, ¢, exponential, e**, square exponential, e and cubic exponential, e’
We then employed several standard model selection criteria, detailed in [Appendix BJ,
to select the model that better explains the data. The polynomial model x®, with
a ~ —0.75 in 2D and o = —0.4 in 3D, is selected by all criteria, and is significantly
better than the second best model.

We also binned the data into different quantiles and repeated the inference, to
account for the inhomogeneity of the results (see Tables [S1] and [S2]in [Appendix B]). In
2D, the polynomial model is consistently selected across all quantiles, and in 3D, there
are some quantiles where the exponential and cubic exponential are selected, which is
probably due to the limited range of the dataset and the symmetry effect discussed
above. We observed a notable variation of the coefficients across quantiles, as depicted
in Figures[2C and 2D. For example, the first quantile, 0-10%, with a = —3.23 in 2D and
a = —3.65 in 3D for the polynomial model, contains examples whose gaps vanish at a
notably larger rate. On the other hand, the two upper quartiles (75-90% and 90-100%)
display positive « values, showing that the gap actually widens with increasing size.
Only a portion of the problem instances exhibits fast gap vanishing.

This data does not allow us to conclude that the gap vanishes polynomially. Our
results are reminiscent of a previous study on the Exact Cover problem by Young et
al. [41, [42]. In that study, it was described that, while the scaling of the spectral gap
at small problem sizes is consistent with a polynomial [40], at large problem sizes the
scaling turns exponential. Similarly, the fraction of problem instances exhibiting small
gaps increases at large problem size [42]. We have been unable to study the behaviour
of the protein lattice problem at greater sizes, given the large number of qubits and
the difficulty of obtaining Hamiltonian expressions beyond 9 amino acids. However, we
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hypothesise that the protein lattice problem presents exponentially vanishing spectral
gaps that will hinder a general polynomial-time solution by quantum annealing for large
sizes, while still exhibiting reasonable advantage for problems of modest size, such as
may arise in high-throughput peptide discovery experiments.

4. Simulations of stoquastic dynamics

The minimum spectral gap imposes an upper bound on the running time of quantum
annealing, but in order to understand the behaviour of the process we need to access
the evolution of the quantum state during the computational process. We investigate
this regime by numerical integration of the Schrodinger equation. Since this procedure
is costly, the assessment of our entire dataset of circa 30,000 peptides is beyond our
resources and, instead, we selected two samples based on spectral gap values. The first
sample contains the set of peptides with the smallest gaps (worst-case set), while the
second sample is a random selection of peptides (random set). In both cases, each
sample contains 100 peptides per chain length of a given dimension, giving a total of
1,400 instances.

A comparison of this sort requires optimising the annealing time to maximise the
probability of success. As described by Rgnnow et al. [43], a short run can provide a
small, but sizeable probability that can be amplified by repetition. In many cases, the
repetitions amount to a much shorter runtime than a longer, quasi-adiabatic runtime.
We employed Bayesian optimisation [47, [48] to find the optimal runtime, as detailed in
section[2] The optimised time-to-solution metric, corresponding to the expected runtime
to find the correct solution with probability 50%, is shown in Figure [3A-B.

The optimisation of the annealing time of an individual run has a significant impact.
We simulated a baseline experiment in which the quantum annealer was run for 1000
a. u., and found an average improvement in the expected total runtime of 15 orders
of magnitude in 2D and 10 orders of magnitude in 3D (see Figure . We also find a
small, but appreciable difference on the dependence on the gap, as depicted in Table [}

For both the 2D and 3D peptides, the worst-case set containing the smallest gaps
does not require significantly longer expected runtimes than the random set. We

p2D p3D R2D R 3D

Optimised time -0.66 -0.44 0.52  0.38
Baseline -0.73 -0.34 0.62 0.30

Table 1. Correlation coefficients between expected runtime and gap, for the results
obtaining optimising the individual runtime and the results obtained with a fixed
runtime of 1,000 a.u. p is Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient between A and
T, which describes the monotonic relationship between the two variables (p = +1 is
perfectly monotonic, p = —1 is perfectly inverse monotonic). R is Pearson’s correlation
coefficient between log;, (ﬁ) and log,, T'
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performed a two-tailed Welch’s t test, and found that the random and worst-case sets
could not be distinguished (p-value 0.34, average p-value of subgroup analysis 0.31). In
other words, the fact that a problem presents a very small minimum spectral gap does
not necessarily indicate it will require a long runtime. This apparently contradictory
statement might be explained by the fact that the A=? scaling in relation to the spectral
gap is only valid in the asymptotic limit, and that other terms may govern the dynamics
at smaller sizes; and that this rule is above and after all an upper bound, and it is very
possible that an instance succeeds even if the annealing is conducted diabatically. In
practical terms it is not necessary to guarantee that the final state has a large fidelity
with the ground state, but rather to ensure that it has a sizeable amplitude in order
to obtain the expected result after enough trials. Another possibility to note is that
within the range of problem sizes we inspect there may be only one (or a few) instances
of the minimum (or near-minimum) gap occurring during the adiabatic sweep, whereas
for large problems a near-minimum gap may occur at multiple points. In addition, the
decrease by five orders of magnitude in 2D gaps discussed earlier is also markedly absent
from Figures 3A-B

We performed a scaling analysis identical to the previous section, finding that, for
all cases, either the exponential model is selected over the polynomial, or there is not
a significant difference between both of them (see Tables [S3| to [S6| in [Appendix B). In
particular, in 2D the polynomial model 2* (with a &~ 0.65) and the exponential model
e (with a & 0.15 cannot be separated. In 3D, an exponential model e** with o &~ 0.45
is selected with high significance.

Our findings suggest that the protein lattice problem is not as severely affected by
the vanishing of the spectral gap, as might have been expected. Problems with gaps
smaller than 1072 a.u. (and down to 107 a.u.) do not take significantly longer than
problems with a median gap of 0.22 a.u. Moreover, our results hint at an exponential
scaling, albeit with a potentially small rate constant. This analysis suggests that this
quantum annealing application has a milder scaling than previously expected.

5. Improvement of the annealing pathway

In the previous section, we found that optimising the sample size can dramatically
enhance the performance of quantum annealing, often by several orders of magnitude.
This raises the question of whether other simple changes may be able to similarly
increase efficiency. In this section we explore several approaches that deliver increasing
improvements to the performance of the algorithm.

We first considered whether the linear interpolation function is the most appropriate
choice, or if conversely a non-linear interpolation function increases the efficiency of
the algorithm. As a first approach, we experimented with three alternative functions:
quadratic (2?), cubic () and, in order to include a rapidly changing schedule, sigmoid
(1/(1 + €*)). We optimised these functions following the same procedure as in the
previous section. The results are summarised in Figures [S2| and
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Our results suggest that none of the functions considered is able to deliver a
significant improvement. The quadratic function displays only minor deviations, and
the cubic and sigmoid functions lead to markedly worse performance 99% of the cases.
Moreover, when the runtime was reduced, the magnitude of the change was much smaller
(roughly 80% of the original time to solution) than when the runtime was slowed down
(140-150% in the cubic case and 230-300% in the sigmoid). This supports our initial
choice of the linear annealing schedule to establish general trends.

We then considered the introduction of a non-stoquastic catalyst, which has been
considered as a potential technique to improve quantum annealing [44], [45]. As detailed
in the Methods section, this catalyst incorporates terms ojoj, and is multiplied by
a tunable parameter A\ that was optimised alongside the sample time. Introducing a
catalyst of this form alters the sparsity of the Hamiltonian matrix that our code was
optimised for, and therefore we could only consider one of the interpolation functions.
This is adequate since our previous examination reveals that the choice of interpolation
function has a small impact on efficiency. The results of these simulations are reported
in Figures [S4] and

The introduction of a non-stoquastic catalyst improves the runtime in about 5% of
the worst-case examples, showing a notable average slowdown in the random sample.
The magnitude of the deterioration seems to increase with the size of the sequence,
while the proportion of sequences that are improved, as well as the magnitude of said
improvement, decrease with the size of the sequence. These results suggest that while
the non-stoquastic catalyst may well be useful in a fraction of the hardest problems, it
is not a general solution. Incidentally, our results agree with those in a recent article
by Crosson et al. [40], providing significant analytical and numerical evidence that,
in general, stoquastic Hamiltonians are more adept at optimisation than their non-
stoquastic counterparts, while allowing however for specific, cleverly engineered non-
stoquastic catalysts to provide excellent (sometimes, even exponential) speedups.

The theoretical arguments in [46] led us to consider a stoquastic catalyst that
perturbs the annealing trajectory while maintaining stoquasticity. We conceived a
catalyst that rotates the transverse field throughout annealing with a sum of terms o7.
Incidentally, this choice of rotation axis preserves the sparse structure of the matrix and
enables rapid simulation. As in the previous case, we introduced a tunable parameter
A that was optimised alongside the sample time.

The stoquastic catalyst also improves the runtime in about 5% of the examples.
In this case, however, both the proportion of sequences and the magnitude of the
improvement seem to increase with the size of the sequence, and while the improvement
is generally more notable in the worst-case dataset than in the random dataset, both
present some sort of improvement. The magnitude of the deterioration is significantly
smaller than in the non-stoquastic case, and is smaller than an order of magnitude,
compared to the 5-6 orders of magnitude introduced before. These results may indicate
that a stoquastic catalyst is generally preferable to a non-stoquastic one.

After exploring these alternatives, we considered the design of tailored annealing
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trajectories: schedules designed to slow down near the spectral gap, and therefore reduce
the ratio of excitation to local minima. This is motivated by the tendency of spectral
gaps to concentrate around certain particular positions (see Figure . In practice, a
tailored trajectory is simply a piecewise linear function, defined on equally spaced bins,
where the slope of the function at a given bin is inversely proportional to the probability
of finding a gap of certain magnitude. We report the heuristic employed to design these
schedules in the Methods section. The results of these experiments are summarised in
Figures [S9 and [S10

Tailored trajectoriesf] display better results than any of the previous approaches.
Nearly half of the sequences in the random dataset, and about 80% of the worst-
case dataset, experience some improvement. The magnitude of the speedup is also
significantly larger, with many cases achieving accelerations between 10x and 100x, and
we observe an increasing trend where longer peptides improve more than shorter ones.
Unfortunately, this technique has a significant caveat: that, when the strategy fails, the
deterioration can be far worse (10* to 10° slow down in some cases).

A primary reason why the tailored approach can result in such slow annealing
processes is because our heuristic has to balance the positions where there is a high
probability of encountering the gap, and the magnitude of said energy difference. In
some cases, particularly in the longer sequences, this balance is failing. A potential
solution is to employ the distribution of gaps for every peptide length, instead of
considering all the data at once. We therefore designed one annealing schedule per
peptide length, and simulated the results as in the previous sections. The results of this
experiment are reported in Figures and [S12]

This approach is unsurprisingly the most successful of all, improving 60% of the
sequences in the random dataset, and an impressive 95% of the sequences in the
bad dataset. The magnitude of the improvement is similar, although the average
improvement is higher; and we do not see the significant deterioration observed in
the previous approach. This results suggest a potential strategy to optimise quantum
annealing further.

In practical applications, the position of the gap will not be readily available.
However, we have observed that the position of the gaps can be estimated by running
short annealing runs with a sudden change at different parts of the schedule. We
considered a piecewise linear function, similar to the one used in the tailored trajectories,
but changing the slope only at the point where we probe for the gap. When applied
to our dataset, this method shows some correlation (full dataset: R = 0.17, p = 107¢;
worst-case dataset: R = 0.27, p = 5-107%), suggesting that more involved programs
may be able to produce reasonable estimations of the gap position.

The results in this section suggest that simple engineering of the Hamiltonians
and trajectories involved in the annealing process can deliver a substantial increase in
performance. In this sense, the results presented earlier represent a “sensible baseline”

I Here we refer to tailored trajectories employing the cubic root function in the R-score (see Section
, which are the best performing in our benchmark.
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of what is achievable with quantum annealing; and the experiments described in this
section propose a pathway to improve the performance further. This also allows us to
postulate that further experimentation in this domain may deliver better scalings (in
relative terms, but potentially also in complexity) than previously reported.

6. Comparison with simulated annealing

We have observed that quantum annealing requires exponentially growing runtimes to
find the ground state of a protein lattice model, even in the small range of lengths
explored in our dataset (see Figure . Assuming this remains true of larger systems, as
one would expect, it precludes an exponential speedup, since enumerating all possible
conformations of a lattice model has the same asymptotic complexity. However, an
algorithm which scales significantly better, that is, with a far smaller exponential rate
a than the classical case could still be useful for practical applications.

In this section, we compare quantum annealing with classical simulated annealing
using the data displayed in Figure [ Unlike other comparisons of quantum annealing
and classical simulated annealing (e.g. [51]), we have not constrained the classical
approach to solve a problem in the Ising form. More importantly, we consider a NP-
hard problem, as opposed to previous work by Albash et al. [51] that considered simpler
problems.

The distributions presented in Figure A and B show a rapidly growing number of
Monte Carlo moves. Visually, the runtime appears to display worse-than-exponential
growth. Our model comparison analysis (see Tables[S7|to[S10/in|Appendix B)) finds that,

in all cases, the model fits to a square exponential e with a high level of significance
(and this behaviour is reproduced at every quantile).

There are some theoretical arguments (e.g. [52]) which conjecture that simulated
annealing converges in exponential time. The square exponential fit found by our
statistical analysis could be an artifact of parameter optimisation (note that we optimise
four parameters for a single simulated annealing run, as opposed to only one in quantum
annealing). This anticipates that quantum annealing provides a better scaling. Our
results are made stronger by the fact that in this analysis we have considered only the
number of Monte Carlo moves, i.e. the number of evaluations of the energy function.
The cost of evaluating this energy is approximately quadratic on the size of the peptide,
and the actual performance will be slightly worse than as depicted in Figure [l Of
course, since this cost is polynomial, there will be no changes to the complexity of the
algorithm, albeit the practical scaling will be worse.

These findings suggest that quantum annealing has an improved performance over
simulated annealing. Over the system sizes we examined, the runtime of quantum
annealing scales approximately exponentially, while simulated annealing shows a rapidly
growing function that fits better to a square exponential.
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Figure 4. (A, B). Distributions of the expected classical simulated annealing number
of Monte Carlo moves N of the worst-case (A) and random (B) sets. (C, D). Least-
squares fit of subsamples of the data to different functional models for the worst-case
(C) and random (D) sets.
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7. Discussion

In this article, we have presented a numerical investigation of quantum annealing applied
to protein lattice models. We have considered nearly 30,000 protein sequences, each with
a unique global energy minimum, which represent realistic protein problems displaying
a folded state, but are also high difficulty instances of a NP-hard problem.

We first turned our attention to the minimum spectral gap, a quantity connected
theoretically to the runtime of a perfect annealer. We have observed that the gap for
these protein sequences can decrease quickly in magnitude, although the scaling appears
to be polynomial in the range of sizes considered. The polynomial scaling was confirmed
by several statistical selection criteria (detailed in the Methods section and ,
although comparison with prior results reported in the literature leads us to hypothesise
that the gap vanishes exponentially. We have also observed that the worst cases decrease
by five orders of magnitude between 6 and 9 amino acids. This numerical evidence shows
that adiabatic evolution of the computer, where the probability of success nears 100%,
will require rapidly growing runtimes and likely be infeasible for worst-case problems.

We then considered optimal annealing runs, where the computer is run for a
shorter time to produce a small, but sizeable probability of success that is amplified
by repetition. We have established that this runtime grows exponentially with peptide
length, although the rate of growth was far smaller than the gap analysis suggested. The
scaling was found to be approximately equal to e*!5* for 2D examples and approximately
e%™L for 3D examples within the range of problem sizes studied. We also found
statistical evidence that peptides with very small gaps are not significantly harder than
average cases, and that the exponential rates are almost identical for these two datasets.

We experimented with the parameters of the annealing process in pursuit of
strategies to increase efficiency. We considered non-linear interpolation functions, non-
stoquastic catalysts, and two adaptive programs to slow down the annealing schedule
near regions where a potential gap is expected. Our results demonstrate that the last
approach is able to deliver 10-100x speedups. Furthermore, we observe a trend of
increasing relative improvements as the size increases: the vast majority of the peptides
in the worst-case dataset were improved by this strategy, suggesting that potential
decreases in performance can be addressed via careful engineering. We also suggest a
method to estimate the gap position when this is not be readily available.

A comparison with classical simulated annealing on our dataset shows that the
quantum annealing approach is preferable. Statistical modelling seems to suggest that
the scaling of simulated annealing fits best to a square exponential, o’ although
theoretical arguments lead us to expect this behaviour to become exponential with a
large rate as problem size increases. This implies that for large peptide sizes, a quantum
annealer may take significantly less time than a classical machine running a stochastic
algorithm.

One of the reasons why quantum annealing may prove useful for protein folding
and structure prediction is the limited size of interesting problems. More than half the
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structures deposited in the Protein DataBank contain fewer than 500 residues, and 80%
of the domains in the CATH database [53] are smaller than 200 residues. Similarly,
the median length of a human protein is 375 amino acids long [29]. Even if the scaling
of quantum annealing is exponential, as long as the exponential rate is low enough to
fold small proteins or domains in a timely fashion, this approach will be useful for a
multitude of practical problems.

There are other advantages to quantum annealing that could be explored further.
When the algorithm fails, the system has been excited to a higher energy state, but
although this will only be a local minimum, it may still be useful. For example, if this
result is used in a bottom-up approach to explore the conformational space of a protein,
it may still be a good starting point for more complex simulations. In contrast, classical
simulated annealing is not guaranteed to provide a solution that is close to the global
minimum. Future work will investigate this fact, and aim to establish “crossover” points
where the scaling worsens.

We believe these results suggest that annealing approaches to quantum optimisation
may be a powerful heuristic approach to solve the protein lattice problem, whether in
specialised processors [34], near-term digital quantum computers [54] or otherwise. The
difficulties of the quantum approach are shared by the classical simulated annealing
approach, while the scaling is better. Moreover, even in cases where the annealing
approach fails, it can provide solutions that despite not being equivalent to the global
minimum, are very close to it, and may be useful in a subsequent refinement procedure.
These findings offer encouragement for further research in quantum protein lattice
folding and other hybrid quantum-classical algorithms for protein structure prediction.

Data availability
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Figure S1. Distribution of the relative improvement in the time to solution metric,
comparing a baseline 1000 a.u. quantum annealing procedure with an optimised sample
time, for (A) the worst-case dataset in 2D, (B) the random dataset in 2D, (C) the
worst-case dataset in 3D and (D) the random dataset in 3D.
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Figure S2. Variation of the annealing process using alternative interpolation

functions with respect to the linear baseline. We consider quadratic (z?), cubic (z3)
and sigmoid (1/(1 + €*)) interpolations. (A, B) Proportion of solutions with a worse
(red), identical (blue) or better (green) expected runtime than the baseline, for the
worst-case (A) and random (B) datasets. (C, D) Proportions classified by length for
the worst-case (A) and random (B) datasets. The quadratic function shows scarce
deviation from the baseline, while both the cubic and sigmoid functions result in worse
performances for all but a few cases.
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Figure S3. Relative improvement of the annealing process using alternative
interpolation functions with respect to the linear baseline. We consider quadratic
(2?), cubic (2®) and sigmoid (1/(1 + €*)) interpolations. Relative improvement of the
expected time to solution time for the worst-case (A) and random (B) datasets. (C,
D) Relative improvement classified by length for the worst-case (C) and random (D)
datasets. Relative improvement here is defined as the ratio between the expected time
to solution of the optimised non-stoquastic run and the stoquastic baseline: values
under 1.0 (dotted line) indicate worse performance, while values over 1.0 are improved
by the choice of interpolation function. We observe that most choices of interpolation
functions show worse performance than linear interpolation.
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Figure S4. Variation of the annealing process with a non-stoquastic catalyst. (A, B)
Proportion of solutions with a worse (red), identical (blue) or better (green) expected
runtime than the baseline, for the worst-case (A) and random (B) datasets. (C, D)
Proportions classified by length for the worst-case (C) and random (D) datasets. The
non-stoquastic catalyst improves the annealing process in a reduced proportion of the
worst-case examples, negatively affecting the performance of the rest.
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Figure S5. Relative improvement of the annealing process using a non-stoquastic
catalyst, with respect to the stoquastic baseline. (A, B) Relative improvement of the
expected time to solution time for the worst-case (A) and random (B) datasets. (C,
D) Relative improvement classified by length for the worst-case (C) and random (D)
datasets. Relative improvement here is defined as the ratio between the expected time
to solution of the optimised non-stoquastic run and the stoquastic baseline: values
under 1.0 (dotted line) indicate worse performance, while values over 1.0 are improved
by the non-stoquastic catalyst. Our results suggest that the non-stoquastic catalyst
notably worsens the performance of quantum annealing in virtually all cases, with a
modest improvement in a fraction of the worst-case examples. Note that some of the
results for size 9 peptides had to be restricted to a smaller set of iterations due to
increased computational burden, which may explain why size 9 random peptides seem
to perform significantly worse than the trend would suggest.
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Figure S6. Variation of the annealing process with a stoquastic catalyst. We consider
linear (), quadratic (z?), cubic (z3) and sigmoid (1/(1 + €*)) interpolation functions
for the annealing schedule. (A, B) Proportion of solutions with a worse (red), identical
(blue) or better (green) expected runtime than the baseline, for the worst-case (A) and
random (B) datasets. (C, D) Proportions classified by length for the worst-case (C)
and random (D) datasets. The non-stoquastic catalyst improves the annealing process
in a reduced proportion of the cases, negatively affecting the performance of the rest.
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Figure S7. Relative improvement of the annealing process using a stoquastic

1071

10°

10!

1071

10°

10?

catalyst, with respect to the non-catalysed baseline. We consider linear (z), quadratic
(2?), cubic (23) and sigmoid (1/(1 + €7)) interpolation functions for the annealing
schedule. (A, B) Relative improvement of the expected time to solution time for the
worst-case (A) and random (B) datasets. (C, D) Relative improvement classified by
length for the worst-case (C) and random (D) datasets. Relative improvement here
is defined as the ratio between the expected time to solution of the optimised non-
stoquastic run and the stoquastic baseline: values under 1.0 (dotted line) indicate
worse performance, while values over 1.0 are improved by the non-stoquastic catalyst.
Our results suggest that the magnitude of the improvement is much better in the
worst-case dataset, with some examples reaching 20x acceleration.
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(B) peptide sequences. The distributions have been estimated using Gaussian kernel
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greater than 10~2 to improve the visualization of smaller gaps; in the right plot we
have used all the gaps in the dataset.
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Figure S9. Variation of the annealing process with an annealing schedule built
to slow down at regions most likely to display the minimal gap for any length. We
consider linear (z), square root (y/z) and cubic root (/) functions to compute the
R-score (see Section [2). (A, B) Proportion of solutions with a worse (red), identical
(blue) or better (green) expected runtime than the baseline, for the worst-case (A) and
random (B) datasets. (C, D) Proportions classified by length for the worst-case (C)
and random (D) datasets.
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Figure S10. Relative improvement of the annealing process with an annealing

schedule built to slow down at regions most likely to display the minimal gap for any
length. We consider linear (), square root (y/z) and cubic root (/z) functions to
compute the R-score (see Section . (A, B) Relative improvement of the expected
time to solution time for the worst-case (A) and random (B) datasets. (C, D) Relative
improvement classified by length for the worst-case (C) and random (D) datasets.
Relative improvement here is defined as the ratio between the expected time to solution
of the tailored trajectory over the baseline: values under 1.0 (dotted line) indicate worse
performance, while values over 1.0 are improved by the tailored annealing schedule.
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Figure S11. Variation of the annealing process with an annealing schedule built to
slow down at regions most likely to display the minimal gap for the peptide’s length.
We consider linear (), square root (/) and cubic root ({/z) functions to compute
the R-score (see Section[2). (A, B) Proportion of solutions with a worse (red), identical
(blue) or better (green) expected runtime than the baseline, for the worst-case (A) and
random (B) datasets. (C, D) Proportions classified by length for the worst-case (C)
and random (D) datasets.
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Figure S12. Relative improvement of the annealing process with an annealing

schedule built to slow down at regions most likely to display the minimal gap for
the peptide’s length. We consider linear (z), square root (y/z) and cubic root (/)
functions to compute the R-score (see Section [2). (A, B) Relative improvement of
the expected time to solution time for the worst-case (A) and random (B) datasets.
(C, D) Relative improvement classified by length for the worst-case (C) and random
(D) datasets. Relative improvement here is defined as the ratio between the expected
time to solution of the tailored trajectory over the baseline: values under 1.0 (dotted
line) indicate worse performance, while values over 1.0 are improved by the tailored
annealing schedule.



Quantum annealing and protein lattice folding

Appendix B. Model comparison raw data

35



36

Quantum annealing and protein lattice folding

(g wonoag e0s) worIvLID wOTOSES Ppott remoniTed © Aq parmdjerd [ppout oY) oredIpul om ‘ploq U] ‘sworqord wwrord (Ig
JO 19se)ep 91} I0] ‘91R)S PIJIOXe ISI oY) PUR 99e)s Punois o) usemiaq des [erjoads wNWIUTW oY) 10] SH1J [eITISTIR)S JO 9[qe], "TS OIqelL

9¥8eT'T ¥Sr66°€ 96GC1°¢ V1661 698GT'T ¢E1a8C 6GSC9'91 (207 HSIN
¢8798°0 180CE¥ 919€T°€ 800L8°T 8L2¢98°0 69¢V.LC 699.LC ST 207 HSIN
L966¢€°0 L86ESY 0966¢°€ V6LLOT €L26€°0 L891¢°¢ L816L°0¢ x0? HSIN
0980¢°0 €0260°¢ L8CLY' € GYLRG'T €T110C°0 VESTIGC 8Y4EV e ol HSIN
GT7888 09°68L1- 86°€8ET- €0°¢606- V18804~ L9991 18°9¢0€ (107 o1d
0€794€8 V16L81- 09°€cri- L1686~ ¢S'L9¢9- 11°GES- G9°9LLC 207 o1d
08°LL9L 96 110¢- €4°89¥7- 9¢ 1846~ 086778~ eV EVRI- 07°98¢€¢ 20? old
08°8¢V . €0°T1L0¢- IV c8vv- 89°60.L6- 9L°V€96- 6¥°09S¢c- €9°GT¢CcC ol old
€6°9.88 €6'76LT- 1L°68€V- LG 8606~ 8¢ 7606~ 8651 66 120¢ (107 oIV
LI9'8VES LV V88T~ €68V 16°L626- 92°€LC9- P8 0V¢- €E'TLLT 207 oIV
L1°0L9L 68°910¢- 9C VLYV 06'L8G6- V., GGY8- 916781~ 80°18¢¢ 209 oIV
LT TCVL 9€°9.0¢- VI'88Y¥- C6°GTL6- 00°T¥v96- ¢G'99%¢- 0€°01cc ol oIV
100°0 + 1¥0°0— T00°0 +8T0°0 TO00+ 8000 0000+ 6000— T00°0+cv0°0— T000+8800— €000+ I8T0— a0? 0
¢00'0 +9¢1°0— €00°0+L90°0 TO0O0+ 4200 T000+6¢00— T000+0ET0— €000+69¢0— <CI00+2e590—  ,aw? 0
G000 +99¢€0— LOO0OF€ELT0 F000+€L00 €000+ 8800— €000+6LE0— L0O00OF+T8L0— 8CO0+F8GT—  w0? 0
0T0'0 +¢4L0— €100+ T9€0 8000+8¥IT0 G000+ ¥8I'0— G000+6LL0— <CI00FG09T— €900+ 98¢~ ol 0
A %001-06 %06-GL %SL-0G %04-9¢ Vit %01-0 [PPOIN  Tojoure.ded




37

ﬂ U01109G 998) UOLIF)LID UOIP09[es [opoul Ienonaed e Aq palisjald [opoul o1} #)edIpUl om ‘ploq U] ‘sma[qoid utejord (I¢
JO 10se)ep oY) I0] ‘9Je)S POIIOXS ISIY 9} PUR 9)e)S PUNOIS oY) Uoam)aq ded Terjoods WNWIUTW oY} 10J S [BIIISIIR)S JO d[qe], ‘TS °o[qeL

28890°0 TCOVTV LSITL'E 066¥1°T 0179¢°0 Y0T1S0°¢ ¢GLS0'9T 107 HSIN
9¢cr0°0 6V199°Y crr96°€ G909T°1T ¢984E°0 19981°¢ C064T LT x0° HSIN
¢1600°0 G9ETE ¢ €9991°¥ LGGTT'T VLVVE 0 [GETEC V1€G0'8T 209 HSIN
T6T00°0 08L.L7°G STIviL'y 06890°T CILEE0 eoviee 6CCV6°L1 ol HSIN
¢G'8T19 V78911~ €C0LLE- Vv EcLy- 16°L6V8- 9¢'80¢¢- T9°GTST (107 old
o ¢L'1709 Y GyaT- ¢&0ceY- €6'8997- 99°6986- 08°¢€6¢- 6V ¥acl 207 old
m G Yv6s 69°GVce- C6°TLIV- 908V~ €C90veI- GEES0v- 8C'L66 a0? old
rlOJ £6°CC6S 6€°9LVC- eeIeEry- GLELEY- c9°L6.LCT- TL €91V~ 169201 ol old
m G9°0T19 TLELTT- 06°GLLE- €9°6CLY- 607978~ €6°¢1Ce- Ge 0141 (207 DIV
Wm Ge'ee09 ¥L.°0GGT- 66°GCEV- ¢1'GL9Y- 78'GL86- LY'8€6¢- q4iizq! 207 oIV
£ G9°9€64 96°0G¢¢- 6G°LLIV- ¢ 0677~ ¢y elvel- 668507~ 10°¢66 20? oIV
W 9¢°G16S 99°1I8¥¢- 00°LEV- V6°6LET- I8°€08¢CI- 6€°69TV- 791201 ol DIV
M ¢00'0 +94%0°0— ¥00'0+¥61°0 <¢000+08T'0 ¢000+cL00 TOO0+¥CI'0— €000+ T1EC0— O0I00F€440— av? 0
S 700°0 + LTT°0— L0000+ €070 €000+€9€0 ¥000+6€T0 <¢000F75c0— G000+F€ELVO— LIOOFTCTT— ao? 0
W 800°0 + T€¢°0— O0T00+86L0 9000+0890 L000+6EC0 <000+ 167°0— L0000+ T16°0— 6200+ 1€ET°C—  a0? 0
m Y100+ €07 0— GI00+L6ET OTO0+C9T'T <¢l00+16€0 7000+ 0480— TI0O0+GLGT— 1900+ 999°€— ol 0
m [ %001-06 %06-GL %GL-0G %04-9¢ yata! %01-0 [PPON  [ojomrelRqd
E
S
S



38

Quantum annealing and protein lattice folding

“(g] mor10ag ees) oty wOTIYATeS [epowt remomred © Aq pariejerd [ppour
9T} 9JBIIPUT oM ‘P[Oq U] "(J¢ Ul JoSeJeP 9SBI-)SI0M 91} I0] SWIuNI Sulfesuue wniuenb pajoadxae oy} I0] SI1 [8I1ISIIRIS JO d[qe], "€S °IqelL

9€1r50°0 89GT1°0 69791°0 G6¢90°0 €LE8D0 Gyov1°0 8¢19¢°0 (207 HSIN
0¥420°0 ¢084¥°0 veor1o ¢149€e0°0 79960°0 19L21°0 1909¢°0 L2107 HSIN
260000 98G.7°0 LS0€T°0 EVIT0°0 GL2€0°0 66CTIT°0 90¢.L2 0 z0? HSIN
9¢c00°0 7€087°0 G60€T0 ¢Sc10°0 06¢€0°0 9LVIT 0 7€C8C 0 ol HSIN
Gy GelI- Ge'16- Ve 9LT- qe6ve- 9L°6€7- G¢0Le- 98'8V1- (207 old
VO E8TT- 8V°0TT- €Tl 80°L0¥- 67 881~ 80°6L¢C- 9L°8V1- a0 old
V2 6€CT- AN4ad 86°V8C- vSro€es- 17684 08°98¢- LG 8YT- a0 old
90°9¢€cT- 1€°SVI- 16 %L~ Geqes- T0°0T9- ¢8'48¢C- T10°8V1- ol old
0¥ 6C11- V¢ €6~ LT 8LT- 60°¢5E- eeeh- 1€¢Le GG 0CsT- (0 DIV
669811~ L1°CIT- Ve ere ¢9°60¥- 90°' 167~ V1'18¢- Gy 091~ L2107 oIV
6T°€VCI- €84y 1- T10°L8¢- 80°€€S- 8¢ C6G- 98°88¢- 96°6V1- a0? DIV
10°07C1- 00°LVI- V6'9L¢- 68°LCS- LS°C19- 88°L8C- 0L°6V1- ol DIV
100°0 +810°0 €000+ 0¥00 <000+ 0€00 1000+ Tc00 T00°0+<CI00 1000+ 2000 ¢000+2000  av? 0
6000 +9%<0°0 8000+ 0¢1°0 ¥00°0+ 6800 ¢000+FF90°0 <¢000+9€0°0 <000+ ¢c00 S000+S000  an? 0
G000 F6¥1°0 €100+ €EE0 G000+ G¥¢0 €000+9L1T°0 <000+ T0T°0 900°0+ 690°0 €T00+6000 20 0
Gc00F+¢L90 0900+ 01¢'T L200+LOT'T GTO0+96L°0 O0TO0+09%°0 9¢0°0+S9¢°0 8G00+ T€0°0 ol 0
I %00T-06 %06-GL %52-0¢ %06-9¢ %Sc-01 %01-0 [PPON  Iojomrered




39

Quantum annealing and protein lattice folding

“(g] mor10ag ees) woreyLId wOTIYATeS [epowt remomred © Aq parejerd [ppour
91} 9)edTPUI oM ‘P[oq U] "(J¢ Ul j9seyep WOpUeRI oY) I0j sWIjuNI Suresuue wnjuwenb pajoadxe oy} I10] ST [BO1ISIIRIS JO 9[qe], 'FS °[qelL

06¢50°0 9.2vC’0 79060°0 ¢vL50°0 ¢6190°0 0€c01°0 Gge’YI o (207 HSIN
160€0°0 ¢994¢°0 ¢16L0°0 L8GE0°0 L1700 9¥880°0 L36ET 0 L2107 HSIN
7280070 LL28C0 201900 0¥€T0°0 1L120°0 6¢8L0°0 gg9€e1’0 z0? HSIN
90L00°0 G816¢°0 228290°0 L6TT0°0 ¢91¢0°0 €4180°0 6VerT 0 ol HSIN
89°80¢T- Lyv8- I8%91- 76°99€- ¢9'1Cr- GG6LC 68°06T- (207 old
0¢°0LcT- LT1°L6- 981781~ 8T°00¥- 19°€4v- VL L8¢- L6°T16T- a0 old
GRLVET- 6CVCl- v1°6¢6- vE667- <9°96¥- GC'88¢C- P9 88T~ a0 old
0€°€CET- LE'GET- vsove- 5] i Rty €488~ 99°08¢- V8¥8I- ol old
L49¢lel- 11798~ 8L991~- V¥ 86e- GLvev- 1¢°18¢- €4°C61- cx0? DIV
60 VLT~ 18°86- €8°981~ 89°¢0¥- 117947~ €L°68¢C- T9°€61- L2107 DIV
VL TGET- €6°4C1- 1T 1€ 78104~ ST°66¥- ¥2 062~ 81°061- a0? DIV
6T LGET- TO°LET- 1G°8¥¢- QOVvIG- €0'167- G9°C8¢- 8Y'98T- ol DIV
1000 + 2100 ¥00°0 +€€0°0 2000+ %200 1000+ 0200 T00°0+¥I00 T000+ 6000 T000F9000  av? 0
¢00°0 +¢<0°0 6000+ 6600 €<00°0+€L0°0 ¢000+8300 <000+ I¥0°0 <000+ Lc00 €000+F8I00  ,av? 0
7000 +¢¥1°0 LT0O0F+¢82°0 6000+ €020 ¥00°0+T19T°0 %000+ TIT°0 G000+ 1200 L00OO+F9700  20° 0
0200 +¢¥90 9900+ 16T €€0°0+8c60 SGI00+8CLO LTOOFL6V0 GO0+ ETE0 FEOO+ L6T0 ol ©
I %00T-06 %06-GL %52-0¢ %06-9¢ %Sc-01 %01-0 [PPON  Iojomrered




40

Quantum annealing and protein lattice folding

“(g] mor10ag ees) oty wOTIYATeS [epowt remomred © Aq pariejerd [ppour
9T} 9JBIIPUT oM ‘P[Oq U] "(J§ UI JoSkIRP 9SBI-)SI0M 91} I0] SWIJuNI Sulfesuue wniuenb pajoadxe oy} I0] s3I [8I1ISIIRIS JO 9[qe], "CS °[qelL

1896070 T0¥IT0 8LT0T°0 71,6070 L0860°0 99¢01°0 8¥901°0 (207 HSIN
€vor00 ¥6180°0 08050°0 VI1¥0°0 8GEVO0 64¢50°0 17090°0 L2107 HSIN
¢0000°0 90.L0T°0 ¢9420°0 12¢200°0 00800°0 ¥69¢0°0 0LS7%0°0 z0? HSIN
G2600°0 682410 vErv0°0 00€T10°0 €¢020°0 LO¥¥0°0 66890°0 ol HSIN
9V 1I8L- VL 0€- ¢0'68- 68°01¢- €6°07¢- LL°GCC- Qe LET- (207 old
16°0.L8- L9°8¢€- 1€ L0T- 06°94¢- 1€°90%- LE0T¢- 6V 1¢I- a0 old
¥9°LG6- L8°LG- Ly 96T~ 1 68¢- 69°¢Ce- 84T~ 6176~ a0 old
G07E6- 88°89- 9¥°L8I- L8°607- vO'v.Lc- €LGET- €0'c8- ol old
QT 98.L- vice- 08°06- 8T¢le- Ve eEve- gg Lce- GL'8ET- cx0? DIV
69 7.L8- L0°0¥- 60601~ 61°84¢C- c9'80%- qrele- 68°CCl- L2107 DIV
€€°196- LG 64" 9¢'8G1- v 16€- 66 7Ce- 66991~ 69°€6- a0? DIV
VL LE6- 8C'0L- G681~ 9T Cc1v- V€ 9Le- TG LET- eves- ol DIV
€000 F ITT°0 €200+ LeT'0 TTO0+0cT°0 9000+ €TT'0 €000+ L0T'0 €000+ c0T'0 ¥000+6600 a0 0
9000 F¥¢¢’0 6€0°0F¥Lc0 8100+ 0560 8000+ T€c0 €000+ ITS0 9000 +861°0 O0T00FI6T0  ,an? 0
6000 F¥¢v'0 ¢S0°0+ 1L9°0 6100+ 960 900°0+ G¥¥'0 OT0O0+¥8E0 6100+ 19€°0 6¢0°0+ 66€0  20° 0
9€0°0 +9L9T TLTO0OFEPEC €90°0+200C 100+ €LLT GS00FT6V'T 9600+ FPET LETOFTVCT ol ©
I %00T-06 %06-GL %52-0¢ %06-9¢ %Sc-01 %01-0 [PPON  Iojomrered




41

Quantum annealing and protein lattice folding

“(g] mor10ag ees) woreyLId wOTIYATeS [epowt remomred © Aq parejerd [ppour
9T} 9)edTPUI oM ‘P[oq U] "(J¢ UI j9seyep WOpUeRI oY) I0j sWIUNI Suresuue wnjuenb pajoadxe oy} I10] ST [BOIISIIRIS JO d[qe], *9S O[qelL

€6060°0 V61170 66760°0 G0160°0 16260°0 ¢0960°0 ¢000T°0 (207 HSIN
7€8¢0°0 4c¢Ss60°'0 9.7€0°0 7€8¢0°0 GET1E00 669€0°0 9¥€¥0°0 L2107 HSIN
60900°0 61GLT°0 9.8T10°0 €2¢900°0 8€CT0°0 ¢9120°0 6€¥€0°0 z0? HSIN
€8¢€0°0 9809¢°0 802490°0 LT19€0°0 I8€¥0°0 0€¥50°0 160L0°0 ol HSIN
61°008- SR €9°01T- 86°08¢- 8T°€ce- V¢'8¢C- G0"991- (207 old
7916~ Le7¢CEr 18071~ €6°C6¢€- €9°687- 8V I8¢~ 97691~ a0 old
v¢'cl6- 6€ 74 96°v€¢C- 0€LVE- GG LTES TT°691- 16°6G0T- a0 old
V668~ €9°L9- 08°61¢- ¢0°0L¢- vevac- 9¢ 01~ 6068~ ol old
98°€08- V6 ve- 6€°¢lT- 9¢ €8¢~ Gy qce- €0°0€C- 9%°991~- cx0? DIV
60°0¢6- LLEE- LGCVT- 1C'96¢E- 16167~ L2 €E8G- 98°0LT- L2107 DIV
¢6°GL6" 6L°GG- cL9€c- 8G6VE- 08°6T¢- 06°0L1- 1€°L0T- a0? DIV
0T°€06- €0°69- 9¢°1¢c- 0€CLe- 19°94¢- v0'cvi- 6706~ ol DIV
€000 F¢€T'0 G200 F+94T°0 6000+ €PT0 ¥000F9ET0 €000+ 0ET0 <C000+F9CT'0 <CO00+FETO0 a0 0
G000+ TLc0 €V00FPEE0 CI0°0F 0660 €000+ ¢Le0 <¢000+84C0 ¢000+8¥c0 V000+F1Ive0  an? 0
800°0 F 7040 45G0°0F+889°0 L000+¥4G°0 8000+ 6670 O0T00F6970 9100+ 8FF0 €200+ 6¢70 20 0
8E0'0F8L6'T GLTOFGI8C GEO0+F00CC PEO0FCV6'T 0900 F9I8T 1600+ €ELT <CCI'0+ #1911 ol ©
I %00T-06 %06-GL %52-0¢ %06-9¢ %Sc-01 %01-0 [PPON  Iojomrered




42

(g mor10eg e0s) woreyId wOTYIRES [epowt TemOIIIRd ® A PaiIsjeld [Ppout 8y} SYeIIPUL oM ‘POq U “(Jg UI
1oSB)eP 9SBI-}SIOM 1]} 0] SUI[ROUUR PIYR[IUUIS [BIISSE[ Ul SUOIjen[ess £3I19Uo Jo Ioquuinu pajdadxa a1y} I0J SHIJ [BII)SIPeIS JO 9[qR], *LS °IqelL

7920070 9€1¢0°0 0¥1700°0 992¢00°0 Gce000 ¢6700°0 €8800°0 (207 HSIN
€T000°0 LS8T0°0 06100°0 91000°0 GL000°0 ¥9200°0 2¢9900°0 L2107 HSIN
G00TO0 779200 ¢v1T00 L00T0°0 €90T10°0 98¢10°0 €€9T10°0 209 HSIN
LLT1C0°0 6€9€0°0 ¢8¢a0°0 6.12¢0°0 €€cc00 89¥2¢0°0 €9.20°0 ol HSIN
Geyeve- 0¢'c4c- 96'8.L¢€- €1'6v9- 42069~ ITvEY- 96'8T¢- (207 old
qe'v09¢- ¢0°69¢- LY'€TG- T€798- L9°€96- 89 TGG- 08°99¢- a0 old
W €4 'q€le 6861~ G eCe 1€°9494- 00°€LG- LG TVE- 69°LV¢- a0 old
WJ 0L°G06T- L6°CLT- L6'8LC 90°C8Y- 89°667- 96°00€- 0¥'61¢- ol old
3 6C 8¢V 68°€4GC- 66°08¢- 99°LYV9- 6.L°¢69- €T9ey- G9°0cE- (w0 DIV
M 8%°809¢- TL°0LC- 06°GCG- G8°998- 12956~ TL €SS 67°89¢- L2107 DIV
m LV 6€1¢ 86661~ Gcace- 78'8G4- GGGLG- 09°€vE- 8€6VC- a0? oIV
m 79°6061- 99V.LT- 00°18¢- 69 V87~ €¢'c04- 8GC0€- 60'1¢¢- ol DIV
JW 0000 +¥10°0 000°0 +6T0°0 0000+ ST0°0 0000 +¥10°0 0000+ €T0°0 0000+ <¢T0°0 0000+ TTO0 a0 0
M 0000 +6€0°0 TOO0+€50°0 0000+ €¥0°0 0000+ 0700 0000+ LEOO 0000+ €00 0000+ T€00  ,an? 0
8 ¢00'0 +00T°0 LO0OO+FFETO F00°0+O0IT0 €000+c0T0 €000+¥600 €000+980°0 ¥000+6L00 20 0
m 0TO0 F TE€V0 €700 F+¢84°0 L2OOFFLVO 6100+ T¥F0 LTO0OF+ 9070 ¢c0'0+0LE0 ¥200+ cveE0 ol 0
S I %00T-06 %06-GL %52-0¢ %06-9¢ %Sc-01 %0T1-0 [PPON  Iojomrered
E
S
S



43

(g mor10eg e0s) woreyId wOTYIRES [epowt TemOIIIRd ® A PaiIsjeld [Ppout 8y} SYeIIPUL oM ‘POq U “(Jg UI
jose)ep WOPURI 9} 10 SUI[esUUr PIYE[NUIIS [EIISSB[D UI SUOIJeN[esds ASIous Jo Iaquinu pajdadxs o) I0J S)Ij [eII)sIPe)s Jo 9[qe], ‘|S 2[qelL

9610070 G90€0°0 €0r00°0 8GT100°0 7€¢00°0 0240070 960100 (207 HSIN
¢c000°0 19620°0 ¢9¢00°0 ¥2000°0 ¥0100°0 $6€00°0 L€600°0 L2107 HSIN
€8600°0 L09€0°0 8LITO0 7860070 0L0TO0°0 L7ET10°0 098100 z0? HSIN
9€020°0 7eEv00 L61¢0°0 G€0c0°0 €¢1e0°0 ¢8¢c0°0 €98¢0°0 ol HSIN
48'¥.LcC- 76°€cC- Ve 18¢E- 68°G89- 0¥'8TL- 90°G47- Ve 11e- (207 old
V0O'S¥ET- 6€°LET- VS 6LV~ T€°LER- €¢°0€8- €8°8CG- €G°LVE- a0 old
W 76°000¢- LLV8T- 98°L6C- 11°0€5- v v ey ave- 69°4¥¢- a0 old
WJ 96°G18T- L0°¢91- 70°09¢- 6€°G9¥- 8V 6.1~ 6¥°90¢- LG 61C ol old
3 €L'8LTC 8G'GCC- 6C €8¢ 8E'889- 68°0CL- L0°LSY- L8Cle- (w0 DIV
RS €6°8V¢€C- €0°6€¢- 67 I8¥- 08°6€8- cL'Tes- €8°0¢€G- LI°6VE- L2107 oIV
m €81700¢- 177981~ 18°66¢- 09°ces- 68774~ vy LvE- A a0? oIV
m 86181~ TL€91- 66'19¢- 88 L9V~ L6187~ 67°80€- 16°0¢¢c- ol DIV
=)
s 0000 +€10°0 TO0'0 +6T0°0 0000+ ¥10°0 0000+ €T0°0 0000+ ¢T0°0 0000+ TTO'0 0000+ 6000 a0 0
M 0000 +9€0°0 TOO0+¥40°0 0000+ 1700 0000+ LE0°0 0000+ ¥E0°0 0000+ 0€0°0 0000+ L2000 ,an? 0
8 ¢00'0 +¢60°0 8000+F9€ET0 ¥00°0+ GO0T°0 €00°0+¥600 €000+4800 €00°0+2LL00 €000+F800 20 0
m 0100 +26€0 9700 F484°0 Lc0'0+04%0 6I00FF0¥0 LTO0F+99¢0 0c0°0+0€E0 €200+ T6¢°0 ol 0
S
S I %00T-06 %06-GL %52-0¢ %06-9¢ %Sc-01 %0T1-0 [PPON  Iojomrered
E
S
S
3
<&



44

(g] mor10eg @0s) woreyId wOTYIRES [epowt TemOILIRd ® A PaiIsjeld [Ppout 8y} SYeIIPUL oM ‘PO] U (JE UI
1oSB)eP 9SBI-}SIOM 1]} 0] SUI[ROUUR PIYR[IUIS [BIISSE[O Ul SUOIjen[ess A319Uo Jo Ioquinu pajdadxa a1y} 10J SH1J [BII)SIPeIS JO 9[qR], *6S 2IqelL

9¥000°0 €6c00°0 ¢v100°0 9900070 ¢9000°0 ¢G100°0 7,¢00°0 (207 HSIN
200000 12200°0 ¢0T00°0 420000 ¢c000°0 €TT100°0 6€200°0 L2107 HSIN
78€00°0 464000 €L700°0 G01700°0 96€00°0 7870070 £0900°0 209 HSIN
0€L00°0 €€600°0 €1800°0 ¢5L00°0 0¥,00°0 72800°0 €7600°0 ol HSIN
90°¥1¢c- 79°'8¢¢- G6°1.LE- 6¢T19- 47029~ 74 eR8e- 88V.LC- (207 old
I8°CIEC- 1€°60€- ceTvy- TL°CIL- 60°GTL- 9€°CSV- ¢9°€6¢- a0 old
W 18°C481- €L°C8I- ¢l LLE 00°L9¥- €C 181~ GEC6C- v.,.°60¢- a0 old
WJ 89°€691- 86°¢91- I1°6v¢- V811V~ Ve aey- 68'179¢- €9°L81- ol old
3 €L L1Ce 00°0€c- VL ELE GG e19- €L°CCY €8¢~ 8C'9LC- (w0 DIV
M 8Y91€C- 89°0T¢- 0evvv- L6'VIL- LELTL- cLvsy- ¢0°S6¢- L2107 DIV
m 879481~ 0T ¥81- 06'8Lc- 9¢ 69Y- 16°€87- IT¥6¢- q1°L0¢- a0? oIV
m Ge L6991~ vETIT- 68°09¢- TTyIv- C9LEY- G9°99¢- €0°68T- ol DIV
JW 000°0 + 1€0°0 TO0'0 +9€0°0 0000+ ¥€0°0 0000+ €00 0000+6¢00 0000+Lc00 0000+9C00 a0 0
M 0000 +090°0 0000+ 1200 0000+ 8900 0000+7¥%90°0 0000+ L50°0 0000+ ¢S00 TO00+F800  av? 0
8 ¢00'0 +80T°0 9000+ 810 G000+ TEr0 ¥0OO+VITO €000+€0T0 ¥00°0+ €600 ¥000+9800 a0 0
m 6000 F¥Iv'0 <EO0F€6V'0 900 +FF9%'0 6100+ 670 LTO0F 960 0000+ 64€°0 ¥200+ T€E0 ol 0
S I %00T-06 %06-GL %52-0¢ %06-9¢ %Sc-01 %0T1-0 [PPON  Iojomrered
E
S
S



45

(g] mor10eg @0s) woreyId wOTYIRES [epowt TemOILIRd ® A PaiIsjeld [Ppout 8y} SYeIIPUL oM ‘PO] U (JE UI
1ose)ep WOPUeI 91} 0] SUI[RSUUE PIJR[NUIIS [EIISSe[ Ul SUOIjen[eAd ASIous Jo Iaquunu pajdoadxe o) I0] SI [BII)SIPeIs Jo o[qe], "0TS 2IqelL

L¥000°0 64€00°0 G9100°0 ¢9000°0 L5000°0 8910070 €1r00°0 (207 HSIN
90000°0 €€€00°0 8¢100°0 12000°0 LT000°0 0€T00°0 8.€00°0 L2107 HSIN
7.€00°0 60,000 G6700°0 16€00°0 ¥8€00°0 670070 1€L00°0 209 HSIN
V11,0070 LEOTO0 0€800°0 ¢€L00°0 €¢L00°0 0€800°0 €60T0°0 ol HSIN
88°00¢¢- 6L°9¢¢- €ceae 9L°819- ¥ 199- LL°80¥- G6°9L¢- (207 old
VG'C8TT- 8I°GCE- cr LSV~ L0°VV.L- 8€'€0L- SOVEY- L0°¢6¢- a0 old
W €4 'E88T- 9¢°¢61- 8Y°¢8C- VL LLY- 01087~ 19°7%0€- ¢L'60¢- a0 old
WJ €T'6CLT- 08°0LT- vL'cGc- 0€°0€Y- 98°GEY- GG'LLT- I8°T6T- ol old
3 LGV0cc 61°8CC- 10°%4€- G0'1¢9- €L°€99- LG°0Tv- Ge'8LEC- (w0 DIV
RS €¢°98¢CC- 6G°9¢C¢- 06°8GT- 9€° 9V L- 29°G0L- I 9EY - LV €6C- L2107 oIV
m GG L88T- 96°€61- 9¢'78¢- €0°08¥- 6€°C87- ¢V 90¢- er'1le- a0? oIV
m G8'CELT- 0CCcLT- ¢Svac- 69°CEV- GT"8ET- 9€°6L¢- GG E6T- ol DIV
=)
s 0000 +0€0°0 TO0'0+ LEOO TO00+SE0°0 0000+ €00 0000+6¢00 0000+9¢00 0000+F€00 a0 0
M 100°0 +090°0 0000 +¥#L0°0 000°0+890°0 0000+ €90°0 0000+ L50°0 0000+ 1900 T000+SF00 20 0
8 ¢000 + 2010 G000+ CET0 G000+ <ccr0 €000+€EIT0 €000+20T0 ¥00°0+ 1600 ¥000+0800 20 0
m 6000 F¢Iv'0 TE00FTTS0 GO0+ TILF0 SIO0FPEYO S8T00F €660 0c0°0+09€°0 €00+ LOEO ol 0
S
S I %00T-06 %06-GL %52-0¢ %06-9¢ %Sc-01 %0T1-0 [PPON  Iojomrered
E
S
S
3
<&



	1 Introduction
	2 Methodology
	2.1 Benchmark dataset generation
	2.2 Numerical simulations
	2.2.1 Representation of the Hamiltonian
	2.2.2 Gap evaluation
	2.2.3 Quantum annealing simulation

	2.3 Optimal trajectory design
	2.4 Classical simulated annealing
	2.5 Statistical analysis of scaling

	3 Spectral gap
	4 Simulations of stoquastic dynamics
	5 Improvement of the annealing pathway
	6 Comparison with simulated annealing
	7 Discussion
	Appendix A Additional figures
	Appendix B Model comparison raw data

