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Abstract—The advent of quantum algorithms has initiated a
discourse on the potential for quantum speedups for optimization
problems. However, several factors still hinder a practical realiza-
tion of the potential benefits. These include the lack of advanced,
error-free quantum hardware, the absence of accessible software
stacks for seamless integration and interaction, and the lack of
methods that allow us to leverage the theoretical advantages
to real-world use cases. This paper works towards the creation
of an accessible hybrid software stack for solving optimization
problems, aiming to create a fundamental platform that can
utilize quantum technologies to enhance the solving process. We
introduce a novel approach that we call Hybrid Meta-Solving,
which combines classical and quantum optimization techniques to
create customizable and extensible hybrid solvers. We decompose
mathematical problems into multiple sub-problems that can be
solved by classical or quantum solvers, and propose techniques
to semi-automatically build the best solver for a given problem.
Implemented in our ProvideQ toolbox prototype, Meta-Solving
provides interactive workflows for accessing quantum computing
capabilities. Our evaluation demonstrates the applicability of
Meta-Solving in industrial use cases. It shows that we can
reuse state-of-the-art classical algorithms and extend them with
quantum computing techniques. Our approach is designed to be
at least as efficient as state-of-the-art classical techniques, while
having the potential to outperform them if future advances in
the quantum domain are made.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum algorithms have demonstrated theoretical advan-
tages over their classical counterparts in addressing problems
such as unstructured database search [1], factorization [2], and
testing whether a function is constant [3]. These theoretical ad-
vantages have prompted a discussion of potential applications
of quantum technologies to the optimization domain, with
the objective of retrieving practical quantum speedups and
creating more efficient solvers. Nevertheless, we are currently
in the early stages of quantum computing, where the practical
quantum advantages for optimization problems have yet to be
realized [4], [5]. There are several factors currently preventing
us from achieving quantum supremacy, a major one being the
availability of scalable quantum hardware with large numbers
of qubits with high connectivity and efficient error correction.

However, the availability of advanced quantum hardware
does not guarantee the development of superior solvers. We
have yet to identify methods for translating the theoretical
speedups into practical applications. To this end, we must
create software stacks that facilitate the integration of quantum
solutions into broader computational pipelines, where they
can operate in conjunction with classical computers in an
efficient and effective manner. Moreover, it is necessary to
investigate how the theoretical advantages of quantum com-
puting can be applied in actual computational pipelines, where
information between classical and quantum computers must
be transferred continuously. Currently, encoding information
on quantum computers requires extensive transformation tech-
niques. For instance, when creating oracles to apply Grover’s
algorithm [1], or when transforming constrained algorithms
into Quadratic Unconstrained Binary Optimization (QUBO)
Problems to apply quantum approximation algorithms [6].

Next, quantum computing must be made more accessible to
the general public. Vendors of quantum solutions require their
users to utilize their frameworks in a manner that is opaque to
the user, limiting their ability to adapt the framework to diverse
real-world problems [7]. In other instances, users are provided
with only basic programming kits and frameworks, such as
Qiskit [8], Pennylane [9], or Qrisp [10]. These frameworks
require users to possess advanced expertise and to implement
the core functionality themselves. Both of these options are
suboptimal, as users should not be forced to identify opportu-
nities and implement quantum applications themselves. Rather,
they should have the ability to customize quantum application
pipelines to optimize their performance and meet their custom
needs. Ultimately, an abstraction layer that covers both the
classical and quantum parts of the computation is needed.

This paper works towards the creation of an accessible hy-
brid software stack for solving optimization problems, aiming
to create a fundamental platform that can utilize quantum
technologies to enhance the solving process. We introduce
a concept called Hybrid Meta-Solving, which combines the
advantages of classical and quantum optimization in hybrid
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solution strategies to create new, powerful ways to solve
well-known mathematical problems. Meta-Solving describes
the decomposition of a mathematical problem into multiple
sub-problems, each of which can be solved by a selection
of solvers. Using expert knowledge, empirical data, and es-
tablished heuristics, we can compare potential classical and
quantum solvers for a subroutine and find the best solver
for the given problem. This paper outlines the fundamental
concepts of Meta-Solving and illustrates how these concepts
can be utilized to create interactive, semi-automated work-
flows. We explain how users can utilize those workflows to
exploit the potential of quantum computing and find efficient
solutions for given algorithmic problems. A first prototype
implementing the fundamentals of Meta-Solving is available in
our ProvideQ toolbox [11]. Our evaluation demonstrates that
our Meta-Solving concept is applicable to realistic problems
and reaches at least the same performance as classical state-of-
the-art approaches. While we are not yet able to reach actual
quantum speedups, we show how a fundamental platform that
integrates classical and quantum techniques can be created.

II. BACKGROUND AND RELATED WORK

This section briefly introduces the background to quantum
computing and presents state-of-the-art approaches and exist-
ing work related to our Meta-Solving concept.

A. Current-era Quantum Computing

Today we are in what is known as the Noisy Intermediate-
Scale Quantum (NISQ) [12] era. Medium-scale quantum com-
puters with a few hundred qubits are available and can be
programmed using a gate-based programming model. How-
ever, the hardware is still noisy, and it requires expensive
error-mitigation measures to produce reasonable results even
for very small problems [13]. A plethora of quantum al-
gorithms are currently being studied on small, error-prone
quantum computers or simulators, as well as through theo-
retical means. Algorithms such as Grover [1], Shor [2], and
Deutsch-Jozsa [3] were designed even before the first quantum
computers became available. These algorithms provide theo-
retically proven advantages, but we are currently unable to
leverage them in practice due to a number of factors, including
the fact that they were designed for fault-tolerant quantum
computers, which are not yet available. To make quantum
computing viable in the near future, NISQ-tailored quantum
algorithms such as the Quantum Approximate Optimization
Algorithm (QAOA) [6] and the Variational Quantum Eigen-
solver (VQE) [14] have been developed. However, it has not
yet been demonstrated that the NISQ-tailored algorithms can
provide actual speedups.

B. Quantum Computing Platforms for Optimization

With the constant improvement of the capacities of actual
quantum hardware and the new possibilities for algorithms
executed on it, various endeavours have started working on
an abstraction layer that relieves the end user from deciding
between the numerous options. Formally, one can integrate

these options in a modular decision tree with a set of op-
tions then forming a so-called Solution Path, and recommend
Solution Paths based on various metrics and characteristics
of the application [15]. Finding and evaluating good Solution
Paths for application problems like vehicle routing is hard,
however, and requires extensive domain knowledge along with
hardware improvements and computational tests [16]. Hybrid
solvers are in development, e.g., by Quantagonia [17] or D-
Wave [18], though focusing mostly on annealing methods for
now due to their farther maturity. A thorough description and
benchmark is found in [7]. With the PlanQK platform [19], a
first hardware-agnostic platform and vision on how end users
can approach solving various application cases with quantum-
enhanced algorithms exists. The efforts for abstraction go
beyond optimization and similarly extend to Quantum Ma-
chine Learning [20]. Our work focuses on the integration of
quantum computing and its existing platforms into classical
optimization techniques. We combine the best of both worlds
with the goal of building a new platform that gives users the
tools they need to take advantage of quantum computing and
build efficient hybrid solvers tailored to their needs.

C. Classical Optimization and Polylithic Modeling

In the domain of classical mathematical optimization, spe-
cialized solvers have been developed to address particular
problems with high efficiency, exemplified by the TSP solver
Concorde [21]. Additionally, optimization solvers that cater to
broader problem classes, such as Linear Programming (LP),
Mixed-Integer Linear Programming (MILP), Nonlinear Pro-
gramming (NLP), and Mixed-Integer Nonlinear Programming
(MINLP), exhibit considerable computational power. These
solvers have undergone continuous refinement resulting in
remarkable speedup over several decades [22], [23] and are
presently employed to tackle complex, real-world challenges.

However, as solvers become more efficient, users strive to
build more accurate models, thereby increasing their complex-
ity. Despite the advancements in optimization solver technol-
ogy, a number of practical optimization challenges remain that
are not adequately addressed by current state-of-the-art solu-
tions. In response to this gap, methodologies that decompose a
complex, ”monolithic” problem into a series of simpler, more
manageable subproblems have gained prominence. Termed
”polylithic” modeling and solution approaches, this strategy
entails the development of customized methods that incor-
porate multiple models and/or algorithmic components [24].
Here, the solution derived from one model serves as the
input for another. Notable examples of such polylithic ap-
proaches include decomposition techniques (e.g. Benders [25]
and Dantzig-Wolfe [26] decomposition), advanced MILP and
MINLP solvers that integrate presolve strategies with the se-
quential resolution of subproblems (frequently employing var-
ious external sub-solvers) within a Branch and Cut framework,
and hybrid methods that integrate constructive heuristics and
local search improvement strategies with exact Mathematical
Programming algorithms. While polylithic modeling is not in-
herently dependent on any specific software, algebraic model-

2



ing languages such as the General Algebraic Modeling System
(GAMS), have demonstrated significant utility in facilitating
the implementation of these sophisticated approaches [24].

In our work, we draw inspiration from well-established
polylithic approaches in classical optimization and extend
them with quantum computing techniques. We actively reuse
openly available state-of-the-art solvers and decompositions
to maximize the efficiency of our approach. Furthermore, we
bundle the existing state-of-the-art into a user-friendly toolbox
to enable easy reusability, and extensibility.

III. THE META-SOLVING CONCEPT

Following, we explain the general idea and core concepts
of Meta-Solving. Meta-Solving combines classical optimiza-
tion principles with quantum computing algorithms to create
new, powerful solvers. We facilitate the access to quantum
computing solutions by introducing a concept that reuses the
advantages of classical polylithic approaches and extends them
with quantum algorithms and a user-friendly framework. Meta-
Solving combines three core concepts: the design of Meta-
Solver Strategies, the reuse and implementation of highly
efficient solvers for Meta-Solver Steps, and the semi-automatic
selection of customizable Solution Paths.

Definition III.1 (Meta-Solver Strategy). A Meta-Solver Strat-
egy is a decomposition of a mathematical problem into mul-
tiple sub-problems, each addressed with tailored algorithms,
culminating in a comprehensive solution to the original prob-
lem. It can describe multiple interchangeable combinations
of sub-problems and algorithms, meaning that it can define
multiple different methods to solve the problem.

Definition III.2 (Meta-Solver Step). A Meta-Solver Step is
a component of a Meta-Solver Strategy, typically associated
with a single sub-problem. It isolates a specific aspect of a
complex mathematical problem for which a dedicated algo-
rithm can be designed and applied to address this segment.
Each step functions as a building block, contributing a partial
solution that, when integrated with others, contributes to a
complete solution to the overarching problem.

Definition III.3 (Solution Path). A Solution Path represents
one specific method to solve a mathematical problem derived
from a Meta-Solver Strategy. Each Solution Path is a combi-
nations of Meta-Solver Steps that are consecutively executed.

A Meta-Solver Strategy can be visualized as a tree, where
the root node describes the associated mathematical problem,
and all other nodes represent the Meta-Solver Steps forming
the solving process. Nodes that have no children represent the
final step of a decomposition, meaning that after executing
them, a result for the algorithmic problem can be constructed
by recombining the results of the executed steps. A Solution
Path can be visualized as a path of the tree, starting at the
root node, and ending in a leaf. The structure of the tree,
given by the edges between the nodes, describes which Meta-
Solver Steps can and must be combined to find a solution. An

Vehicle Routing Problem

2-Phase TSP Clustering VRP Clustering Do not Cluster

VRP_1 VRP_nVRP_2 ...

Output: Multiple VRP instancesOutput: Multiple TSP instances

TSP_1 TSP_nTSP_2 ...

TSP to QUBO LKH-3 Solver

Select next step for EACH instance

D-Wave AnnealerQrisp QAOA Solver

Nothing Changes

Clustering

TSP Solving VRP Solving

Phase EstimationLKH-3 Solver

Fig. 1. Meta-Solver Strategy for Vehicle Routing Problems.

example of a Meta-Solver Strategy for Vehicle Routing Prob-
lems (VRP) is shown in Figure 1. The Meta-Solver Strategy
decomposes the problem into two main steps: (1) applying a
clustering technique, and (2) solving the clusters. Depending
on the clustering technique used, the clusters are either a set of
Traveling Salesperson Problem (TSP) or VRP instances. The
decomposition shown is inspired by classical state-of-the-art
techniques: VRPs are usually solved by specialized solvers,
such as the Lin-Kernighan-Helsgaun (LKH-3) solver [27]. If
a problem instance is too large to be solved in feasible time,
clustering techniques are used to split the problem into several
smaller sub-problems, which is faster but may reduce the
quality of the solution [28].

We combine classical and quantum optimization by adding
the ability to solve TSP instances by reformulating them
as a Quadratic Unconstrained Binary Optimization (QUBO)
problem [29], which can then be solved with a Quantum An-
nealer [30] or QAOA [31]. Another option is solving the TSP
instances directly with a phase estimation technique proposed
by Srinivasan et. al. [32]. Implementations of the QAOA and
phase estimation techniques are available in Qrisp [10], for
the Annealing we utilize the D-Wave platform [18]. All other
steps of the Meta-Solver Strategy are classical. LKH-3 [27]
is a solver applicable to TSP and VRP problems. For the
VRP clustering we use the k-Means method [28]. LKH-3 and
k-Means are well established in classical optimization. For
the TSP clustering, we choose a specific 2-phase clustering
approach by Laporte and Semet [33], which has already been
studied for hybrid TSP solving [34]. It consists of a creation
phase and an improvement phase, and must ensure that each
TSP instance can be covered by one truck.

The concept of Meta-Solving is introduced to the user
through the provision of Meta-Solver Strategies, exemplified
by the strategy depicted in Figure 1. In addition, the user is
provided with a software tool that implements the strategies
and enables the user to engage with them. The user should
be able to input an algorithmic problem using a standardized
format and then semi-automatically select Solution Paths to
solve it. The software tool can assist the user in selecting a
Solution Path, for example by providing the user with expert
knowledge about solvers, or by analysing the user’s input and
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suggesting a suitable solver based on established heuristics.
We show an example interaction of a user that applies Meta-
Solving in Figure 2. Experienced users and researchers may
wish to customize a Meta-Solver Strategy or heuristic, or
extend a strategy by adding new steps and solvers. The
following sections explain the core concepts and challenges
of a Meta-Solving software tool, and how we envision its
application.

User Result

Get Meta-Solver Strategy for
Algorithmic Problem Select Solution Path

Toolbox Solves
Subroutines

Vehicle Routing Problem

2-Phase TSP Clustering VRP Clustering Do not Cluster

VRP_1 VRP_nVRP_2 ...

Output: Multiple VRP instancesOutput: Multiple TSP instances

TSP_1 TSP_nTSP_2 ...

TSP to QUBO LKH-3 Solver

D-Wave AnnealerQrisp QAOA Solver

Nothing Changes

Phase EstimationLKH-3 Solver

Vehicle Routing Problem

2-Phase TSP Clustering
Output: Multiple TSP instances

TSP_1 TSP_nTSP_2 ...

TSP to QUBO

Qrisp QAOA Solver

Fig. 2. Example process that visualizes how a user applies Meta-Solving.

A. Designing and Implementing Meta-Solver Strategies

The design and implementation of efficient Meta-Solver
Strategies is a key necessity to facilitate the access to hybrid
solution strategies for end users. However, finding decom-
positions that can utilize quantum steps and implementing
respective solvers such that they are able to compete with
classical state-of-the-art techniques is a challenging task that
requires expert knowledge from various fields.

To create a new Meta-Solver Strategy, an expert must first
find a mathematically reasonable decomposition. A good prac-
tice here is to take inspiration from well-established classical
solvers. These are usually well researched and optimized over
years, and many of them are open source or free to use for
academic purposes. They are often benchmarked against each
other, and there is knowledge of cases where they perform
exceptionally well or bad. Our goal is to extend classical
optimization techniques with quantum algorithms, so we want
to find steps in the classical algorithms that we can exchange
with quantum algorithms. In classical optimization, there are
usually many approaches to solving a problem, each with
different advantages and disadvantages, and many classical
approaches involve several steps where quantum computing
could potentially be applied. Moreover, the possible applica-
tions of quantum computing are likely to increase with ongo-
ing research, especially when more modular and open-source
optimization frameworks become available in the future. With
our Meta-Solving approach we want to actively encourage the
implementation and comparison of multiple solvers and Meta-
Solver Steps. We want to promote their unique advantages and
enable users to benefit from them. Thus, basing Meta-Solver
Strategies on the combination of several classical state-of-the-
art approaches is a good starting point.

The implementation of a Meta-Solver Strategy is built from
two parts: 1) solvers for the Meta-Solver Steps, and 2) an
orchestration unit that can handles the decomposition of the
problem. To implement the solvers, existing highly efficient
classical solvers should be used wherever possible. In our
Vehicle Routing Example we reuse the LKH-3 [35] solver.
Wrappers will then provide compliance with the necessary
input and output formats. Although the quantum steps are

Orchestration Unit

Algorithmic 
Problem

Problem 1
Problem 2

...
Problem n

Solver A
Solver B
Solver C

Result

Result 1
Result 2

...
Result n

parse

compose

decompose

Sub Problems

Intermediate 
Results

Decomposition is
given by the selected

Solution Path (if necessary)

Solver
Service

Given by the User

Returned to the User

interpret
Solvers have different ways
to format results, we need to
interpret them correctly.

(e.g. Solution Path,
wanted Solution Quality, ...) 

& Parameters

Fig. 3. Overview of the Orchestration Unit that decomposes an algorithmic
problem to execute a Solution Path, calls the associated Meta-Solver Steps,
and then composes the results.

not as advanced, the same concept applies for them. Cur-
rently, there are frameworks like Qiskit-Optimization [36]
or Qrisp [10] that provide implementations for well-known
quantum algorithms, which should be taken advantage of.

For the orchestration unit, we have to create an interface
where an algorithmic problem and additional parameters, such
as the Solution Path, can be inserted. We use standardized
formats to define the algorithmic problem, which increases
compatibility with existing tools and solvers, allowing for a
more modular setup of the pipeline. An example format for
Vehicle Routing Problems is the TSPLIB format [37]. The or-
chestration unit decomposes the original problem into multiple
sub-problems, each of which is solved by a solver selected
in the Solution Path. To support solver-specific input formats,
additional parsing steps can be inserted. The orchestration unit
must interpret the solution of each solver, which provides a
set of intermediate results that are then used to construct a
result for the original algorithmic problem. Figure 3 provides
an overview of the orchestration unit.

B. Generalized and Specialized Meta-Solving Strategies

Algorithmic problems exhibit varying degrees of general-
ity, ranging from general mathematical formulations such as
Quadratic Unconstrained Binary Optimization (QUBOs) or
Integer Linear Programming (ILP) to more specific problems
like vehicle routing or the knapsack problem. Similarly, Meta-
Solver Strategies can be categorized into general strategies that
cover a broad spectrum of problems or specialized strategies
tailored for specific problem domains.

Creating a Meta-Solver Strategy necessitates considerable
effort, and there might not be a readily available strategy for
every problem type. Consequently, having general strategies,
such as one designed for Integer Linear Programming, can ef-
fectively address a wide array of problems. However, special-
ized solvers can be customized and optimized for a particular
problem, enabling performance enhancements tailored to the
problem’s unique characteristics. In such cases, highly specific
heuristics may result in superior performance.

For instance, consider the Vehicle Routing Problem again.
It can be tackled using a dedicated VRP solver or by refor-
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Integer
Linear Program

Classical SolverQuantum 
Branch and Bound

Hybrid Simplex

Classical
Branch and Bound

Classical Simplex

Fig. 4. Example Meta-Solver Strategy for Integer Linear Programs.

mulating it into a more general problem representation like
an ILP, subsequently employing an ILP solver. While the
specialized VRP solver is likely to deliver better performance,
the ILP solver facilitates easier extension of the problem with
additional constraints beyond the scope of VRP definitions.

In summary, the choice between generalized and specialized
Meta-Solver Strategies involves a trade-off between versatility
and performance optimization. General strategies are more
broadly applicable, but may perform worse than specialized
ones. Consequently, the selection of an appropriate strategy
depends on the specific problem requirements and the balance
between generality and performance.

Generalized Meta-Solver Strategies are built similarly to
specialized ones. We have shown an example of a specialized
strategy in Figure 1, which covers VRP solving. An example of
a general strategy covering ILP solving is shown in Figure 4.
The ILP solution strategy is kept simple, consisting of a
classical solution path that does not decompose the problem
further, and a hybrid solution path that combines the Branch
and Bound [38] and Simplex [39] techniques. For both, the
application of quantum algorithms has been studied, so an
implementation of a quantum branch and bound method [40],
combined with a hybrid Simplex [41] is possible and could
provide speedups on very advanced quantum hardware.

C. Input Selection and Interpretation

Meta-Solver Strategies offer users the possibility to create
a variety of solvers. However, selecting the most suitable
Solution Path entails careful consideration of various factors.
To assist users in navigating this decision-making process, it
is essential that they provide input reflecting their preferences
and problem characteristics. Users must weigh their priorities,
such as solution quality and computational efficiency, when
deciding which path to pursue. For example, obtaining optimal
or near-optimal solutions often requires substantial compu-
tational resources, resulting in high costs. However, faster
solutions may compromise optimality.

To assist users in navigating this decision-making process, it
is essential that they provide input reflecting their preferences
and problem characteristics. A fundamental input parameter
is the algorithmic problem itself. By analyzing the prob-
lem’s syntax, semantics, and characteristics such as size and
complexity, we can tailor our approach accordingly. Some
characteristics, like problem size, readily inform decisions

about computational resources, such as whether a problem
can be encoded on a quantum computer or whether clustering
techniques may be advantageous. However, other problem-
specific criteria may require a more complex analysis.

As an example, consider the solving of Linear Programs
(LPs), which can be solved in many different ways, for
instance, by using a Simplex [39] or Interior-Point [42]
algorithm. The choice between these algorithms depends on
factors such as problem size and density. For instance, the
mentioned Interior-Point algorithm is typically better suited
for large, sparsely populated problem instances, whereas the
Simplex algorithm works better on small, densely populated
instances. In this case, the superior algorithm can be inferred
from the population characteristics of the LP.

Beyond problem-specific traits, user preferences play an
important role. Providing users with customizable parameters,
such as sliders to indicate preferences for speed versus op-
timality, or information about available hardware resources,
enables even more tailored solution recommendations. How-
ever, it is crucial to balance the detail of our analysis with
computational efficiency. The analysis should be conducted
efficiently, ensuring that the time spent evaluating Solution
Paths does not overshadow the time required to solve the
problem itself.

In summary, facilitating user input and preferences and the
analysis of problem characteristics are key components of
guiding users towards finding effective Solution Paths. By pro-
viding users with intuitive interfaces to submit problems and
express solution expectations, coupled with efficient analysis
techniques, we build a basis that allows us to offer tailored
recommendations that optimize the Meta-Solving experience.

D. Suggesting Solution Paths

Our aim is to empower users to semi-automatically navi-
gate Solution Paths within Meta-Solver Strategies by offering
tailored suggestions. However, the task of selecting the most
optimal solver for a given problem is inherently challenging,
even within classical optimization domains. The addition of
quantum algorithms further complicates this decision-making
process. Consequently, we opt to suggest Solution Paths in-
stead of making fully automated selections.

Given the difficulty of a semi-automated solver selection,
we propose to employ diverse heuristics and strategies to
facilitate user-guided selection. Central to this approach is the
input provided by the user, as discussed in sub-section III-C.
Our proposed method involves a step-wise suggestion and
selection technique, wherein users are presented with Meta-
Solver Strategies and proceed to select Solution Paths incre-
mentally. At each step, suggestions from the software toolbox
guide the user’s decision-making process. Depending on the
confidence level of our suggestions, we may present them in
various formats. Highly certain suggestions may be presented
by clearly highlighting the next recommended step, while less
definitive suggestions could be accompanied by a list of pros
and cons that the user has to interpret himself.
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A significant challenge in suggesting Solution Paths lies
in the uncertainty inherent to such recommendations. While
leveraging heuristics can help in providing informed sugges-
tions, their availability is not guaranteed. Consequently, we
explore ways for developing new heuristics or employing
alternative techniques to assist users in the decision-making
process.

One approach it to embedd expert knowledge within Meta-
Solver Strategies. Each implemented solver would be an-
notated with detailed information, allowing users to gain
insight into the particularities of each solver. Access to such
distinguished knowledge empowers users to make informed
decisions, especially in the absence of readily applicable
heuristics. A disadvantage of this approach is that detailed
insights are usually not available for closed-source solvers.

Additionally, we consider the application of machine learn-
ing techniques to derive new heuristics for implemented
solvers. This involves constructing benchmarking sets that
include realistic real-world problem instances and artificially
generated challenging instances. By evaluating all solvers and
potential Solution Paths against these benchmarks, we can
train machine learning models which can then be applied
to offer recommendations. Similar to the analysis techniques
proposed earlier, we must be careful that the computational
cost of machine learning techniques does not outweigh the
benefits they provide.

In conclusion, our approach to facilitating semi-automatic
selection of solution paths in Meta-Solver Systems involves a
combination of user input, heuristic guidance, expert knowl-
edge embedding, and machine learning techniques. By lever-
aging these strategies, we endeavor to empower users to nav-
igate solution paths effectively within complex optimization
domains.

E. Parallel Execution

In certain scenarios, suggesting Solution Paths within Meta-
Solver Strategies may not be feasible. This limitation arises
when no heuristic is available or when existing heuristics fail
to determine a clear preference. To address this challenge, var-
ious approaches can be employed. While randomly selecting
a Solution Path is one option, it carries the risk of yielding
suboptimal results. We propose a more effective strategy that
involves executing multiple Solution Paths simultaneously and
subsequently comparing their outcomes.

This concept requires Meta-Solving software tools to sup-
port parallel execution of multiple Meta-Solver Steps, en-
abling users with a visualization of multiple results that can
be compared. Now, a new challenge emerges: determining
the best solution among those presented. Although imple-
menting assessment techniques to grade solution quality is
possible, it remains a challenge to determine a result that
best fits the users needs in a general case. Thus, we again
refrain from automating this step and instead enable users
to make their own informed decisions. We assist users in
this process by providing comprehensive visualizations and
combine them with assessment metrics. Furthermore, we have

to consider that some solvers, particularly quantum ones, are
non-deterministic. Consequently, they may produce different
solutions when executed multiple times. To accommodate
this variability, our approach incorporates the option to apply
multiple trials for both quantum and classical solvers.

It is important to state that the parallel execution and com-
parison technique entails a notable drawback: it significantly
increases computational effort. Users must therefore make
informed decisions and carefully consider scenarios where
parallel execution and result comparison are warranted.

The combination of parallel execution and heuristic guid-
ance offers a promising framework for identifying optimal
Solution Paths. This approach not only facilitates the creation
of highly efficient solvers but also enables the utilization
of quantum algorithms, thereby enhancing the Meta-Solver
Strategies’ effectiveness.

F. Backend Selection

Upon selecting a Solution Path within Meta-Solver Strate-
gies, the subsequent execution of included Meta-Solver Steps
necessitates compatibility with appropriate backends. For clas-
sical algorithms, these backends typically encompass GPU or
CPU computing clusters, whereas for quantum algorithms,
options include simulators, quantum annealers, or universal
quantum computers of various hardware technologies. No-
tably, while quantum simulators serve well for testing and
learning purposes, they fall short in achieving actual speedups.

The choice of backend holds significant implications for
computation efficiency and solution quality. To assist users
in this process, a semi-automated backend selection should
be supported within Meta-Solving. An application of such an
approach first requires users to provide information about the
backends they have access to. Accessing classical computa-
tion backends is generally straightforward, as individuals can
book computation time, and institutions such as companies
or universities typically possess readily available resources.
However, access to quantum computers remains more limited,

For classical algorithms, determining the essential com-
putational resources for a solver (e.g., memory, GPU/CPU
power, cores) is also straightforward. This information is
typically gained when executing the solver on sample sets.
By annotating this information for each implemented classical
solver, we can propose a fitting classical computation cluster
accordingly.

In contrast, quantum backend selection is notably more intri-
cate due to the distinctive characteristics of quantum hardware.
Factors such as varying technologies for qubit representation,
programming methods, unique qubit mappings, error rates, and
optimization requirements for specific low-level hardware pose
significant challenges. Exact error rates even vary over time
due to calibration uncertainty. Consequently, selecting a well-
suited quantum backend assumes paramount importance.

This complexity is addressed by sophisticated quantum
backend selection frameworks such as the MQT Predictor [43]
or the NISQ analyzer [44], which can be integrated into the
orchestration units of a Meta-Solving software framework. By
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leveraging prior work in this field, we can develop robust algo-
rithms and frameworks to guide users in selecting appropriate
quantum backends, thereby enhancing the efficacy of Meta-
Solver Strategies in quantum and classical computing domains.

G. Composing Meta-Solver Strategies

Algorithmic problems and Meta-Solver Strategies operate at
different levels of abstraction and generality. For instance, sort-
ing problems represent low-level, general challenges, whereas
Vehicle Routing embodies a specialized, high-level prob-
lem. Low-level algorithms often solve sub-problems of high-
level problems, prompting the reuse of low-level Meta-Solver
Strategies within higher-level ones. This technique, which
we call Composing Meta-Solver Strategies, facilitates the
integration of existing strategies as Meta-Solver Steps in more
complex strategies.

As an example, consider a Meta-Solver Strategy designed
to solve QUBO problems. This strategy can be repurposed to
tackle vehicle routing problems and integer linear programs.
For instance, in the VRP Meta-Solver Strategy from Figure 1,
instead of defining a customized QUBO solving step, we
can simply call the existing QUBO strategy and continue the
solution process. Similarly, in the ILP strategy from Figure 4,
which currently lacks a QUBO solving step, we could extend
it by adding a step to convert the ILP into a QUBO [45].

Composing Meta-Solver Strategies offers substantial time-
saving benefits by leveraging existing implementations and
heuristics. However, there are scenarios where reusing a strat-
egy may not be advantageous. For example, one approach to
solving QUBOs involves the Variational Quantum Eigensolver
(VQE) [14], whose performance depends heavily on finding
a suitable ansatz, which can be highly problem specific.
Implementing a general-purpose VQE and reusing it across
different QUBOs can lead to performance degradation. In this
example, a user needs to be guided in two decisions. First, he
must decide whether reformulating the problem as a QUBO
is beneficial to the solution process, and if so, he must decide
which QUBO solving method is best to solve his specific
problem.

In conclusion, it is crucial to strike a balance between when
reusing general implementations proves beneficial and when it
is detrimental. By carefully evaluating the specific characteris-
tics of the problem domain and the performance implications
of reuse, practitioners can effectively leverage Capsuling of
Meta-Solver Strategies to optimize solution processes.

IV. IMPLEMENTATION

In this section, we present how our ProvideQ toolbox proto-
type [11] implements the concepts set out in Section III. This
implementation allows us to evaluate the concept in Section V
and enables users to explore the Meta-Solver Strategy.

The ProvideQ toolbox is structured with a client-server
architecture where the server is responsible for data retention
and solver execution and the client serves as a user interface.
This separation, in combination with a well-documented REST

API, also ensures that the toolbox can be controlled auto-
matically and by other applications. The data structures and
processes within the ProvideQ toolbox closely resemble the
key definitions presented in Section III. Both the root problem
and every step of a Meta-Solver Strategy are represented as
Problems, a tree-like recursive data structure. Starting with
an empty root problem node, the toolbox automatically ex-
pands the problem tree with problem branches corresponding
to the tasks required for executing a selected solver. This
recursive data structure enables the toolbox to solve steps
independently and in parallel.

The design of the toolbox is centered around the definition
and implementation of problem solvers. Problem solvers need
to implement a simple interface which provides them with
input data and requires them to return output data. Meta-Solver
Strategies and orchestration units are implemented as separate
layers on top of the problem solver layer. This separation
ensures that developers implementing problem solvers do not
need to know about the details of Meta-Solver Strategies. Fur-
thermore, the toolbox library provides various utility modules
assisting problem solver implementations to integrate external
tools and languages. For example, the ProvideQ toolbox sup-
ports the usage of the Qiskit and Qrisp frameworks by provid-
ing a PythonProcessRunner for running Python scripts,
writing input files, and reading output files. These frameworks,
in turn, can be used to execute code on external hardware, like
running quantum circuits on quantum computers. Additionally,
the toolbox server can read and write problem instances in
well-known, standardized formats like the TSPLIB format for
Vehicle Routing Problems [37], or the DIMACS format for
Boolean Satisfiability (SAT) problems [46]. This ensures the
toolbox can be easily integrated with existing solvers, both
when using the toolbox in an external application and when
integrating existing solvers into to toolbox.

The toolbox client presents the features of the server in
a web application. This component utilizes the server’s API
to visualize Meta-Solver Strategies, enabling users to submit
problems, interactively select Solution Paths, and compute
solutions. The user is guided through the problem-solving
process with Solution Path suggestions.

The problem-solving workflow involves three steps in the
ProvideQ web interface, as shown in Figure 5. First, the
user chooses a specific problem to solve from the list of
available problems. Currently available problems in the pro-
totype include VRP, QUBO, SAT and MaxCut. Second, the
toolbox prompts the user to enter the problem instance in a
standardized text format into the input field. Additionally, the
Meta-Solver Strategy of the selected problem is visualized
as a tree. Here, each node represents a Meta-Solver Step,
and the user needs to select solvers consecutively to build a
Solution Path for the Meta-Solver Strategy. Third, the user can
inspect the current state, results, and solver specific settings of
each step in separate views. In some cases, Meta-Solver Steps
require specific settings, for example, the desired number of
clusters in a VRP clustering step. The user can choose between
a stepwise or complete execution of the Solution Path. When
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Fig. 5. User Interface mockup of the ProvideQ Toolbox. It combines the
Vehicle Routing example from Figure 1 with the workflow from Figure 2

partially solving a Solution Path, inspecting specific Meta-
Solver Step results can guide the decision process to select
the next step. For example, the current clustering of a VRP
problem might still be too large to be applicable for a Quantum
solver and based on this insight another clustering step is
inserted into the Solution Path.

At this point in time, the ProvideQ toolbox is a prototype
for Hybrid Meta-Solving. It is developed as an open-source
project on GitHub1 and currently implements problem defi-
nitions, Meta-Solver decomposition, Composing of strategies,
and the orchestration unit. Additionally, the interactive tree-
like user interface for Solution Paths is currently in devel-
opment. The open-source model of the toolbox allows users
to incorporate new problems and solvers and share them
with others at their own discretion. This way, experienced
users can host their own instances of the toolbox-server to
leverage their computational resources and to customize the
toolbox depending on their individual requirements. Many
more ideas are yet to be implemented, for example the semi-
automated Solution Path and backend suggestions, and the
sophisticated parallel execution of Solution Paths, as described
in Section III. As the ProvideQ toolbox is designed with these
extensions in mind, we leave these tasks to be implemented
in future work.

V. EVALUATION

We introduced a new technique for solving optimization
problems: Hybrid Meta-Solving. We want to evaluate if our
technique is implementable and if it is able to fully exploit
state-of-the-art classical techniques. Furthermore, we want to
study how the introduction of quantum steps in a Meta-
Solver Strategy can affect the solving process and the obtained
results. The focus of the evaluation is not to outperform
any classical state-of-the-art, as this is not achievable with
our currently available quantum simulations and hardware.
Rather, we want to prove that our concept can reuse, extend,
and combine classical techniques with quantum computing

1GitHub repository: https://github.com/ProvideQ

methods. More specifically, we want to answer the following
research questions (RQ):

• RQ1: How can classical state-of-the-art techniques be
adapted in a Meta-Solver Strategy?

• RQ2: How do Solution Paths with quantum subroutines
perform compared to purely classical Solution Paths?

A. Experiment Design

To perform the evaluation, the Vehicle Routing Meta-
Solver Strategy, as depicted in Figure 1, was implemented
and integrated into the ProvideQ toolbox. The evaluation
was performed on 23 capacitated Vehicle Routing Problems
provided through the CVRPLIB website [47], for which the
optimal solution is already known. We utilized Set-P, provided
by Augerat et al. [48], due to its inclusion of both smaller
(fewer than 25 cities) and larger instances (with more than
70 cities). The names of the problems indicate their major
characteristics. The number of cities is indicated by n, while
the number of available trucks is indicated by k. For instance,
p-n50-k7 is a problem with 50 cities (one of which is the
depot) and 7 trucks. The evaluation was conducted on a
MacBook Pro from 2021 with an M1 chip and 32 gigabytes of
RAM. The quantum steps were simulated, rather than executed
on a quantum computer.

Assuming that we only cluster once, we could create a total
of six Solution Paths, four of which will be examined further:
(1) No clustering + LKH-3 Solver,
(2) 2-Phase TSP clustering + LKH-3 Solver,
(3) 2-Phase TSP clustering + Qrisp QAOA Solver,
(4) 2-Phase TSP clustering + D-Wave Annealer.

Solution Paths (1) and (2) are purely classical, whereas
Solution Paths (3) and (4) combine a classical clustering
technique with hybrid QUBO solving techniques. We did not
consider the VRP clustering in combination with the LKH-3
Solver, as for the selected benchmarking instances, a clustering
was not necessary to successfully apply LKH-3. However,
we did combine LKH-3 with the 2-Phase TSP clustering to
enable a more insightful comparison between purely classical
and hybrid solvers. This was necessary because the 2-Phase
TSP clustering had to be applied to execute the QAOA and
Annealing Solver. We did not consider the Phase Estimation
Solver because it could only be applied to TSP instances
containing a maximum of five cities. Even after applying the
2-Phase TSP clustering, the majority of derived clusters were
larger than five cities, preventing the identification of solutions
for all problems instances expect two. We faced a similar issue
with the QAOA solver, and therefore decided only to include
one of them in the data shown below because those results
are not meaningful in the presented context. We also tried to
address this issue by applying the clustering multiple times,
but this resulted in highly inefficient solutions.

All solution paths are executed five times to account for
the varying computation times and non-deterministic steps of
the algorithms. We compare them by measuring their solution
quality and execution time. The results are shown in Figure 6
and Figure 7.
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Fig. 6. The plot illustrates the cost of the solution retrieved for all Solution
Paths. The cost of the solution is calculated by adding up the total number
of kilometers to be traveled, with lower values representing a more optimal
solution. The scattered black line represents the optimal solution of the
problem. The plot demonstrates that the LKH-3 solver (without clustering)
was able to compute nearly optimal solutions. Conversely, Solution Paths
with clustering yielded worse results. Notably, the QAOA path only produced
solutions for two problems.
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Fig. 7. A logarithmic plot of the time required to solve a problem. It
reveals that the addition of a clustering step can significantly reduce the
calculation time for the LKH-3 solver. In contrast, the calculation times of
the Annealer and QAOA paths are considerably higher, largely due to the
quantum simulation overhead included here. A direct comparison between a
classical solver and a simulated quantum solver is not a meaningful approach
for evaluating their relative effectiveness. However, we have included those
values for transparency.

B. Results

Answering RQ1, we demonstrated that existing monolithic
classical solvers, such as LKH-3, can be repurposed for use
in Meta-Solver Strategies. When employed as a standalone
solver, LKH-3 yields highly satisfactory results and produces
nearly optimal solutions in a matter of seconds for each
problem instance. Furthermore, the Meta-Solver Strategy per-

mitted the integration of the LKH-3 solver with a clustering
approach. As anticipated, the incorporation of a clustering
step typically results in a reduction in solution quality, yet it
simultaneously leads to a significant reduction in computation
times. These time savings may become even more pronounced
in the context of more complex problem instances.

It is evident that the standalone LKH-3 and LKH-3 with
clustering offer distinct advantages when addressing the prob-
lem at hand. Standalone LKH-3 necessitates a greater in-
vestment of time, yet it is associated with the generation of
superior solutions. In contrast, LKH-3 with clustering requires
less time, yet it is associated with the generation of inferior
solutions. By communicating this information to the user, it
becomes possible for them to make an informed decision
regarding the approach that best suits their needs.

Answering RQ2, our Meta-Solving approach allows for the
straightforward exchange of solvers and integration of quan-
tum computing techniques. The 2-Phase TSP clustering was
necessary for the retrieval of results, as the original problems
are too large to be solved in a simulated environment. A direct
comparison between LKH-3 and the quantum subroutines is
not entirely fair, therefore we do not compare the standalone
LKH-3 with any of the hybrid paths.

Interesting observations can be made when comparing the
LKH-3 with clustering and the annealer with clustering paths.
Both apply the same clustering technique and start with the
same input. While the simulated annealer always performs
worse than LKH-3, there are some cases where its solution
is very close. Even though the hybrid approach entails a
significant amount of simulation overhead, it has been demon-
strated that competitive solution can be retrieved in certain
instances. However, the annealing approach has also exhibited
instances where it performed considerably worse, particularly
for larger problem instances, especially for the problems with
more than 70 instances. The QAOA technique has an even
greater simulation overhead than the annealing method, and
therefore only yielded solutions for two problems. Both prob-
lems exhibited a favorable ratio between cities and trucks, with
a greater number of trucks available than in other problems.
Consequently, the 2-Phase clustering technique resulted in the
formation of smaller clusters, which enabled the simulation to
proceed. The results obtained by the QAOA approach were
comparable to those obtained by LKH-3 and the Annealer.

It can be concluded that Solution Paths containing quantum
subroutines performed worse than purely classical solution
paths, even when the same clustering method was applied to
them. This result was anticipated and is largely attributed to the
overhead introduced to enable the application of the quantum
simulations. There is still a considerable effort needed before
quantum methods can be considered competitive with their
classical counterparts. Nevertheless, our meta-solving frame-
works allow for the immediate utilisation of such methods
once they become available.

9



VI. DISCUSSION AND LIMITATIONS

A. Limitations of Quantum Computing

Meta-Solver Strategies that involve quantum computing
steps are only as powerful as existing quantum algorithms
and hardware allow. It is reasonable to imagine that quantum
computers can outperform classical computers in certain tasks,
and therefore reasonable to claim that we can exploit these
advantages with our approach. However, in the current NISQ
era, we are still far from achieving quantum supremacy in
optimization. As a result, it may take years or even decades
before the potential of quantum steps can truly shine. How-
ever, our Meta-Solvers are built on state-of-the-art classical
techniques that can be used without quantum hardware. Thus,
we built a foundational platform that will be ready for the
future advances that quantum computing can bring.

B. Orchestrational Overhead

A key part of our Meta-Solving approach is the solution
of multiple Meta-Solver Steps, each of which is executed by
different types of solvers, and in many cases on different
hardware, such as a quantum computer. Allowing highly
customized solution path choices can have the disadvantage
of over-decomposing and re-composing problems, leading to
additional orchestration overhead. Monolithic state-of-the-art
solvers require less orchestration and therefore save some
computational overhead. However, even with this orchestration
overhead, meaning parsing files into different formats or
sending a solving request to a compute cluster, is usually only
a small overhead. We argue that this overhead is negligible be-
cause it usually takes only a few seconds or even milliseconds
to transform and send this kind of data. However, there is one
exception to this argument, and that is the transformation of
classical data into quantum circuits. Even if there is a problem
formulation that is advantageous for a quantum computer, such
as a parametrized circuit that represents an Ising model, there
may still be significant overhead in finding an embedding
for the quantum circuit on the actual hardware. These kinds
of problems are often seen in quantum computing and are
a problem that comes with the limitations of current NISQ
hardware. We believe that embedding problems on a quantum
computer will be much more efficient once scalable hardware,
error mitigation, and better abstraction layers and compilers
are available, so this problem should be solved in the future.

C. Implementation of the Platform

The design and implementation of Meta-Solver Strategies
is a challenging task. First, we have to find mathematically
reasonable decompositions, and then we have to implement
highly efficient solvers (quantum and classical), analysis tech-
niques for recommending Solution Paths, and user inter-
face/user experience features to allow others to easily interact
with our platform. We have already implemented a prototype
of a Meta-Solving platform and shown that the concepts we
have presented are feasible. However, creating an industry-
ready platform that includes a wide variety of Meta-Solver
Strategies still requires more work.

VII. CONCLUSION

This paper introduces a novel technique, Hybrid Meta-
Solving, which fuses the strengths of classical and quantum
optimization. It decomposes mathematical problems into mul-
tiple sub-problems and implements a software framework that
enables the seamless exchange and extension of solvers for the
sub-problems. The core concepts of Meta-Solving were intro-
duced, including the semi-automated suggestion of Solution
Paths based on user input and problem characteristics, the par-
allel execution and comparison of Meta-Solver Steps, and an
automated backend selection. Additionally, the design and im-
plementation of Meta-Solver Strategies were described, along
with their varying degrees of generality and the improvement
in reusability that capsuling strategies provide. The majority
of our concepts were implemented in the ProvideQ toolbox
prototype, which allows users to engage with Meta-Solver
Strategies and select Solution Paths in interactive workflows.
Our evaluation demonstrated that Meta-Solver Strategies can
reuse existing state-of-the-art solvers and leverage excellent
results for the Vehicle Routing examples. Furthermore, it
allows us to configure different Solution Paths that leverage
different advantages, such as high solution quality or rapid
solution generation. We demonstrated that the incorporation of
quantum algorithms is feasible, providing an accessible way
to utilize quantum computing techniques. However, we also
observed that Solution Paths that include quantum steps yield
inferior results compared to purely classical Solution Paths,
rendering the application of quantum computing impractical
for these examples. We hope that further advances in the field
of quantum computing will result in a change of these results,
rendering quantum computing a more competitive or even
superior alternative to classical state-of-the-art solvers. Our
framework is capable of providing a fundamental platform for
hybrid optimization and will become competitive once future
advances in quantum computing are made.

In future work, we intend to delve more deeply into the
subjects of semi-automated Solution Path suggestions, the par-
allel execution of Meta-Solver Steps, and automated backend
selection and circuit optimization. This paper presented the
fundamental concepts underlying these techniques, but there
is a great deal of research that is necessary to implement them
in a general context.
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