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Abstract

The increasing availability of GPUs for scientific computing has prompted interest

in accelerating quantum chemical calculations through their use. The complexity of

integral kernels for high angular momentum basis functions however often limits the

utility of GPU implementations with large basis sets or for metal containing systems.

In this work, we report implementation of f function support in the GPU-accelerated

TeraChem software package through the development of efficient kernels for the evalu-

ation of Hamiltonian integrals. The resulting code is very efficient, and we demonstrate

this with density functional theory calculations on increasingly large alkanes as well as

coupled cluster singles and doubles calculations on water clusters. Preliminary investi-

gations into Ni(I) catalysis and the photochemistry of MnH(CH3) are also carried out.

Overall, our GPU-accelerated software appears to be well-suited for fast simulation of

large transition metal containing systems.
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1 Introduction

The increasing availability of computing resources over time has led to a corresponding

growth in the use of quantum mechanical methods for modeling chemical problems.1–4 The

combinatorially scaling computational demand of exact quantum mechanics limits it to small

gas-phase systems,5,6 and even practically useful approximations like density functional the-

ory (DFT)1,7,8 have resource requirements that formally scale quite steeply [O(N3) to O(N4)]

with the size N of the system under investigation.9 Ab initio modeling for chemical and ma-

terial science applications consequently represents a large fraction of the total volume of

scientific computing (up to ∼ 30% for some supercomputing clusters like NERSC10), and

the demand is only expected to increase3,4 as research interests shift towards studying the

properties and dynamics of complex condensed phase systems. It is therefore quite desirable

to develop fast quantum chemistry software that is optimally suited for modern hardware.

Graphics processing units (GPUs) are increasingly popular for computational applica-

tions beyond their original use for video-game graphics, and constitute a large fraction of

resources available in modern supercomputing clusters. The highly data parallel structure

of GPUs is well suited for embarassingly parallel tasks like the evaluation of Hamiltonian

integrals that are required for quantum chemical calculations.11,12 This led to the TeraChem

software package12–16 which pioneered the use of GPUs for Hartree-Fock,12 DFT,13,14 cou-

pled cluster,17–21 perturbation theory,22–24 and multireference25–33 calculations. Speedups of

one to two orders of magnitude were achieved compared to CPU based programs, stemming

from both the computational power of GPUs and the development of GPU optimized al-

gorithms. TeraChem’s efficiency permitted the modeling of large chemical systems, such as

ab initio molecular dynamics simulations on proteins.34–36 Several traditionally CPU based

software packages for modeling molecular systems have also started to provide GPU sup-

port,11,37–46 highlighting the general interest in the computational chemistry community for

GPU acceleration.

Writing GPU-optimized programs is however an involved task, as algorithms must be de-
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signed to take advantage of the highly parallel structure of GPUs while minimizing the need

for data transfer between CPUs and GPUs. Indeed, it is quite nontrivial to generate kernels

for the evaluation of Hamiltonian integrals with high angular momentum basis functions.

Until now, TeraChem only supported s, p and d type Gaussian basis functions.15 Although

this is sufficient for modeling organic species with polarized double zeta basis sets,47,48 there

are several reasons to desire GPU-accelerated calculations with f type orbitals. Reducing ba-

sis set incompleteness errors in DFT calculations below intrinsic functional error is typically

believed to require basis sets of at least polarized triple zeta quality,49 which usually contain

f type functions for elements in the second period and beyond. Additionally, the modeling

of transition metal chemistry and catalysis benefits from f type functions to appropriately

polarize d orbitals on metals. We have therefore implemented support for utilizing f type

orbitals in TeraChem for efficiently performing self-consistent field (SCF) calculations like

Hartree-Fock (HF),50 Kohn-Sham DFT,8 coupled cluster singles and doubles (CCSD)51,52

and complete active space SCF (CASSCF)53–56 calculations on molecular systems. This is

described in the present work, which is organized as follows. In Sec. 2 we present a brief

overview of Gaussian basis sets for molecular systems and the evaluation of the needed in-

tegrals in such bases. We subsequently detail the GPU-accelerated implementation for the

evaluation of these integrals in Sec. 3, focusing on equation generation utilizing common

subexpression elimination, data structures, and kernel design. We compare the performance

to the GPU-based BrianQC backend57 of the Q-Chem software package43 and two model ap-

plications are used to demonstrate potential applicability towards studying transition metal

photochemistry and catalysis.

2 Theory

Support for higher angular momentum atomic orbitals requires extension of all existing in-

tegral routines, including overlap, electron kinetic energy, nuclear-electron attraction, DFT
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local exchange-correlation, and electron replusion integrals (ERI). In this section we first

present the notation we use for basis functions and pairs, followed by the integral formula

for all integrals mentioned above. There exist several excellent reviews of integral gener-

ation for atom-centered Gaussian basis sets,58–60 and we encourage the reader to consult

these. Nevertheless, we explicitly provide many of the equations needed in a fully functional

quantum chemistry code both for completeness and uniformity of notation.

2.1 Cartesian Gaussian basis functions

In TeraChem, contracted atom-centered Cartesian Gaussian type orbitals (GTO) are used as

basis functions, which are linear combinations of primitive Gaussian type orbitals (pGTOs):

ϕ(r⃗) =

Ncontraction∑

m

Ccontraction
m µm(r⃗) (1)

The pGTOs µ(r⃗) are of the form:

µ(r⃗; i⃗, a, A⃗) = Cnormalization(x− Ax)ix(y − Ay)
iy(z − Az)

ize−a|r⃗−A⃗|2 (2)

where A⃗ and α represent the center location and exponent of the primitive Gaussian func-

tion, respectively. The angular momentum index vector i⃗ (with components ix, iy and iz)

determines the shape of the atomic orbital (for example, if ix = iy = iz = 0, then the function

represents a s orbital; ix = 1, iy = iz = 0 represents a px orbital, etc.).

The desired integrals in the contracted GTO basis are just summations over integrals in

terms of pGTOs. We therefore will only consider pGTOs from here on, and also condense

all constant prefactors (contraction, normalization etc.) into a single Cµ for the µ-th pGTO.

GTOs appear in pairs for most integrals. For a pair of pGTOs µ(r⃗; i⃗, a, A⃗) and ν(r⃗; j⃗, b, B⃗),

centered at A⃗ and B⃗, with coefficients Cµ and Cν , exponents a and b, and angular momentum
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indices i⃗ and j⃗, respectively, the product (also called pair/overlap distribution) is:

µ(r⃗; i⃗, a, A⃗)ν(r⃗; j⃗, b, B⃗) = CµCν


 ∏

τ∈{x,y,z}
(τ − Aτ )iτ (τ −Bτ )jτ


 e−a|r⃗−A⃗|2e−b|r⃗−B⃗|2

= CµCν


 ∏

τ∈{x,y,z}
(τ − Aτ )iτ (τ −Bτ )jτ


 e−

ab
a+b |A⃗−B⃗|2e−p|r⃗−P⃗ |2 (3)

where the second equation follows from simplifying the Gaussian exponent. The resulting

P⃗ = aA⃗+bB⃗
a+b

and p = a+ b are the new center and exponent of the pair distribution. This pair

distribution is often called a “charge density”.61 From here on, we will drop the parameters

for each GTO function and only keep the argument r⃗ whenever applicable, for notational

simplicity.

In the McMurchie-Davidson algorithm,62 the pair distribution along each dimension is

rewritten as a sum of Hermite Gaussians (t-th derivative of a Gaussian function):

(τ − Aτ )iτ (τ −Bτ )iτ e−
ab
a+b

(Aτ−Bτ )2e−p(τ−Pτ )2 =

iτ+jτ∑

tτ=0

Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ

(
∂

∂Pτ

)tτ

e−p(τ−Pτ )2 (4)

The Cartesian Gaussian to Hermite Gaussian transformation coefficients Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ can be ob-

tained from the McMurchie-Davidson recurrence relationship:

Eiτ+1,jτ
tτ ,τ =

1

2p
Eiτ ,jτ

tτ−1,τ + (Pτ − Aτ )Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ + (tτ + 1)Eiτ ,jτ

tτ+1,τ (5)

Eiτ ,jτ+1
tτ ,τ =

1

2p
Eiτ ,jτ

tτ−1,τ + (Pτ −Bτ )Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ + (tτ + 1)Eiτ ,jτ

tτ+1,τ (6)

E0,0
0,τ = e−

ab
a+b

(Aτ−Bτ )2 (7)

Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ = 0 if tτ < 0 or tτ > iτ + jτ (8)
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The pair distribution µ(r⃗)ν(r⃗) can now be rewritten in the Hermite Gaussian form as:

µ(r⃗)ν(r⃗) = CµCν


 ∏

τ∈{x,y,z}

iτ+jτ∑

tτ=0

Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ

(
∂

∂Pτ

)tτ


 e−p|r⃗−P⃗ |2 (9)

We will use this form for our integral evaluations.

2.2 Overlap integral

As the simplest type of quantum chemical integral, the overlap integral is defined as

Sµν =

∫∫∫

∞
dr⃗ µ(r⃗; i⃗, a, A⃗)ν(r⃗; j⃗, b, B⃗) (10)

Given that the Gaussian integral
∫∫∫

∞ dr⃗ e−p|r⃗−P⃗ |2 evaluates to
(

π
p

)3/2
, and is independent

of P⃗ , the overlap integral expression can be simplified to:

Sµν = CµCνE
ix,jx
0,x E

iy ,jy
0,y Eiz ,jz

0,z

(
π

p

)3/2

(11)

2.3 Electron kinetic energy integral

The electron kinetic energy integral is defined as:

Tµν = −1

2

∫∫∫

∞
dr⃗ µ(r⃗; i⃗, a, A⃗)

(
∂2

∂x2
+

∂2

∂y2
+

∂2

∂z2

)
ν(r⃗; j⃗, b, B⃗) (12)
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Since derivatives of pGTOs are just sums of (different) pGTOs, closed-form expressions for

the electron kinetic energy integrals can be obtained in the same manner as overlap integrals:

Tµν = CµCν

((
−jx(jx − 1)

2
Eix,jx−2

0,x + (2jx + 1)bEix,jx
0,x − 2b2Eix,jx+2

0,x

)
E

iy ,jy
0,y Eiz ,jz

0,z

+ Eix,jx
0,x

(
−jy(jy − 1)

2
E

iy ,jy−2
0,y + (2jy + 1)bE

iy ,jy
0,y − 2b2E

iy ,jy+2
0,y

)
Eiz ,jz

0,z

+Eix,jx
0,x E

iy ,jy
0,y

(
−jz(jz − 1)

2
Eiz ,jz−2

0,z + (2jz + 1)bEiz ,jz
0,z − 2b2Eiz ,jz+2

0,z

))(
π

p

)3/2

(13)

2.4 Nuclear attraction integral

The nuclear-electron attraction operator accounts for the interaction between electrons and

nuclei (modeled as point charges). The interaction between electrons and other point charges,

such as from classical force-fields in QM/MM calculations, can also be included in this

operator. The corresponding matrix element is given by:

Vµν =

∫∫∫

∞
dr⃗ µ(r⃗; i⃗, a, A⃗)ν(r⃗; j⃗, b, B⃗)

Npoint−charge∑

C

qC∣∣∣r⃗ − C⃗
∣∣∣

(14)

where qC and C⃗ are the charge and position of each point charge. We simplify the notation

by defining:

VµνC =

∫∫∫

∞
dr⃗ µ(r⃗)ν(r⃗)

qC∣∣∣r⃗ − C⃗
∣∣∣

(15)

Vµν =

Npoint−charge∑

C

VµνC (16)
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The base case, where both µ(r⃗) and ν(r⃗) are s-orbitals (⃗i = j⃗ = 0⃗), is:

VssC = qCCµCνe
− ab

a+b |A⃗−B⃗|2
∫∫∫

∞
dr⃗ e−p|r⃗−P⃗ |2 1∣∣∣r⃗ − C⃗

∣∣∣

= qCCµCνe
− ab

a+b |A⃗−B⃗|2 2π

p
F0

(
p
∣∣∣P⃗ − C⃗

∣∣∣
2
)

(17)

The three-dimensional integral over r⃗ is reduced to the Boys function Fm(x) form,63 defined

as a simple one-dimensional integral:

Fm(x) =

∫ 1

0

dt t2me−xt2 (18)

Boys functions are evaluated numerically using interpolation and downward recursion.64,65

For the general case with µ(r⃗) and/or ν(r⃗) of arbitrary angular momentum indices, the

Hermite Gaussian form of the pair (equation 9) is applied, and equation 15 reduces to

VµνC = qCCµCν


 ∏

τ∈{x,y,z}

iτ+jτ∑

tτ=0

Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ

(
∂

∂Pτ

)tτ


 2π

p
F0

(
p
∣∣∣P⃗ − C⃗

∣∣∣
2
)

(19)

In the McMurchie-Davidson formalism, in order to carry out the derivatives, one intro-

duces auxiliary integrals Rm
tx,ty ,tz as derivatives of Boys functions:

Rm
tx,ty ,tz

(
p, L⃗

)
=

(
∂

∂Lx

)tx ( ∂

∂Ly

)ty ( ∂

∂Lz

)tz (
(−2p)mFm

(
αp

∣∣∣L⃗
∣∣∣
2
))

(20)
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The recurrence relationship for Rm
tx,ty ,tz is:62

Rm
tx+1,ty ,tz

(
p, L⃗

)
= txR

m+1
tx−1,ty ,tz

(
p, L⃗

)
+ LxR

m+1
tx,ty ,tz

(
p, L⃗

)
(21)

Rm
tx,ty+1,tz

(
p, L⃗

)
= tyR

m+1
tx,ty−1,tz

(
p, L⃗

)
+ LyR

m+1
tx,ty ,tz

(
p, L⃗

)
(22)

Rm
tx,ty ,tz+1

(
p, L⃗

)
= tzR

m+1
tx,ty ,tz−1

(
p, L⃗

)
+ LzR

m+1
tx,ty ,tz

(
p, L⃗

)
(23)

Rm
0,0,0

(
p, L⃗

)
= (−2p)mFm

(
p
∣∣∣L⃗
∣∣∣
2
)

(24)

Rm
tx,ty ,tz

(
p, L⃗

)
= 0 if tx < 0 or ty < 0 or tz < 0 (25)

With the help of these auxiliary integrals, equation 19 reduces to:

VµνC = qCCµCν
2π

p

ix+jx∑

tx=0

Eix,jx
tx,x

iy+jy∑

ty=0

E
iy ,jy
ty ,y

iz+jz∑

tz=0

Eiz ,jz
tz ,z R0

tx,ty ,tz

(
p, P⃗ − C⃗

)
(26)

2.5 Electron repulsion integral

The integrals considered so far only involve two atomic orbitals. Modeling electron-electron

repulsion however necessitates integration over four atomic orbitals and the evaluation of

the associated integrals is formally the most computationally intensive part of the SCF

procedure. The general ERI is defined as:

(µν|λσ) =

∫∫∫

∞
dr⃗1

∫∫∫

∞
dr⃗2 µ(r⃗1; i⃗, a, A⃗)ν(r⃗1; j⃗, b, B⃗)

1

|r⃗1 − r⃗2|
λ(r⃗2; k⃗, c, C⃗)σ(r⃗2; l⃗, d, D⃗)

(27)

Here we label the four pGTOs µ(r⃗; i⃗, a, A⃗), ν(r⃗; j⃗, b, B⃗), λ(r⃗; k⃗, c, C⃗) and σ(r⃗; l⃗, d, D⃗); with

centers A⃗, B⃗, C⃗, D⃗, exponents a, b, c, d and angular momentum indices i⃗, j⃗, k⃗, l⃗, respectively.

The pair distribution corresponding to the first electron (“bra”) is µ(r⃗1)ν(r⃗1) and λ(r⃗2)σ(r⃗2)

for the second electron (“ket”). These distributions have pair centers P⃗ = aA⃗+bB⃗
a+b

and Q⃗ =

cC⃗+dD⃗
c+d

, and pair exponents p = a + b and q = c + d, respectively.

Similar to the nuclear attraction integral, we start from the base case where all four
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pGTOs are s-orbitals:

(ss|ss) =CµCνCλCσe
− ab

a+b |A⃗−B⃗|2e− cd
c+d |C⃗−D⃗|2

∫∫∫

∞
dr⃗1

∫∫∫

∞
dr⃗2 e−p|r⃗1−P⃗ |2e−q|r⃗2−Q⃗|2 1

|r⃗1 − r⃗2|

=CµCνCλCσe
− ab

a+b |A⃗−B⃗|2e− cd
c+d |C⃗−D⃗|2 2π5/2

pq
√
p + q

F0

(
pq

p + q

∣∣∣P⃗ − Q⃗
∣∣∣
2
)

(28)

The six dimensional integral over r⃗1 and r⃗2 again reduces to a Boys function form. For the

general case, we have:

(µν|λσ) =CµCνCλCσ

 ∏

τ∈{x,y,z}

iτ+jτ∑

tτ=0

Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ (Aτ , Bτ , p)

(
∂

∂Pτ

)tτ





 ∏

τ∈{x,y,z}

kτ+lτ∑

sτ=0

Ekτ ,lτ
sτ ,τ (Cτ , Dτ , q)

(
∂

∂Qτ

)sτ




2π5/2

pq
√
p + q

F0

(
pq

p + q

∣∣∣P⃗ − Q⃗
∣∣∣
2
)

(29)

In this equation we use parameters A⃗, B⃗, p and C⃗, D⃗, q to distinguish Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ for the two

electrons. We can further reduce this to the auxiliary integral form:

(µν|λσ) =CµCνCλCσ

ix+jx∑

tx=0

Eix,jx
tx,x (Ax, Bx, p)

iy+jy∑

ty=0

E
iy ,jy
ty ,y (Ay, By, p)

iz+jz∑

tz=0

Eiz ,jz
tz ,z (Az, Bz, p)

kx+lx∑

sx=0

Ekx,lx
sx,x (Cx, Dx, p)

ky+ly∑

sy=0

Eky ,ly
sy ,y (Cy, Dy, p)

kz+lz∑

sz=0

Ekz ,lz
sz ,z (Cz, Dz, p)

(−1)sx+sy+sz
2π5/2

pq
√
p + q

R0
tx+sx,ty+sy ,tz+sz

(
pq

p + q
, P⃗ − Q⃗

)
(30)

which is the fully-specified formula used for ERI evaluation. However, for simplicity, we
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subsequently abbreviate this formula as:

(µν|λσ) =
∑

P

Eµν
P

∑

Q

Eλσ
Q RPQ (31)

where the summation over t⃗ and s⃗ is implied by summation over P and Q, the E terms

on each side have been combined, and we use RPQ to represent the auxiliary integral with

prefactors.

Range-separated hybrid density functionals66–69 also require the following long-range ERI:

(
µν

∣∣∣∣
erf(ωr)

r

∣∣∣∣λσ
)

=

∫∫∫

∞
dr⃗1

∫∫∫

∞
dr⃗2 µ(r⃗1)ν(r⃗1)

erf(ω |r⃗1 − r⃗2|)
|r⃗1 − r⃗2|

λ(r⃗2)σ(r⃗2) (32)

where the error function erf(x) interpolates between no repulsion at short interelectronic

separation to full repulsion at long range. The full derivation is rather complicated, and we

therefore only show the final expression for this long-range ERI:70,71

(
µν

∣∣∣∣
erf(ωr)

r

∣∣∣∣λσ
)

=CµCνCλCσ

ix+jx∑

tx=0

Eix,jx
tx,x (Ax, Bx, p)

iy+jy∑

ty=0

E
iy ,jy
ty ,y (Ay, By, p)

iz+jz∑

tz=0

Eiz ,jz
tz ,z (Az, Bz, p)

kx+lx∑

sx=0

Ekx,lx
sx,x (Cx, Dx, p)

ky+ly∑

sy=0

Eky ,ly
sy ,y (Cy, Dy, p)

kz+lz∑

sz=0

Ekz ,lz
sz ,z (Cz, Dz, p)

(−1)sx+sy+sz
2π5/2ω

pq
√
pq + pω2 + qω2

R0
tx+sx,ty+sy ,tz+sz

(
pqω2

pq + pω2 + qω2
, P⃗ − Q⃗

)

(33)

This is quite similar to the expression for standard ERIs (only the prefactor and the input

argument to auxiliary integrals Rm
tx,ty ,tz are different) and will therefore be treated in a similar

manner in the implementation.

In most SCF implementations, the 4-index tensor (µν|λσ) is never built explicitly, but

ERIs are instead used to construct the Coulomb (classical electron-electron repulsion) and
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HF exchange matrices.72 The Coulomb matrix J is defined as:

Jµν =
∑

λσ

(µν|λσ)Dλσ (34)

in terms of the density matrix D. In order to accelerate the routine for high angular momen-

tum cases, we apply equation 31 and reorder the summation following the the celebrated “J

Engine” algorithm:13,15,73–76

Jµν =
∑

P

Eµν
P

∑

Q

RPQ

∑

λσ

Eλσ
Q Dλσ (35)

Equation 35 suggests splitting the evaluation of Jµν into three substeps: first transform

the density matrix D from the Cartesian Gaussian basis into the Hermite Gaussian basis

(summation over λσ), then compute the auxiliary integral and obtain J in the Hermite

Gaussian basis (summation over Q), and finally convert the J matrix from the Hermite

Gaussian basis back to the Cartesian Gaussian basis (summation over P ). Implementing

Equation 35 in this way reduces both run time and compilation time, and has the added

bonus of making the program more modular.

The HF exchange matrix K is defined as

Kµλ =
∑

νσ

(µν|λσ)Dνσ (36)

Unfortunately, the summation in K computation cannot be split into substeps similar to J:

Kµλ =
∑

P

∑

Q

∑

νσ

Eµν
P RPQE

λσ
Q Dνσ (37)

As a result, K computation requires performing six summations (three summations each

for both P and Q from three cartesian directions) in one step, and as a result is generally

considerably more expensive than J computation.
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2.6 Exchange-correlation integral

Most Kohn-Sham DFT functionals require evaluation of local exchange-correlation integrals.

Within the generalized gradient approximation (GGA), the general forms of the relevant

integrals are:

V XC,0
µν =

∫∫∫

∞
dr⃗

∂εXC

∂ρ
(ρ(r⃗), ∇⃗ρ(r⃗))µ(r⃗)ν(r⃗) (38)

V XC,1
µν =

∫∫∫

∞
dr⃗

∂εXC

∂(∇⃗ρ)
(ρ(r⃗), ∇⃗ρ(r⃗)) · ∇⃗(µ(r⃗)ν(r⃗)) (39)

which are computed numerically as a weighted sum over grid points:

V XC,0
µν ≈

Ngrid∑

g

wg
∂εXC

∂ρ
(ρ(r⃗g), ∇⃗ρ(r⃗g))µ(r⃗g)ν(r⃗g) (40)

V XC,1
µν ≈

Ngrid∑

g

wg
∂εXC

∂(∇⃗ρ)
(ρ(r⃗g), ∇⃗ρ(r⃗g)) · ∇⃗(µ(r⃗g)ν(r⃗g)) (41)

where the electron density and its gradient at each point are obtained as

ρ(r⃗) =

nAO∑

µν

Dµνµ(r⃗)ν(r⃗) (42)

∇⃗ρ(r⃗) =

nAO∑

µν

Dµν∇⃗(µ(r⃗)ν(r⃗)) (43)

and the exchange-correlation potentials
∂εXC

∂ρ
(ρ(r⃗), ∇⃗ρ(r⃗)) and

∂εXC

∂(∇⃗ρ)
(ρ(r⃗), ∇⃗ρ(r⃗)) depend

only on the density and its gradient at each grid point.37,77–87 The procedure to evaluate

the exchange-correlation integral is: (1) a molecular grid is introduced, (2) the electron

density is evaluated on each grid point, (3) the exchange-correlation term is evaluated on

each grid point, and (4) for each pair of GTOs, a summation over grid points of the exchange-

correlation potential is carried out.

In both equations 40 and 42, the pair distribution value at a grid point µ(r⃗g)ν(r⃗g) is
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needed, and we can use the definition in equation 3 to compute it. In both equation 41 and

43, the derivative of pair distribution value at a grid point ∇⃗(µ(r⃗g)ν(r⃗g)) is needed. Here

we show the derivative along x-direction (the derivatives along y and z can be obtained by

permutation symmetry):

∂

∂x
µ(r⃗)ν(r⃗) =CµCν

(
−2p(x− Px)(x− Ax)ix(x−Bx)jx

+ix(x− Ax)ix−1(x−Bx)jx + jx(x− Ax)ix(x−Bx)jx−1
)

(y − Ay)
iy(y −By)

jy(z − Az)
iz(z −Bz)

jze−
ab
a+b |A⃗−B⃗|2e−p|r⃗−P⃗ |2 (44)

2.7 Spatial derivatives of integrals

In order to perform geometry optimizations or dynamics simulations, we require derivatives

of the energy with respect to atomic positions.77,88,89 This necessitates knowledge of the

derivatives of all the integrals listed above with respect to atomic center locations A⃗, B⃗, C⃗

and D⃗. The relevant formulae are provided in supporting information, as the equations are

rather long.

3 Implementation

3.1 Equation generation

The McMurchie-Davidson scheme splits the integral evaluation into three parts: formation of

transformation coefficients Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ , formation of auxiliary integrals R0

tx,ty ,tz , and combination

of Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ and R0

tx,ty ,tz terms to form the integrals.

We generate the equations for each of the relevant Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ and R0

tx,ty ,tz terms by carrying out

the recurrence relationship with SymPy90 symbolic math tools. Every term recurs down to

the base case and no intermediate recursion terms are saved. We thereby avoid searching for

shared intermediates, unlike many previous ERI algorithms.41,42,58,91,92 The fully expanded
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Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ terms have only P⃗−A⃗, P⃗−B⃗, 1

2p
as inputs, and e−

ab
a+b |A⃗−B⃗|2 as a overall prefactor. The

fully expanded R0
tx,ty ,tz

(
p, L⃗

)
terms require p, L⃗ and the Boys function values Fm

(
p
∣∣∣L⃗
∣∣∣
2
)

as

inputs (m ranges from 0 to the sum of angular momentum indices l = ix+iy+iz +jx+jy+jz,

so l + 1 Boys function values are needed).

For computing the Coulomb matrix J, we separate the computation of Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ and R0

tx,ty ,tz

terms are separated, as shown in equation 35, and so no additional terms need to be gener-

ated.

For overlap, electron kinetic energy and nuclear attraction integrals, we substitute the

expression of Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ terms into the integral equations 11, 13 and 26 to obtain a set of messy

“final” equations. Without further simplification, these equations require a large number of

unnecessary floating point operations (flops) to evaluate, because they have many subexpres-

sions that show up more than once. We use the common subexpression elimination (CSE)

routine93,94 from SymPy to extract these subexpressions and reduce the amount of repeated

floating point operations. As will be mentioned in the performance section, a full CSE does

not always yield the best performance, and might need to be partially “reversed”. It is also

important to point out that, given the limited performance of SymPy, we use python strings

to represent the equations during most equation manipulation steps, and only carry out a

few SymPy simplification operations and CSE at the end.

For computing the HF exchange matrix K, we are not able to fully expand the six sum-

mations over three P and three Q indices in equation 37 because it makes the equation

too long to be handled by SymPy functions or the CUDA compiler. We instead make each

term in P and Q summation a separate equation (leaving the summation over λ and σ), and

substitute the Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ terms with their expanded forms. A CSE on these split equations is

expensive, and preliminary testing showed no performance improvement for either compila-

tion time or run time. Therefore, no CSE is therefore performed for K construction in our

final implementation.
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3.2 Data structure

Pair distributions of pGTOs are the basic data structure used in all TeraChem integral

routines. Once the basis set and geometry is defined, we compute a list of all pGTO pairs

and sort them by |(µν|µν)|1/2, in order to implement screening by the ERI Cauchy-Schwarz

inequality:

|(µν|λσ)| ≤ |(µν|µν)|1/2 |(λσ|λσ)|1/2 (45)

Pairs with |(µν|µν)|1/2 smaller than a pair threshold (PQTHRE) are discarded. For a suffi-

ciently large system and a given pair threshold, the number of significant pGTO pairs only

scales as O(N) with system size N .

For orbitals with nonzero angular momentum, the pGTOs from the same shell with

the same exponent but different angular momentum indices (the px, py and pz orbitals, for

example) are usually grouped together, both because of the reduced amount of storage,

and because of the shared intermediates in the integrals involved (Vspx , Vspy and Vspz for

example). TeraChem stores these pGTOs as one primitive shell pair, referring to more than

one pGTO. For example, a PP type primitive shell pair contains 3×3 = 9 pGTO pairs. The

current implementation of TeraChem stores 10 lists of primitive shell pairs with different

angular momentum combinations (SS, SP, ..., FF), exploiting the permutation symmetry of

the pairs. When implementing integrals, we also prepare individual integral routines for each

angular momentum combination, for example VSS, VSP and VPP , and each of these functions

handles all pGTO pairs in the corresponding primitive shell pair.

In order to better support this angular pair data structure, TeraChem stores atomic

orbitals with angular momentum as the leading order, instead of the popular choice of having

the atomic center index as leading order, which is used in most other programs.95,96 As a

result, the Fock matrix and density matrix are easily separable into angular pair segments.

For instance, given a system with only s and p orbitals, we can separate the AO basis density
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matrix into 4 submatrices, with the SS and PP blocks on diagonal and SP and PS blocks as

off-diagonals. Therefore, we only need to go through the block corresponding to a particular

angular pair while accessing that pair for ERI computation.

3.3 GPU acceleration of one-electron integrals

The overlap and electron kinetic integrals are computationally inexpensive and are computed

only once per HF/DFT calculation. These integrals therefore are not accelerated on the GPU

but are computed on the CPU.

The nuclear attraction integral is also computed only once per HF/DFT calculation.

However this involves Boys function evaluations and has a formal scaling of O(N3). We

therefore implement it on GPUs by assigning one primitive shell pair to one GPU thread,

and having every thread loop through all point charges to form the summation in equation

16. In order to avoid random memory access problems on GPUs, we store the integral

evaluation result in the same order as the sorted primitive shell pairs and accumulate them

to the Fock matrix only after copying the data back to host memory.

3.4 GPU acceleration of Coulomb and exchange matrices

The Coulomb (J) and HF exchange (K) matrices are rebuilt each SCF iteration and therefore

account for most of the computation cost during a SCF procedure. GPU acceleration of

these routines has consequently attracted considerable attention.11–15,38–42,44–46,57,97–106 Here

we briefly describe our GPU-accelerated implementation.

3.4.1 Coulomb matrix

Not all operations for J matrix construction are performed on the GPU, as we find better

performance if we transform between Cartesian Gaussians and Hermite Gaussians for both

density matrix D (“preprocessing”) and Coulomb matrix J (“postprocessing”) on the CPU,

placing only the auxiliary integral computation on GPU. This approach reduces repeated
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computation. For example, the (ss|pp) and (sp|pp) integrals share the same list of ket shell

pairs and thus the same list of Hermite density matrix elements. We compute the Hermite

density for each list of primitive shell pairs once before any auxiliary integral GPU kernel

function call, and copy all of them to the GPU, which will be used as an input to auxiliary

integral calls. For the Hermite J output from the auxiliary integral calls, we allocate GPU

memory for each GPU function call to avoid atomic addition operations on the GPU. But on

the host side we only store one copy of Hermite J matrix elements, whose size is the number

of bra pairs (in Hermite Gaussian basis, which requires more space than Cartesian Gaussian

basis). When one of the GPU auxiliary integral calls finishes, the result is accumulated to

the CPU copy of Hermite J under lock protection (i.e., as an atomic operation). Once all

auxiliary integral calls finish, the accumulated J matrix in the Hermite Gaussian basis is

transformed to the Cartesian Gaussian basis and summed into the Fock matrix. Similar to

the density transformation (where CPU-based preprocessing saves work for integrals with

shared ket pairs), this CPU-based postprocessing algorithm for J transformation saves work

for integrals with shared bra pairs, like (ss|pp) and (ss|sp) integrals.

The auxiliary integrals for Coulomb matrix are grouped into angular momentum pair

combinations, like (ss|ss) and (ss|sp), and in theory one GPU kernel function should be

implemented for each 4-index combination. However, given the 8-fold symmetry relationship

of ERIs with real basis functions:

(µν|λσ) = (νµ|λσ)

(µν|λσ) = (µν|σλ)

(µν|λσ) = (λσ|µν) (46)

only the angular momentum pair combination with Lµ ≤ Lν and Lλ ≤ Lσ is unique and

requires a GPU kernel function (where Lµ is the angular momentum of the shell µ, etc.).

The bra-ket symmetry (last equation in equation 46) cannot be exploited in the Coulomb
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matrix auxiliary integral kernel, because ket pairs share indices with D and bra pairs share

indices with J. As a result, we have 100 GPU kernel functions for Coulomb matrix auxiliary

integrals (10 bra angular pairs × 10 ket angular pairs). In order to support calculations with

dynamic precision,97 we generate separate kernel functions for single and double precision

floating point numbers. Therefore, a total of 200 GPU kernel functions are generated for J

construction.

Bra 
pairs

Ket pairs

Grid 
1

Hermite 
matrix

Grid 
2

Figure 1: Demonstration of J matrix auxiliary integral GPU kernel execution. Here we use
green boxes to represent thread blocks (shown as size 2 × 2 for simplicity), and black boxes
to represent the bra and ket pairs. The bra pairs are split into two grids. Each thread
block will iterate through all ket pairs, fetching the ket pair and Hermite density inputs and
computing the Hermite J matrix, until it reaches the end of ket pair list, or the upper-bound
value of the whole thread block falls below a threshold (represented by the red line). Once
done iterating through ket pairs, the thread block will perform a internal summation along
ket direction, and place the result back onto GPU memory.

Fig. 1 illustrates the GPU algorithm for auxiliary integrals: the threads in every GPU

kernel are grouped into 8×8 thread blocks, where the x and y index of the thread represents

the bra and ket indices of the integral. We allocate enough thread blocks (
⌈
nbra

8

⌉
) to cover all

bra primitive shell pairs, and if the number of bra pairs of an angular momentum combination

is larger than the GPU thread capacity, we will split the bra pair list into smaller sub-lists,

and assign one grid of thread blocks for each sub-list of bra pairs. The grids can be launched
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in parallel on multiple GPUs, or sequentially on one GPU. Each thread block will iterate

through ket pairs, as illustrated in Fig. 1. At the beginning of the iterations, each thread

will load its bra pair information according to its thread index, including the pair center

location P⃗ , pair exponent p, coefficient CµCν and Cauchy-Schwarz upper-bound boundµν . In

each iteration, each thread will load its ket pair information, including Q⃗, q, CλCσ, boundλσ,

together with the Hermite density Dtxtytz , and the maximum absolute value of density matrix

element as a density bound value boundDλσ
. For nonzero angular momentum cases, one ket

primitive shell pair maps to more than one density matrix element, for example, the PD

primitive shell pair will map to 18 density matrix elements (corresponding to the three p

orbitals and six Cartesian d orbitals), and we compute the max absolute value of the set to

determine the cutoff. In every iteration, once the ket bound is fetched, we check if the total

upper-bound is above the threshold (THRECL):

boundµνboundλσboundDλσ
= |(µν|µν)|1/2 |(λσ|λσ)|1/2 max(|Dλσ|) ≥ THRECL (47)

If the condition above is not satisfied for one thread, the thread will ignore this ket pair,

neither fetching other ket data or Hermite density, nor performing any further evaluation.

However, because of the strong synchronization implementation of CUDA, if other threads

in the same thread block are working on significant elements, the thread with no work has

to wait. In order to minimize this effect, we re-sort the list of ket pairs by the product

of boundλσ and boundDλσ
for every SCF iteration, before the J matrix construction. As

a result, in all following iterations, this thread will only see ket pairs with smaller overall

bounds and will drop all of them. Once the whole thread block has the total upper-bound

below threshold, the iteration for this thread block will stop. Each thread will accumulate

the Hermite J matrix element into its local register. Once the whole thread block finishes the

iteration, the threads with the same x index (bra index) will collectively sum their Hermite

J value, which provides the Hermite J summation over all ket pairs. This value is written
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back to GPU memory, copied back to CPU memory, and handled by the postprocessing

CPU logic mentioned above.

3.4.2 Exchange matrix

K construction is more complicated because of the index mismatch between the bra ket pair

and input (D) output (K) pair. As a consequence, we cannot easily predict which density

matrix or K matrix element to access given the list of bra and ket pairs. This seems to

require storing the whole density matrix and the whole K matrix of a particular angular

pair in GPU memory [for example, when computing (sp|sp) integrals, we need to store the

PP segment of the D matrix and SS segment of the K matrix], and to access both of them

in a random memory access pattern, given that the sorted µν pairs do not preserve the order

of µ or ν indices.

In order to minimize the GPU memory usage and amount of uncoalesced memory access,

we redesign the pair data structure as follows: we first sort the pair list µν with the µ index

as leading order, and the upper-bound value (boundµν) as secondary order. This new pair

data structure groups the 4-index integrals (µν|λσ) into regions with the same µ and λ

indices, and thus regions with the same Kµλ element, as demonstrated in Fig. 2. Then, for

every µ index, we check if the number of primitive shell pairs is a multiple of 8, and if not,

we pad with empty pairs (pairs with bound value of zero) until it is a multiple of 8. The

padding pattern guarantees that an 8 × 8 thread block can iterate through the Kµλ region

without worrying about boundaries.

In Fig. 2 we show the behavior of each thread block in GPU kernel: We allocate number

of blocks equal to number of bra µ indices times the number of ket λ indices. Each thread

block will first find its Kµλ region start location and size. It will then iterate through the

whole region. At each iteration, each thread will fetch the pair center location P⃗ , pair

exponent p, coefficient C and upper-bound for both bra and ket pairs, similar to the J

matrix auxiliary integral implementation. In addition, each thread will fetch the ν and σ
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Figure 2: Demonstration of exchange matrix K GPU kernel execution. We use green boxes
to represent thread blocks (of size 2×2), and black boxes to represent the bra and ket pairs.
We color the pairs according to µ and λ indices. The bra pairs are split into two grids. Each
thread block will find its Kµλ region and iterate through this region, by first moving along
the ket direction then bra direction. At each iteration, each thread will fetch the bra and
ket pairs, then fetch the density matrix element according to ν and σ indices, and compute
the K matrix element. If the whole thread block notices that the total bound of bra, ket
and density is below the threshold, it will jump to the next bra pair. In that case, the
iteration ends if it has never moved along ket direction. Each Kµλ region has a separate
cutoff, represented by the red lines. Once done iterating through the Kµλ region, the thread
block will perform an internal summation along both directions, and place the result back
onto GPU memory.

index from bra and ket correspondingly, and use that to compute a density matrix element

index. This index is unpredictable, so we require the whole density matrix of the angular

pair stored on GPU memory, and each thread has to access them in an uncoalesced fashion.

In order to minimize the need for this expensive density fetching, we perform the cutoff of

bra and ket pair first, i.e. if the bra and ket upper-bound product is already too small, we

avoid fetching the density. We also pre-compute and save the density bound (boundDνσ) of

each νσ primitive shell pair (in the same way as described in J matrix build) as a single-

precision floating point number, so as to minimize the amount of density fetching if its value

is small. It is important to notice that cutoff will happen independently in each Kµλ region,
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indicated by different background color in Fig. 2. If the total bound is greater than the

threshold (equation 47), the ERI is computed according to equation 30. Once the thread

block finishes its iterations, it will sum the Kµλ value of all 64 threads, and store them in

the GPU memory. Since the output index depends only on block index (which is coupled

to µ and λ index), we can allocate only the necessary GPU memory, and fill the output in

an ordered fashion. Although this is unfortunately not “coalesced” access because only one

thread in a warp will write to the output, the algorithm does minimize K matrix output

memory access. The K matrix elements are then copied back to the CPU, reordered and

summed into the Fock matrix.

Block 
0,4

Block 
0,3

Block 
0,2

Block 
0,1

Block 
0,0

Block 
1,4

Block 
1,3

Block 
1,2

Block 
1,1

Block 
1,0

Block 
2,4

Block 
2,3

Block 
2,2

Block 
2,1

Block 
2,0

Block 
0,4

Block 
0,3

Block 
0,2

Block 
0,1

Block 
0,0

Block
1,4

Block
1,3

Block
1,2

Block
1,1

Block 
2,4

Block 
2,3

Block 
2,2

Block
2,0

Block
2,1

Block 
1,0

110.5

10.50

0.500

matrix 
output scale

Figure 3: The block index remapping pattern for K matrix GPU kernel with same angular
pair for bra and ket. Here we show an example with 5 µ or λ indices. For each diagonal
block after remap, we also show the K matrix output scaling factors for a (pν|pν) kernel,
where we halve the diagonal elements and zero the lower triangular elements. Other angular
index combinations are similarly scaled.

The K matrix kernel described above works properly if the bra angular pair is different

from ket angular pair (for example (ss|sp) kernel). If they are the same (for example (sp|sp)

kernel), we have to take care to avoid double counting. To avoid that, we remap the block

indices of each thread block according to Fig. 3, so that only the upper-triangular part of

the ERI region is accessed. If the remapped block index is on the diagonal, we permit the

double counting, but scale the K matrix result by half (see Fig. 3) before storing it back to
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GPU memory.

For K matrix computation, we can only exploit the last symmetry in the 8-fold symmetry

relationship (equation 46), and that requires us to generate a far larger number of GPU kernel

functions than Coulomb matrix auxiliary integral kernels. We order all 16 unsymmetrized

angular pairs (SS < SP < SD < SF < PS < ... < FF ) and generate kernels for each

combination of two angular pairs, if the bra angular pair is less than or equal to the ket

angular pair. This results in 136 kernels each for single and double precision.

We note that we have the choice to perform the transformation coefficient Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ compu-

tation on CPU and copy it to GPU memory (as done for the J matrix), or just compute them

on GPU. The benefit of saving repeated work by pre-computing Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ terms on CPU is still

valid for K matrix evaluation. However, it comes with an increased memory transfer cost.

Our tests indicated that, for current GPU architectures, runtime is decreased by computing

Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ terms on the GPU. We believe this is because the Eiτ ,jτ

tτ ,τ computation can be performed

while the thread is waiting to fetch the density matrix elements. However, placing the Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ

transformation in the GPU kernels does significantly increase the CUDA compilation time.

Another implementation detail worth mentioning is that lengthy kernel functions are

expensive both in compile time and run time. For high angular momentum integrals, like

(ff |ff), lengthy kernels are unavoidable because of the complicated integral equations.

However, we can relax this problem by splitting the output K matrix elements belonging to

the same primitive shell pair into more than one kernel. For example in the (fd|fd) exchange

matrix kernel function, the Kµλ output refers to a FF type shell pair, which maps to 100 pair

components (fxyzfxyz, fxyzfx2y, ..., fz3fz3) in the K matrix. We split each output element into

a separate kernel function, and thereby utilize 100 smaller kernel functions instead of one big

kernel function. Many intermediates, including the Boys functions and some auxiliary inte-

grals, will be recomputed in these split kernel functions. Nevertheless, we observe decreased

runtime by splitting the kernel. This splitting decreases the local memory requirements for

each of the kernels, while increasing the number of floating point operations (because many
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intermediates are being recomputed). It is difficult to suggest well-defined criteria for kernel

splitting (especially for small kernels) since the avaliable register and cache is different for

each type of GPU. A fully automated empirical testing could be considered here, as pre-

viously done for linear algebra107 (ATLAS) and fast Fourier transforms108 (FFTW), and

for GPU-accelerated effective core potential integrals109 and ERI algorithms57 in quantum

chemistry. For now, we content ourselves with a simple rough guideline. On an NVIDIA

RTX 4090 GPU, we found that limiting the number of equations for each kernel to at most

4000 (if possible, otherwise split as much as possible), the run time is roughly optimized for

a photoactive yellow protein (PYP) system (QM region 5110 with 723 atoms, HF/cc-pVDZ

with 7333 basis functions).

3.5 GPU acceleration of exchange-correlation integral

It is interesting to point out that, even for a system with more than 5000 basis functions, the

numerical evaluation of the exchange-correlation integrals, despite a smaller formal scaling

of O(N3), has a big prefactor that makes the run time comparable to the HF exchange

matrix computation. This is a consequence of the large number of grid points necessary for

accurate local exchange-correlation quadrature.79–87 We therefore also describe our GPU-

accelerated algorithm of evaluating densities and density gradients on grid points and eval-

uating exchange-correlation integrals by summing over grid point values. The exchange-

correlation term evaluation on each grid point scales linearly with molecular size and takes

negligible amount of run time, so CPU parallel execution is sufficient and we do not use the

GPU for this part of the computation.

When computing the density value on each grid point, we assign one grid point to each

GPU thread, and each thread will iterate through the list of primitive shell pairs and sum

the pair value according to equation 42 and 43. In order to accelerate the operation, we

assign each pair to each atomic center based on adjacency, meaning that we group together

all pairs whose pair center location P⃗ is closest to a particular atomic center. Given this data

25



structure, each thread will first loop through all atomic center, and if the center location is

too far away from the grid point location, then all pairs associated with this center will be

ignored. The pair groups make the cutoff logic more efficient.

When computing exchange-correlation integrals for each primitive shell pair, we assign

one pair to each GPU thread, and each thread iterates through all grid points and sums the

exchange-correlation term multiplied with the pair value, according to equation 40 and 41.

Since grid points can be very far from all atomic center locations, we instead partition the

bounding volume of all grid points into boxes with fixed size, and distribute each grid point

into the corresponding box. Each thread in the GPU kernel will loop through all boxes, and

if any grid point in the box is too far away from the pair center location, as determined by

|r⃗ − P⃗ |2 > 50 Bohr2 and p|r⃗ − P⃗ |2 > 100, then the whole box is ignored. It is important to

point out that the pair group and grid point box data structure does not reduce the scaling

of run time cost, and merely reduces the prefactor.

4 Performance

4.1 Self-Consistent Field Calculations

We present the run time per SCF iteration for hybrid DFT calculations on branched alkane

molecules with the 6-31G,114 cc-pVDZ47 and cc-pVTZ47 basis sets in Fig. 4, to demon-

strate the overall performance of our ERI and exchange-correlation integral implementation.

The largest calculation is on the C190H382 branched alkane with the cc-pVTZ basis (12380

basis functions, in total), for which a single B3LYP SCF iteration takes 851 s on average

with our TeraChem implementation on a single NVIDIA A100 GPU. The runtime scales

nearly quadratically with the number of atoms, indicating that the asymptotic cubic scaling

regime (arising from matrix diagonalizations) has not been attained. The cc-pVTZ calcu-

lations require roughly an order of magnitude (10-18×) more time per SCF iteration than

cc-pVDZ, while the number of basis functions grows by a factor of 2.6. We note that un-
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Figure 4: Run time per SCF iteration (averaged over all cycles) for B3LYP111,112 calculations
on branched alkanes, using one NVIDIA A100 GPU. We use the 6-31G113,114 (s and p orbitals
only), cc-pVDZ47 (s, p and d orbitals) and cc-pVTZ47 (s, p, d and f orbitals) basis sets. The
scaling of run time with respect to the number of basis functions (nAO) is O(n2.1

AO) for the
B3LYP/cc-pVTZ calculation, O(n1.9

AO) for the B3LYP/cc-pVDZ calculation and O(n1.7
AO) for

the B3LYP/6-31G calculation.

less mentioned otherwise, we utilized the “optimized-segmented” version of the cc-pVDZ

and cc-pVTZ basis sets throughout this work, which span the same single-particle space

as the original formulation47 while being far more computationally efficient due to removal

of redundant primitive Gaussians.115,116 Other software packages like Gaussian117 and Q-

Chem43 use these optimized-segmented formulations as default when Dunning basis sets are

requested. We also do not include the timings for the first SCF iteration in the average SCF

iteration times reported in Fig. 4 or subsequent analysis, as the local character of the guess

density matrix obtained from the superposition of atomic densities118 leads to an atypically

low computation time for this initial step. Our output files and the associated basis set files

are provided in a Zenodo repository,119 for further perusal by interested readers.

In Fig. 5 we show the component distribution of every SCF iteration for the branched

alkane calculations with the cc-pVDZ and cc-pVTZ basis sets. As the number of basis

functions increases, the HF exchange calculation increasingly dominates the run time, while

the relative contribution of local DFT exchange correlation integral evaluation decreases
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Figure 5: Distribution of SCF iteration run time components (averaged over all cycles)
for B3LYP/cc-pVDZ (left) and B3LYP/cc-pVTZ (right) calculations on branched alkanes,
using one NVIDIA A100 GPU. The “rest” part includes the matrix operations, such as the
eigenvalue decomposition of Fock matrix.

significantly. The proportion of the total runtime required for HF exchange evaluation is

much larger for the cc-pVTZ basis than cc-pVDZ, as expected.

Table 1: Run time per SCF iteration (averaged over all cycles) for B3LYP/cc-pVDZ and
B3LYP/cc-pVTZ calculations on several organic molecules, compared between the present
TeraChem implementation and BrianQC.57 A single NVIDIA A100 GPU was used for all
calculations. For BrianQC we only report the sum of the Coulomb, HF exchange, and
exchange-correlation computation times, which the program reports rounded to the nearest
second. The matrix linear algebra time per iteration, and other miscellaneous components
is therefore not included in the BrianQC timing.

Molecule Basis Set nAO TeraChem (s) BrianQC (s)

C46H94
cc-pVDZ 1160 3 12
cc-pVTZ 3020 44 153

C70H142
cc-pVDZ 1760 6 23
cc-pVTZ 4580 104 424

C94H190
cc-pVDZ 2360 11 41
cc-pVTZ 6140 203 915

fullerene
cc-pVDZ 900 2 4
cc-pVTZ 2100 45 88

taxol
cc-pVDZ 1160 2 5
cc-pVTZ 2870 34 90

valinomycin
cc-pVDZ 1620 4 17
cc-pVTZ 4080 65 193

We compare our results with the BrianQC backend (version 1.3.0)57 for Q-Chem (version
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6.0.1)43 in Table 1, which is another GPU-accelerated software that supports high angular

momentum basis functions. Here we only show the result on a NVIDIA A100 GPU, but

additional results on modern gaming GPUs like NVIDIA RTX 3090Ti and 4090 are in-

cluded in the supporting information. It is apparent that for sufficiently large systems, our

TeraChem implementation provides an overall faster performance (by roughly a factor of

2 − 4), even without utilizing TeraChem’s dynamic precision and dynamic grid algorithms

for acceleration. BrianQC and many other integral packages42,46 extensively focus on find-

ing GPU-accelerated algorithms for computing individual ERI elements. TeraChem however

also focuses heavily on the design of GPU-accelerated algorithms crafted for J and K matrix

construction for SCF calculations, where each kernel function performs more operations than

just elementary ERI evaluations. This permits better optimization of the SCF performance

as a whole. We hypothesize that BrianQC’s automated engine for selecting the best recur-

rence relations for each angular momentum combination of ERI and each type of GPU, in

combination with our kernel splitting scheme and J and K build algorithms, may potentially

lead to a more efficient electronic structure package.

Figure 6: Kernel run time distributions across SCF iterations for model organic (two
DNA CG base pairs, B3LYP/cc-pVTZ) and bioinorganic systems (protein 6UFA,120

PBE0121/def2-SVP122) on one NVIDIA A100 GPU. We split the run time first into Coulomb,
HF exchange and local DFT (including both the density and exchange-correlation matrix
element construction) parts, separated by black lines, then by the angular momentum, dis-
tinguished by color. The run time for a given angular momentum L is defined as the total
run time across all GPU kernels where max(Lµ, Lν , Lλ, Lσ) = L. The “functional” contribu-
tion (shown in dark gray) arises from the evaluation of exchange-correlation term on each
grid point, which is independent of angular momentum. The remaining time (“rest”, shown
in light gray) arises from data pre- and post-processing on CPU and linear algebra.
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It is also worthwhile to consider the distribution of compute times over kernels of different

angular momentum. In Fig. 6, we show the kernel run time distributions for both an organic

system (two cytosine-guanine base pairs from DNA) with B3LYP/cc-pVTZ basis and a zinc-

containing peptide with PBE0/def2-SVP. The model organic system has a large fraction of

f type atomic orbitals (22%), arising from the one set of f orbitals per second-period atom

like C, N, and O. The model bioinorganic system, on the other hand, only has one shell

of f type orbitals from the single Zn atom, resulting in only 0.2% of the total number of

AOs being of the f type. However, we find that f orbital kernels require a considerably

larger proportion of compute time in both cases, with the f type K evaluation kernels being

responsible for almost two thirds (66%) of the SCF iteration runtime for the organic system.

As a consequence, it is important to optimize the performance of all integral kernels of all

angular momentum combinations, regardless of the basis set composition.

We now turn our focus to individual kernels, directing most of our attention to the

nuclear attraction integrals as they are the most compute-bound kernels and there are no

cutoffs inside kernels to affect compute time. Given a fixed algorithm and data structure,

the only available degrees of freedom lie in the arrangement of equations, or more precisely,

the number of intermediate variables we generate for each equation. As mentioned in the

implementation section, we first obtained fully expanded equations for R0
txtytz (as a function

of P⃗ − C⃗ and Rm
000) and VµνC (as a function of 1

2p
, P⃗ − A⃗, P⃗ − B⃗, R0

txtytz and an accumu-

lated coefficient C = qCCµCνe
− ab

a+b
|A⃗−B⃗|2), and then performed CSE to obtain the maximum

number of intermediate variables. We then reduce the number of intermediate variables by

selecting the ones with simplest expression (by number of variables on the right hand side of

the equation), and merge them into other intermediate variables or final expressions. This

way we are able to systematically re-formulate an equation into a set of equations with dif-

ferent numbers of intermediate variables. We then measure the performance of each kernel,

with exactly the same functionality but different number of intermediates and thus different

compute unit/register/latency balance.
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Figure 7: The nuclear attraction integral evaluation time for PYP QM region 5, surrounded
by a large number of point charges (the rest of the protein and solvent water molecules, which
are modeled with the Amber protein force field123,124). The original47 (i.e. not optimized-
segemented) version of the cc-pVTZ basis was utilized, in order to maximize the number
of floating point operations. Full double precision is used in nuclear attraction integral
computation. The computation time is split into angular momentum pairs. Different points
on the same curve represent different numbers of intermediates in the generated equations.
We presented the number of multiplication operations in all intermediate and final equations
on the x-axis. The number of arithmetic operations required by a set of equations decreases
with increase in the number of intermediate variables. The “GPU theoretical performance”
line represents the minimal computation time possible for a given number of floating point
operations for the corresponding GPU.125

As shown in Fig. 7, in most nuclear attraction integral kernels, the run time increases

with the number of total multiplication operations, and thus decreases with number of

intermediate variables, because intermediate variables can reduce the amount of repeated

computation. So, for compute-bound kernels, it is always a good idea to perform a full CSE

to the integral equations. However, high angular momentum kernels like the DF and FF

kernels have too many intermediates, leading to the GPU kernel using up all registers and

the run time is no longer compute-bound.126 In such cases, fewer intermediates and more

repeated computation is more time efficient, as made evident by the DF and FF curve for

the NVIDIA A100 GPU in Fig. 7. Unfortunately the crossover between the two regimes

depends on the device features and compiler optimization, and it is not easily predictable.

For example, we observe a shallow local minimum in FF and DF kernel run times on A100,

while 4090 performance is improved significantly and monotonically with reduction of floating
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point operations. Optimal performance therefore requires an optimization task to obtain

the best number of intermediates for each type of integral kernel and each GPU model. We

consequently elect to do full CSE in our present implementation for the nuclear attraction

integrals, in order to minimize performance degradation on currently available GPU models.

For memory-bound kernels, for example all of the HF exchange matrix kernels, the room

for optimization by manipulating the equations is small, and saving no intermediates other

than the R0
txtytz terms yields best performance in most cases. There are also additional points

to consider about the K matrix GPU algorithm. As mentioned in the implementation section,

we choose to sort the µν pairs with µ as primary index, which results in minimized memory

access for K matrix output and regular amount of random memory access for density matrix

input. However there exists another choice: we can sort the µν pairs with ν as primary index,

and the algorithm will result in a minimized memory access for density matrix input and

regular amount of random memory access for K matrix output. The downside is that we need

to perform atomic addition for K matrix output, which is considerably more expensive than

the automatically supported atomic read operation. Not surprisingly, the overall performance

of the “inverted” algorithm is worse by about 29% on a PYP QM region 5 system (HF/cc-

pVDZ). However for some particular kernels (for example (sp|sd) and (sd|sd)) the compute

time is reduced by more than 50%, compared to the regular algorithm. We believe that the

“inverted” algorithm might be more efficient if the µ and λ angular momentum are small,

but this is not unambiguously clear and will be investigated further in future.

4.2 Coupled Cluster Singles and Doubles Calculations

The newly supported integrals over f type orbitals also enable the use of polarized triple zeta

basis sets with the GPU-accelerated coupled cluster (CC) methods already implemented in

TeraChem.17 This is particularly useful, as CC methods converge relatively slowly to the

complete basis set limit with increasing basis size128,129 as compared to HF/DFT.130 The

computational cost of the formally O(N6) scaling canonical CCSD method is dominated

32



5 10 15 20
number of H2O molecules

100

101

102

103

ru
n 

tim
e 

pe
r C

CS
D 

ite
ra

tio
n 

(s
)

CCSD on A100
cc-pVTZ
cc-pVDZ

5 10 15 20
number of H2O molecules

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

Sp
ee

du
p 

re
la

tiv
e 

to
 c

an
on

ica
l C

CS
D

CCSD/cc-pVTZ on A100
RR-CCSD
THC-RR-CCSD

Figure 8: Average iteration timings for canonical CCSD with the cc-pVDZ and cc-pVTZ
basis sets for the (H2O)5,(H2O)10,(H2O)15 and (H2O)20 water clusters (left) and speedups
compared to canonical CCSD with RR-CCSD, and THC-RR-CCSD for these water clusters
with the cc-pVTZ basis (right). All calculations were performed on a single A100 GPU. The
CC methods in TeraChem rely on Cholesky decomposition127 of the two-electron integrals,
for which a threshold of 10−4 EH was used. A rank reduction threshold of ϵ = 10−5 was
utilized for these calculations, which refers to the threshold imposed on eigenvalues of the
MP2 amplitudes used in construction of the low-rank projector in RR-CCSD and THC-RR-
CCSD. Geometries were taken from Ref 17.

by the storage and manipulation of the rank-four double excitations amplitude tensor tabij

(where a, b are unoccupied orbitals and i, j are occupied). This has led to efforts to develop

more computationally efficient formulations that exploit the sparsity of the tabij tensor.131–136

GPU accelerated algorithms for rank reduced18,19 (RR-) CCSD21 and tensor hypercontrac-

tion137–139 (THC-) based RR-CCSD20 had previously been implemented in TeraChem, with

the latter having a formal O(N4) scaling. Their performance can now be assessed for f

orbital containing basis sets.

The left panel of Fig. 8 shows timings for a single canonical CCSD iteration for four

water clusters of increasing size ((H2O)5,(H2O)10,(H2O)15 and (H2O)20) with the cc-pVDZ

(f function free) and cc-pVTZ (containing one set of f functions per O atom) basis sets.

We find that the largest canonical CCSD calculation ((H2O)20/cc-pVTZ) involves 1300 basis

functions and requires 5830 s per CCSD iteration (on average) on a single NVIDIA A100

GPU. RR-CCSD and THC-RR-CCSD significantly reduces the runtime, requiring 2220 s and
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768 s on average per iteration for (H2O)20/cc-pVTZ respectively. In general, RR-CCSD and

THC-RR-CCSD lead to significant speedups relative to canonical CCSD with the cc-pVTZ

basis (shown in the right panel of Fig. 8), while more modest acceleration is observed with

the cc-pVDZ basis set (∼ 2 or less, as shown in the supporting information). Overall, it

is quite feasible to carry out CCSD calculations with over a thousand basis functions with

TeraChem on a single modern GPU at present, with low rank approximations and multi-

GPU parallelization extending the domain of application even further, as will be explored in

a future work.

5 Applications

5.1 Nickel catalyzed N-N coupling

We took advantage of the newly added f orbital support in TeraChem to computationally

explore a recently reported route for Ni(I) catalyzed hydrazide synthesis by coupling an

amine to a hydroxamate.140 A mechanism was proposed in the experimental work,140 and

here we explore the feasibility of the key step of N-N bond formation between the amine

and a nitrene intermediate complexed to the active Ni(I) species (shown on the left in Fig.

9). Our calculations are in the gas phase, and utilize the D3(BJ)141,142 based version of the

ωB97X-V functional143 (henceforth referred to as ωB97X-D3(BJ)144) and the pcseg-1 basis

set.145 Optimization of the proposed nitrene intermediate and aniline (a representative amine

for this reaction) indicated the formation of a noncovalently bonded complex between them,

which we henceforth refer to as the ‘reactant’. A similar, noncovalently bonded complex

between the hydrazide product and the proposed Ni(I) catalyst was also found and will

be referred to as the ‘product’. We note that no structure with direct coordination of the

product hydrazide to the Ni center could be optimized, suggesting that the hydrazide may

directly dissociate from the Ni complex upon N-N bond formation, without the formation

of intermediate D in Ref 140.
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Figure 9: Computed mechanism for the coupling of aniline with nitrene to form hydrazide
with gas phase ωB97X-D3(BJ)/pcseg-1. The reaction is found to occur via H transfer fol-
lowed by N-N bond formation through radical substitution. The chemical structures for
the minimum energy configurations and the computed transition state (TS) geometries con-
necting them are depicted (the additional ligands on Ni were made semi-transparent in the
TS structures for visual clarity, full xyz files are provided in the supporting information).
Free energies in kcal/mol, relative to the reactant, are also shown (the italicized values in
parentheses correspond to calculations where the f type basis functions on Ni in pcseg-1 were
removed).

The nature of the pathway between the reactant and product complexes is more inter-

esting as both N-N bond formation and H transfer occur between the amine and the nitrene.

Nudged elastic band (NEB)146–149 calculations between the two structures indicate that this

is not a concerted process, but rather the amine first donates a H atom to the nitrene to

become an amino radical, which subsequently undergoes a radical substitution reaction at
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former nitrene site to form the hydrazide and release the active form of the Ni(I) catalyst.

Optimization of the transition state for the first step (H transfer) yields a free energy bar-

rier of 16.4 kcal/mol with the ωB97X-D3(BJ)/pcseg-1 model chemistry at 300 K (nuclear

contributions to the free energy were modeled with the rigid rotor and harmonic oscillator

approximations). The second step of N-N bond formation via radical substitution however

appears to have an unfeasibly high barrier of 34.8 kcal/mol, which should not lead to appre-

ciable product formation at room temperature on the timescale of a few hours. We notice

that the transition state found by ωB97X-D3(BJ)/pcseg-1 for the second step is heavily

spin contaminated (having an ⟨S2⟩ = 1.26 vs the ideal value of 0.75 for a doublet). This

is likely a consequence of the transfer of the spin localization site from the N atom on the

amino radical to the Ni atom in the final product. The large level of spin contamination

suggests nontrivial multireference character for this structure (which resembles intermediate

D in Ref 140) and invites use of complete active space (CAS) methods (which we did not

attempt here). We refrained from further investigation as the focus of this work is the f

orbital implementation rather than this specific application, but we believe that a careful

study of this reaction would be interesting from a computational chemistry perspective. We

also repeated the calculations (optimizations and frequency calculations) without the f type

orbital on Ni in the pcseg-1 basis, and find that the relative electronic energies are largely

unaffected, but the transition states are destabilized by ∼ 1 kcal/mol in free energy from

the nuclear contributions (as shown in Fig. 9 and discussed in SI).

5.2 Nonadiabatic dynamics of MnH(CH3)

TeraChem’s ability to perform GPU-accelerated complete active space configuration inter-

action (CASCI)26 and complete active space self-consistent field (CASSCF)25 calculations

enables nonadiabatic molecular dynamics simulations. Indeed, TeraChem has been success-

fully employed in conjunction with the ab initio multiple spawning (AIMS)150–157 method

to explore the photophysics and photochemistry of many main group systems.158–161 The
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Figure 10: Evolution of Mn-C (left) and Mn-H (right) bond distances over time, from the
CASSCF/AIMS simulations. Trajectories on the excited state are shown in blue and ground
state trajectories are shown in red. The ground state trajectories are terminated after the
energy gap with the first excited state becomes larger than 1 eV, as subsequent nonadiabatic
behavior is quite unlikely.

new support for f type orbitals enables the exploration of AIMS dynamics of transition

metal containing species. As an example demonstration, we have simulated the ultrafast

photorelaxation dynamics of the model organometallic MnH(CH3) species162,163 following

photoexcitation from the ground (sextet) state to the first excited sextet state. We utilized

CASSCF53–56 with the def2-SVP basis, utilizing an active space of 9 electrons (7 up spins

and 2 down spins) in 7 orbitals (the two σ bonding levels and the 5d orbitals), averaging over

the lowest six sextet states with equal weight.164 At this level of theory, the Franck-Condon

geometry excitation energy was computed to be 2.5 eV, suggesting that the first excited

state can be accessed with visible light. We chose five initial conditions sampled from the

harmonic Wigner distribution obtained from optimization and frequency calculations with

ωB97X-D3/def2-SVP. Significant nuclear dynamics were observed for all five cases, with Fig.

10 showing that 3 sets of initial conditions lead to methyl group dissociation within 100 fs

while remaining on the first excited state without internal conversion to the ground state.

The other two sets of initial conditions do not appear to show dissociation of the methyl

group on this timescale, but instead transfer 92% and 65% of their electronic state popu-

lation back to the ground state. All five sets of initial conditions exhibit large amplitude

37



oscillations in Mn-H bond distance, but no excited-state bond dissociation is observed within

100 fs. These significant ultrafast structural changes following the first dipole-allowed exci-

tation indicate that this molecule could be an interesting organometallic model complex for

time-resolved experiments like ultrafast electron diffraction or transient X-ray absorption,

to better understand photocleavage of Mn-C bonds.

6 Conclusion

We have added support for f type Gaussian basis functions into the GPU-accelerated Ter-

aChem software package in order to reduce basis set incompleteness error for calculations in

main group systems, and explore light transition metal chemistry with polarized bases. Our

data structures and optimized GPU kernels for computing integrals with the McMurchie-

Davidson approach lead to quite improved performance, being a factor of ∼ 3× faster than

the GPU-based BrianQC module of the Q-Chem software package for a series of increasingly

large alkanes on a NVIDIA A100 card. A considerable proportion of the computational ef-

fort is nonetheless spent on evaluating integrals involving f functions even when they make

up a relatively small proportion of the overall bases. It would therefore be worthwhile to

investigate further algorithmic design towards more efficient evaluation of high angular mo-

mentum integrals on GPUs. Our f orbital implementation also permits highly efficient GPU

accelerated coupled cluster calculations, which we demonstrate through timings for water

clusters of increasing size.

We used the present implementation to perform preliminary DFT explorations on the

mechanism of a recently reported pathway for Ni(I) catalyzed hydrazide formation140 and

found that the key N-N coupling step appears to first require a H transfer from an amine

to a nitrene complexed to Ni. The subsequent N-N bond formation via radical substitu-

tion appears to involve a multireference transition state and may not be suitable for DFT

investigations. We also briefly examine the photochemistry of MnH(CH3) subsequent to ex-
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citation to the first excited sextet state from the ground state with CASSCF and AIMS, and

find that ultrafast (<100 fs) Mn-C bond cleavage occurs in ∼ 60% of the cases, indicating

that this may be an interesting model complex to study experimentally for understanding

organometallic photocatalysis. We intend to leverage TeraChem’s GPU acceleration to carry

out more detailed investigations of more complex metal containing systems, such as met-

allaproteins, in future. Work is also underway towards the inclusion of relativistic effects,

which would permit GPU-accelerated simulation of lanthanide and actinide chemistry in

future.
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(26) Slav́ıček, P.; Mart́ınez, T. J. Ab initio floating occupation molecular orbital-complete

active space configuration interaction: An efficient approximation to CASSCF. The

Journal of Chemical Physics 2010, 132 .

(27) Fales, B. S.; Levine, B. G. Nanoscale multireference quantum chemistry: Full con-

figuration interaction on graphical processing units. Journal of Chemical Theory and

Computation 2015, 11, 4708–4716.

(28) Fales, B. S.; Mart́ınez, T. J. Fast transformations between configuration state func-

tion and Slater determinant bases for direct configuration interaction. The Journal of

Chemical Physics 2020, 152 .

(29) Fales, B. S.; Mart́ınez, T. J. Efficient treatment of large active spaces through multi-

GPU parallel implementation of direct configuration interaction. Journal of Chemical

Theory and Computation 2020, 16, 1586–1596.

(30) Fales, B. S.; Seritan, S.; Settje, N. F.; Levine, B. G.; Koch, H.; Mart́ınez, T. J. Large-

scale electron correlation calculations: Rank-reduced full configuration interaction.

Journal of Chemical Theory and Computation 2018, 14, 4139–4150.

(31) Song, C.; Martinez, T. J. Reduced scaling CASPT2 using supporting subspaces and

tensor hyper-contraction. The Journal of Chemical Physics 2018, 149, 044108.

(32) Song, C.; Neaton, J. B.; Martinez, T. J. Reduced scaling formulation of CASPT2

analytical gradients using the supporting subspace method. The Journal of Chemical

Physics 2021, 154, 014103.

43



(33) Song, C.; Martinez, T. J. Reduced scaling extended multi-state CASPT2 (XMS-

CASPT2) using supporting subspaces and tensor hyper-contraction. The Journal of

Chemical Physics 2020, 152, 234113.

(34) Ufimtsev, I. S.; Luehr, N.; Martinez, T. J. Charge transfer and polarization in solvated

proteins from ab initio molecular dynamics. Journal of Physical Chemistry Letters

2011, 2, 1789–1793.

(35) Kulik, H. J.; Luehr, N.; Ufimtsev, I. S.; Martinez, T. J. Ab initio quantum chemistry

for protein structures. Journal of Physical Chemistry B 2012, 116, 12501–12509.

(36) Jones, C. M.; List, N. H.; Mart́ınez, T. J. Steric and Electronic Origins of Fluorescence

in GFP and GFP-like Proteins. Journal of the American Chemical Society 2022, 144,

12732–12746.

(37) Yasuda, K. Accelerating density functional calculations with graphics processing unit.

Journal of Chemical Theory and Computation 2008, 4, 1230–1236.

(38) Yasuda, K.; Maruoka, H. Efficient calculation of two-electron integrals for high angular

basis functions. International Journal of Quantum Chemistry 2014, 114, 543–552.

(39) Asadchev, A.; Allada, V.; Felder, J.; Bode, B. M.; Gordon, M. S.; Windus, T. L.

Uncontracted Rys quadrature implementation of up to G functions on graphical pro-

cessing units. Journal of Chemical Theory and Computation 2010, 6, 696–704.

(40) Barca, G. M.; Galvez-Vallejo, J. L.; Poole, D. L.; Rendell, A. P.; Gordon, M. S.

High-performance, graphics processing unit-accelerated fock build algorithm. Journal

of Chemical Theory and Computation 2020, 16, 7232–7238.

(41) Barca, G. M.; Alkan, M.; Galvez-Vallejo, J. L.; Poole, D. L.; Rendell, A. P.; Gor-

don, M. S. Faster self-consistent field (SCF) calculations on GPU clusters. Journal of

Chemical Theory and Computation 2021, 17, 7486–7503.

44



(42) Galvez Vallejo, J. L.; Barca, G. M.; Gordon, M. S. High-performance GPU-accelerated

evaluation of electron repulsion integrals. Molecular Physics 2023, 121, e2112987.

(43) Epifanovsky, E.; Gilbert, A. T.; Feng, X.; Lee, J.; Mao, Y.; Mardirossian, N.;

Pokhilko, P.; White, A. F.; Coons, M. P.; Dempwolff, A. L. et al. Software for the

frontiers of quantum chemistry: An overview of developments in the Q-Chem 5 pack-

age. The Journal of Chemical Physics 2021, 155 .

(44) Wu, X.; Sun, Q.; Pu, Z.; Zheng, T.; Ma, W.; Yan, W.; Yu, X.; Wu, Z.; Huo, M.; Li, X.

et al. Python-Based Quantum Chemistry Calculations with GPU Acceleration. arXiv

preprint arXiv:2404.09452 2024,

(45) Holzer, C. An improved seminumerical Coulomb and exchange algorithm for proper-

ties and excited states in modern density functional theory. The Journal of Chemical

Physics 2020, 153 .

(46) Asadchev, A.; Valeev, E. F. High-performance evaluation of high angular momen-

tum 4-center Gaussian integrals on modern accelerated processors. arXiv preprint

arXiv:2307.03452 2023,

(47) Dunning Jr, T. H. Gaussian basis sets for use in correlated molecular calculations. I.

The atoms boron through neon and hydrogen. The Journal of Chemical Physics 1989,

90, 1007–1023.

(48) Jensen, F. Introduction to Computational Chemistry ; John Wiley & Sons, 2017.

(49) Bursch, M.; Mewes, J.-M.; Hansen, A.; Grimme, S. Best-practice DFT protocols for

basic molecular computational chemistry. Angewandte Chemie International Edition

2022, 61, e202205735.

(50) Szabo, A.; Ostlund, N. S. Modern Quantum Chemistry: Introduction to Advanced

Electronic Structure Theory ; Dover Publication, 1996.

45



(51) Purvis, G. D.; Bartlett, R. J. A full coupled-cluster singles and doubles model: The

inclusion of disconnected triples. The Journal of Chemical Physics 1982, 76, 1910–

1918.

(52) Bartlett, R. J.; Musia l, M. Coupled-cluster theory in quantum chemistry. Reviews of

Modern Physics 2007, 79, 291.

(53) Roos, B. O.; Taylor, P. R.; Sigbahn, P. E. A complete active space SCF method

(CASSCF) using a density matrix formulated super-CI approach. Chemical Physics

1980, 48, 157–173.

(54) Roos, B. O. The complete active space SCF method in a fock-matrix-based super-CI

formulation. International Journal of Quantum Chemistry 1980, 18, 175–189.

(55) Siegbahn, P.; Heiberg, A.; Roos, B.; Levy, B. A comparison of the super-CI and the

Newton-Raphson scheme in the complete active space SCF method. Physica Scripta

1980, 21, 323.
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Derivatives of Integrals with respect to Atom Positions

The derivatives of the integrals with respect to the atom positions are essential for the com-

putation of forces required for geometry optimizations, ab initio molecular dynamics and

(finite-difference) frequency calculations. Here, we provide a brief overview for computing

the derivatives of integrals vs atom positions. Since we use pGTO pairs as our data struc-

ture for integral calculations, we start from the derivative of pairs µ(r⃗)ν(r⃗) with respect to

atomic center locations A⃗ and B⃗.S1,S2 In the main text we have shown that the pair can be

represented as a summation over Hermite Gaussians centered at P⃗ =
aA⃗ + bB⃗

a + b
:

µ(r⃗)ν(r⃗) = CµCν

ix+jx∑

tx=0

Eix,jx
tx,x

(
∂

∂Px

)tx iy+jy∑

ty=0

E
iy ,jy
ty ,y

(
∂

∂Py

)ty iz+jz∑

tz=0

Eiz ,jz
tz ,z

(
∂

∂Pz

)tz

e−p|r⃗−P⃗ |2

(S1)

In order to take a derivative of a pair under McMurchie-Davidson scheme, we define ∆⃗ =

A⃗− B⃗ and perform the following change of variables:

P⃗ =
aA⃗ + bB⃗

a + b
A⃗ = P⃗ +

b

a + b
∆⃗

∆⃗ = A⃗− B⃗ B⃗ = P⃗ − a

a + b
∆⃗ (S2)

This analogous to tranforming the coordinates of a two body problem into the center of

mass coordinate (here P⃗ ) and interbody separation (here ∆⃗) that can instead be treated as

independent variables. The corresponding derivative transformations therefore are:

∂

∂Pτ

=
∂

∂Aτ

+
∂

∂Bτ

∂

∂Aτ

=
a

a + b

∂

∂Pτ

+
∂

∂∆τ

∂

∂∆τ

=
b

a + b

∂

∂Aτ

− a

a + b

∂

∂Bτ

∂

∂Bτ

=
b

a + b

∂

∂Pτ

− ∂

∂∆τ

(S3)

where τ is one of the Cartesian directions (x, y or z).
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In equation S1, the Hermite Gaussian part

((
∂

∂Px

)tx ( ∂

∂Py

)ty ( ∂

∂Pz

)tz

e−p|r⃗−P⃗ |2
)

clearly depends only on P⃗ and not on ∆⃗. The Cartesian Gaussian to Hermite Gaussian

transformation coefficients (Eix,jx
tx,x E

iy ,jy
ty ,y Eiz ,jz

tz ,z ), on the other hand, depend only on ∆⃗ and not

on P⃗ . This can be seen from the recursion relationship (equation ??), noticing that although

P⃗ −A⃗ = − b

a + b
∆⃗ and P⃗ −B⃗ =

a

a + b
∆⃗ looks like they explicitly depend on P⃗ , they actually

only depend on ∆⃗.

In order to get the derivative of Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ (labeled Eiτ ,jτ ,1

tτ ,τ = ∂
∂∆τ

Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ ), we differentiate both

sides of the recursion relationship on Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ (equation ??) with respect to ∆τ , resulting in

the following recursion relationship for Eiτ ,jτ ,1
tτ ,τ :

Eiτ+1,jτ ,1
tτ ,τ =

1

2p
Eiτ ,jτ ,1

tτ−1,τ −
b

a + b
Eiτ ,jτ

tτ ,τ + (Pτ − Aτ )Eiτ ,jτ ,1
tτ ,τ + (tτ + 1)Eiτ ,jτ ,1

tτ+1,τ (S4)

Eiτ ,jτ+1,1
tτ ,τ =

1

2p
Eiτ ,jτ ,1

tτ−1,τ +
a

a + b
Eiτ ,jτ

tτ ,τ + (Pτ −Bτ )Eiτ ,jτ ,1
tτ ,τ + (tτ + 1)Eiτ ,jτ ,1

tτ+1,τ (S5)

E0,0,1
0,τ = 2a(Pτ − Aτ )e−

ab
a+b

(Aτ−Bτ )2 (S6)

Eiτ ,jτ ,1
tτ ,τ = 0 if tτ < 0 or tτ > iτ + jτ (S7)

The choice of the form of the base case is not unique, since a(Pτ − Aτ ) = −b(Pτ −Bτ ).

Given the variable transformation (equation S3) and derivative of Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ , the derivative

of µ(r⃗)ν(r⃗) with respect to A⃗ and B⃗ can be expressed as:

∂

∂Ax

µ(r⃗)ν(r⃗) =CµCν

ix+jx+1∑

tx=0

(
a

a + b
Eix,jx

tx−1,x + Eix,jx,1
tx,x

)(
∂

∂Px

)tx

iy+jy∑

ty=0

E
iy ,jy
ty ,y

(
∂

∂Py

)ty iz+jz∑

tz=0

Eiz ,jz
tz ,z

(
∂

∂Pz

)tz

e−p|r⃗−P⃗ |2 (S8)

∂

∂Bx

µ(r⃗)ν(r⃗) =CµCν

ix+jx+1∑

tx=0

(
b

a + b
Eix,jx

tx−1,x − Eix,jx,1
tx,x

)(
∂

∂Px

)tx

iy+jy∑

ty=0

E
iy ,jy
ty ,y

(
∂

∂Py

)ty iz+jz∑

tz=0

Eiz ,jz
tz ,z

(
∂

∂Pz

)tz

e−p|r⃗−P⃗ |2 (S9)
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It is important to notice that the number of terms in the differentiation coordinate direction

is increased by one.

From here on we will show the derivative of all the integrals mentioned in the main

text, as well as the actual routines implemented in TeraChem, which contract the integral

derivative tensors with the density matrix for force computations. Whenever applicable, we

will only provide the derivative along x direction, as the derivative along y and z direction

can be obtained by permutation.

Overlap integral

Similar to the overlap integral itself, only the t⃗ = 0⃗ case remains in the summation, so

∂

∂Ax

Sµν = CµCνE
ix,jx,1
0,x E

iy ,jy
0,y Eiz ,jz

0,z

(
π

p

)3/2

(S10)

∂

∂Bx

Sµν = −CµCνE
ix,jx,1
0,x E

iy ,jy
0,y Eiz ,jz

0,z

(
π

p

)3/2

(S11)

The overlap derivative tensor is usually contracted with the energy-weighted density ma-

trix Wµν =
nocc∑

i

CµiCνiϵi (i running over all occupied orbitals) to form the force, so TeraChem

provides the routine for computing

nAO∑

µν

Wµν
∂

∂Rτ

Sµν , where R⃗ goes through all atomic centers

and τ goes through all three Cartesian directions.
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Kinetic energy integral

Since
∂

∂Aτ

Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ = − ∂

∂Bτ

Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ =

∂

∂∆τ

Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ = Eiτ ,jτ ,1

tτ ,τ , the derivative of kinetic energy

integral can be obtained by differentiating the integral formula (equation ??):

∂

∂Ax

Tµν = CµCν

((
−jx(jx − 1)

2
Eix,jx−2,1

0,x + (2jx + 1)bEix,jx,1
0,x − 2b2Eix,jx+2,1

0,x

)
E

iy ,jy
0,y Eiz ,jz

0,z

+ Eix,jx,1
0,x

(
−jy(jy − 1)

2
E

iy ,jy−2
0,y + (2jy + 1)bE

iy ,jy
0,y − 2b2E

iy ,jy+2
0,y

)
Eiz ,jz

0,z

+Eix,jx,1
0,x E

iy ,jy
0,y

(
−jz(jz − 1)

2
Eiz ,jz−2

0,z + (2jz + 1)bEiz ,jz
0,z − 2b2Eiz ,jz+2

0,z

))(
π

p

)3/2

(S12)

∂

∂Bx

Tµν = −CµCν

((
−jx(jx − 1)

2
Eix,jx−2,1

0,x + (2jx + 1)bEix,jx,1
0,x − 2b2Eix,jx+2,1

0,x

)
E

iy ,jy
0,y Eiz ,jz

0,z

+ Eix,jx,1
0,x

(
−jy(jy − 1)

2
E

iy ,jy−2
0,y + (2jy + 1)bE

iy ,jy
0,y − 2b2E

iy ,jy+2
0,y

)
Eiz ,jz

0,z

+Eix,jx,1
0,x E

iy ,jy
0,y

(
−jz(jz − 1)

2
Eiz ,jz−2

0,z + (2jz + 1)bEiz ,jz
0,z − 2b2Eiz ,jz+2

0,z

))(
π

p

)3/2

(S13)

As part of the core Hamiltonian, the kinetic energy integral derivative tensor is usually

contracted with the density matrix Dµν , so TeraChem provides the routine for computing
nAO∑

µν

Dµν
∂

∂Rτ

Tµν .

Nuclear attraction integral

The derivative of nuclear attraction integral with respect to GTO center location A⃗ and

B⃗ can be obtained by applying the pair derivative formula (equation S9) to the Hermite

Gaussian representation of the integral (equation ??). When A⃗ ̸= C⃗ and B⃗ ̸= C⃗ (i.e. all
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atomic centers are distinct):

∂

∂Ax

VµνC =qCCµCν
2π

p

ix+jx+1∑

tx=0

(
a

a + b
Eix,jx

tx−1,x + Eix,jx,1
tx,x

) iy+jy∑

ty=0

E
iy ,jy
ty ,y

iz+jz∑

tz=0

Eiz ,jz
tz ,z R0

tx,ty ,tz

(
p, P⃗ − C⃗

)

(S14)

∂

∂Bx

VµνC =qCCµCν
2π

p

ix+jx+1∑

tx=0

(
b

a + b
Eix,jx

tx−1,x − Eix,jx,1
tx,x

) iy+jy∑

ty=0

E
iy ,jy
ty ,y

iz+jz∑

tz=0

Eiz ,jz
tz ,z R0

tx,ty ,tz

(
p, P⃗ − C⃗

)

(S15)

Additionally, we need to take derivatives with respect to the point charge center location

C⃗ as well. It is clear that Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ does not depend on C⃗, and the derivative of auxiliary integral

Rm
tx,ty ,tz with respect to C⃗ is still in auxiliary integral form, with a larger index (tx → tx + 1):

∂

∂Cx

Rm
tx,ty ,tz

(
p, P⃗ − C⃗

)
=

(
∂

∂Px

)tx ( ∂

∂Py

)ty ( ∂

∂Pz

)tz ( ∂

∂Cx

)(
(−2p)mFm

(
p
∣∣∣P⃗ − C⃗

∣∣∣
2
))

= −
(

∂

∂Px

)tx+1(
∂

∂Py

)ty ( ∂

∂Pz

)tz (
(−2p)mFm

(
p
∣∣∣P⃗ − C⃗

∣∣∣
2
))

= −Rm
tx+1,ty ,tz

(
p, P⃗ − C⃗

)
(S16)

As a result,

∂

∂Cx

VµνC = −qCCµCν
2π

p

ix+jx∑

tx=0

Eix,jx
tx,x

iy+jy∑

ty=0

E
iy ,jy
ty ,y

iz+jz∑

tz=0

Eiz ,jz
tz ,z R0

tx+1,ty ,tz

(
p, P⃗ − C⃗

)
(S17)

When A⃗ ̸= C⃗ and B⃗ ̸= C⃗. From the chain rule, the general case of A⃗ = C⃗ or B⃗ = C⃗ can be

obtained by adding equations S14/S15 with equation S17.

As another part of the core Hamiltonian, the nuclear attraction integral derivative tensor

is usually contracted with the density matrix Dµν as well, so TeraChem provides one rou-

tine for computing both

nAO∑

µν

Npoint−charge∑

C

Dµν
∂

∂Aτ

VµνC and

nAO∑

µν

Dµν
∂

∂Cτ

VµνC , where Aτ goes

through all GTO centers, and Cτ goes through all point charge locations. If neither ghost

atoms (more GTO centers than number of atoms) nor QM/MM or similar embedding meth-
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ods (more point charges than number of atoms) is used, then the indices A⃗ and C⃗ eventually

covers the same list of atoms, and the two contributions can be summed up. However, in or-

der to get a more general interface, TeraChem integral routine separates the two derivatives

into two output vectors, and thus separate the GTO pair derivatives from the electrostatic

potential term derivative.

Electron Repulsion Integrals (ERIs)

There are two pieces of Hartree-Fock (HF) or DFT energy contributions that require ERI:

the Coulomb (EJ) and HF exchange (EK) contributions. They have the following expression:

EJ =
1

2

nAO∑

µν

Dµν

nAO∑

λσ

Dλσ(µν|λσ) (S18)

EK = −1

4

nAO∑

µλ

Dµλ

nAO∑

νσ

Dνσ(µν|λσ) (S19)

Before diving into the ERI derivatives, we differentiate the contractions EJ and EK and

thereby show that the derivative of ERIs with respect to ket-side GTO center locations (C⃗

and D⃗) is not necessary. We then provide the formula for the derivative of ERI with respect

to bra-side GTO center locations (A⃗ and B⃗).

The derivative of EJ and EK with respect to any GTO center location Rτ has the form

∂EJ

∂Rτ

=
1

2

(
nAO∑

µν

Dµν

nAO∑

λσ

Dλσ

(
∂µν

∂Rτ

∣∣∣∣λσ
)

+

nAO∑

λσ

Dλσ

nAO∑

µν

Dµν

(
µν

∣∣∣∣
∂λσ

∂Rτ

))
+ fJ

(
∂Dµν

∂Rτ

)

(S20)

∂EK

∂Rτ

= −1

4

(
nAO∑

µλ

Dµλ

nAO∑

νσ

Dνσ

(
∂µν

∂Rτ

∣∣∣∣λσ
)

+

nAO∑

νσ

Dνσ

nAO∑

µλ

Dµλ

(
µν

∣∣∣∣
∂λσ

∂Rτ

))
+ fK

(
∂Dµν

∂Rτ

)

(S21)

Here fJ(x) and fK(x) are some functions of the density matrix derivatives with respect to

Rτ . Since they are unrelated to integral derivatives, we do not care about their actual form
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here (and they ultimately cancel in the total energy derivative on account of self-consistency

of HF/DFT orbitals).

When we contract ERI with density matrices, we already implicitly use the 8-fold sym-

metry relationship of ERIs with real basis functions (??). The derivative version of 8-fold

symmetry relationship is:

(
∂µν

∂Rτ

∣∣∣∣λσ
)

=

(
∂νµ

∂Rτ

∣∣∣∣λσ
)

(
∂µν

∂Rτ

∣∣∣∣λσ
)

=

(
∂µν

∂Rτ

∣∣∣∣σλ
)

(
∂µν

∂Rτ

∣∣∣∣λσ
)

=

(
λσ

∣∣∣∣
∂µν

∂Rτ

)
(S22)

By applying these symmetry and change of summation variable names, equation S20 and

S21 can be simplified to

∂EJ

∂Rτ

=

nAO∑

µν

Dµν

nAO∑

λσ

Dλσ

(
∂µν

∂Rτ

∣∣∣∣λσ
)

+ fJ

(
∂Dµν

∂Rτ

)
(S23)

∂EK

∂Rτ

= −1

2

nAO∑

µλ

Dµλ

nAO∑

νσ

Dνσ

(
∂µν

∂Rτ

∣∣∣∣λσ
)

+ fK

(
∂Dµν

∂Rτ

)
(S24)

From equation S23 and S24 it is clear that

(
∂µν

∂Rτ

∣∣∣∣λσ
)

is sufficient and

(
µν

∣∣∣∣
∂λσ

∂Rτ

)
is

not needed. This simplifies the derivative implementation. TeraChem provides routines to

compute the first term in S23 and S24 respectively.
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The ERI derivative can be obtained similarly to the nuclear attraction integral:

(
∂µν

∂Ax

∣∣∣∣λσ
)

=CµCνCλCσ

ix+jx+1∑

tx=0

(
a

a + b
Eix,jx

tx−1,x(Ax, Bx, p) + Eix,jx,1
tx,x (Ax, Bx, p)

)

iy+jy∑

ty=0

E
iy ,jy
ty ,y (Ay, By, p)

iz+jz∑

tz=0

Eiz ,jz
tz ,z (Az, Bz, p)

kx+lx∑

sx=0

Ekx,lx
sx,x (Cx, Dx, p)

ky+ly∑

sy=0

Eky ,ly
sy ,y (Cy, Dy, p)

kz+lz∑

sz=0

Ekz ,lz
sz ,z (Cz, Dz, p)

(−1)sx+sy+sz
2π5/2

pq
√
p + q

R0
tx+sx,ty+sy ,tz+sz

(
pq

p + q
, P⃗ − Q⃗

)
(S25)

(
∂µν

∂Bx

∣∣∣∣λσ
)

=CµCνCλCσ

ix+jx+1∑

tx=0

(
b

a + b
Eix,jx

tx−1,x(Ax, Bx, p) − Eix,jx,1
tx,x (Ax, Bx, p)

)

iy+jy∑

ty=0

E
iy ,jy
ty ,y (Ay, By, p)

iz+jz∑

tz=0

Eiz ,jz
tz ,z (Az, Bz, p)

kx+lx∑

sx=0

Ekx,lx
sx,x (Cx, Dx, p)

ky+ly∑

sy=0

Eky ,ly
sy ,y (Cy, Dy, p)

kz+lz∑

sz=0

Ekz ,lz
sz ,z (Cz, Dz, p)

(−1)sx+sy+sz
2π5/2

pq
√
p + q

R0
tx+sx,ty+sy ,tz+sz

(
pq

p + q
, P⃗ − Q⃗

)
(S26)

Exchange-correlation integral

The exchange-correlation contribution of the DFT energy, under the generalized gradient

approximation, has the form:

EXC =

∫∫∫

∞
dr⃗ εXC(ρ(r⃗), ∇⃗ρ(r⃗)) (S27)

It is evaluated numerically as a weighted sum of grid-point evaluation of the integrands

(similar to equation ?? and ??). Since atom-centered standard quadrature grids and Becke
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partitioning is used in TeraChem for grid construction, both grid point locations r⃗g and

weights wg depend on the atom center locations, which needs to be handled when taking

derivatives. We first expand the grid-point summation in a more detailed form:

EXC ≈
Ngrid∑

g

wgεXC(ρ(r⃗g), ∇⃗ρ(r⃗g)) (S28)

=
Natom∑

C

Ngrid(C)∑

g

wBecke
gC wquadrature

gC εXC

(
ρ(r⃗ quadrature

gC + C⃗), ∇⃗ρ(r⃗ quadrature
gC + C⃗)

)
(S29)

where for each atom C, a spherical grid around C⃗ is constructed, with quadrature position

offset r⃗ quadrature
gC and quadrature weight wquadrature

gC . The quadrature position offset and

weight are usually pre-defined and do not vary with atomic center locations. The Becke

weight wBecke
gC provides a smooth way of assigning each grid point to individual atom by

positional vicinity, and Becke weight of each grid point depends on atomic center locations

of all atoms. To simplify the notation, we will use wgC = wBecke
gC wquadrature

gC and r⃗gC =

r⃗ quadrature
gC + C⃗ wherever applicable.
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The derivative of EXC with respect to any atomic center location Rτ is

∂EXC

∂Rτ

≈
Natom∑

C

Ngrid(C)∑

g

∂wBecke
gC

∂Rτ

wquadrature
gC εXC

(
ρ(r⃗gC), ∇⃗ρ(r⃗gC)

)

+
Natom∑

C

Ngrid(C)∑

g

wgC
∂εXC

∂ρ

∣∣∣∣
ρ=ρ(r⃗gC)

nAO∑

µν

Dµν
∂ (µν)

∂Rτ

∣∣∣∣
r⃗=r⃗gC

+
Natom∑

C

Ngrid(C)∑

g

wgC
∂εXC

∂ρ

∣∣∣∣
ρ=ρ(r⃗gC)

nAO∑

µν

Dµν
∂ (µν)

∂τ

∣∣∣∣
r⃗=r⃗gC

∂Cτ

∂Rτ

+
Natom∑

C

Ngrid(C)∑

g

wgC
∂εXC

∂∇⃗ρ

∣∣∣∣
ρ=ρ(r⃗gC),∇⃗ρ=∇⃗ρ(r⃗gC)

·
nAO∑

µν

Dµν

∂
(
∇⃗r(µν)

)

∂Rτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
r⃗=r⃗gC

+
Natom∑

C

Ngrid(C)∑

g

wgC
∂εXC

∂∇⃗ρ

∣∣∣∣
ρ=ρ(r⃗gC),∇⃗ρ=∇⃗ρ(r⃗gC)

·
nAO∑

µν

Dµν

∂
(
∇⃗r(µν)

)

∂τ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
r⃗=r⃗gC

∂Cτ

∂Rτ

+ fXC

(
∂Dµν

∂Rτ

)
(S30)

where the first 5 terms are the partial derivative contributions from Becke weights, pairs

in density, grid points for density evaluation, pairs in density gradient, and grid points for

density gradient evaluation, respectively. Similar to ERI derivative, we do not care about

the density matrix element derivative term
∂Dµν

∂Rτ

as it ultimately cancels out in the total

energy gradient expression.S3,S4

In order to simplify the grid point derivative expressions, it is easy to note that
∂Cτ

∂Rτ

=

δC,R. Also since µ(r⃗) is just a function of the difference between r⃗ and atomic center location

A⃗, or in other words µ(r⃗; A⃗) = µ(r⃗ − A⃗), it is evident that:

∂ (µ(r⃗)ν(r⃗))

∂τ
= −∂ (µ(r⃗)ν(r⃗))

∂Aτ

− ∂ (µ(r⃗)ν(r⃗))

∂Bτ

(S31)
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So the expression for exchange-correlation energy derivative can be simplified to

∂EXC

∂Rτ

≈
Natom∑

C

Ngrid(C)∑

g

∂wBecke
gC

∂Rτ

wquadrature
gC εXC

(
ρ(r⃗gC), ∇⃗ρ(r⃗gC)

)

+
Natom∑

C

Ngrid(C)∑

g

wgC
∂εXC

∂ρ

∣∣∣∣
ρ=ρ(r⃗gC)

nAO∑

µν

Dµν
∂ (µν)

∂Rτ

∣∣∣∣
r⃗=r⃗gC

−
Ngrid(R)∑

g

wgR
∂εXC

∂ρ

∣∣∣∣
ρ=ρ(r⃗gR)

nAO∑

µν

Dµν

(
∂ (µν)

∂Aτ

∣∣∣∣
r⃗=r⃗gR

+
∂ (µν)

∂Bτ

∣∣∣∣
r⃗=r⃗gR

)

+
Natom∑

C

Ngrid(C)∑

g

wgC
∂εXC

∂∇⃗ρ

∣∣∣∣
ρ=ρ(r⃗gC),∇⃗ρ=∇⃗ρ(r⃗gC)

·
nAO∑

µν

Dµν

∂
(
∇⃗r(µν)

)

∂Rτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
r⃗=r⃗gC

−
Ngrid(R)∑

g

wgR
∂εXC

∂∇⃗ρ

∣∣∣∣
ρ=ρ(r⃗gR),∇⃗ρ=∇⃗ρ(r⃗gR)

·
nAO∑

µν

Dµν




∂
(
∇⃗r(µν)

)

∂Aτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
r⃗=r⃗gR

+
∂
(
∇⃗r(µν)

)

∂Bτ

∣∣∣∣∣∣
r⃗=r⃗gR




+ fXC

(
∂Dµν

∂Rτ

)
(S32)

Details about how to obtain Becke weights wBecke
gC and its derivatives

∂wBecke
gC

∂Rτ

can be

found in the appendix B of Johnson, Gill and Pople’s work.S5

The new terms in equation S32 are all derivatives of pair values:

∂(µν)

∂Ax

∣∣∣∣
r⃗

=CµCν

(
−ix(x− Ax)ix−1(x−Bx)jx + 2a(x− Ax)ix+1(x−Bx)jx

)

(y − Ay)
iy(y −By)

jy(z − Az)
iz(z −Bz)

jze−
ab
a+b |A⃗−B⃗|2e−p|r⃗−P⃗ |2 (S33)

∂(µν)

∂Bx

∣∣∣∣
r⃗

=CµCν

(
−jx(x− Ax)ix(x−Bx)jx−1 + 2b(x− Ax)ix(x−Bx)jx+1

)

(y − Ay)
iy(y −By)

jy(z − Az)
iz(z −Bz)

jze−
ab
a+b |A⃗−B⃗|2e−p|r⃗−P⃗ |2 (S34)
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∂
(
∇⃗r(µν)

)

∂Ax

∣∣∣∣∣∣
r⃗

=

(
∂2(µν)

∂Ax∂x

∣∣∣∣
r⃗

,
∂2(µν)

∂Ax∂y

∣∣∣∣
r⃗

,
∂2(µν)

∂Ax∂z

∣∣∣∣
r⃗

)
(S35)

∂
(
∇⃗r(µν)

)

∂Bx

∣∣∣∣∣∣
r⃗

=

(
∂2(µν)

∂Bx∂x

∣∣∣∣
r⃗

,
∂2(µν)

∂Bx∂y

∣∣∣∣
r⃗

,
∂2(µν)

∂Bx∂z

∣∣∣∣
r⃗

)
(S36)

∂2(µν)

∂Ax∂x

∣∣∣∣
r⃗

=CµCν

(
2a(2ix + 1)(x− Ax)ix(x−Bx)jx

+ 2bix(x− Ax)ix−1(x−Bx)jx+1 + 2ajx(x− Ax)ix+1(x−Bx)jx−1

− ix(ix − 1)(x− Ax)ix−2(x−Bx)jx − ixjx(x− Ax)ix−1(x−Bx)jx−1

−4a2(x− Ax)ix+2(x−Bx)jx − 4ab(x− Ax)ix+1(x−Bx)jx+1
)

(y − Ay)
iy(y −By)

jy(z − Az)
iz(z −Bz)

jze−
ab
a+b |A⃗−B⃗|2e−p|r⃗−P⃗ |2 (S37)

∂2(µν)

∂Ax∂y

∣∣∣∣
r⃗

=CµCν

(
−ix(x− Ax)ix−1(x−Bx)jx + 2a(x− Ax)ix+1(x−Bx)jx

)

(
−2a(y − Ay)

iy+1(y −By)
jy − 2b(y − Ay)

iy(y −By)
jy+1

+iy(y − Ay)
iy−1(y −By)

jy + jy(y − Ay)
iy(y −By)

jy−1
)

(z − Az)
iz(z −Bz)

jze−
ab
a+b |A⃗−B⃗|2e−p|r⃗−P⃗ |2 (S38)

∂2(µν)

∂Ax∂z

∣∣∣∣
r⃗

=CµCν

(
−ix(x− Ax)ix−1(x−Bx)jx + 2a(x− Ax)ix+1(x−Bx)jx

)

(y − Ay)
iy(y −By)

jy (S39)

(
−2a(z − Az)

iz+1(z −Bz)
jz − 2b(z − Az)

iz(z −Bz)
jz+1

+iz(z − Az)
iz−1(z −Bz)

jz + jz(z − Az)
iz(z −Bz)

jz−1
)
e−

ab
a+b |A⃗−B⃗|2e−p|r⃗−P⃗ |2

(S40)
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∂2(µν)

∂Bx∂x

∣∣∣∣
r⃗

=CµCν

(
2b(2jx + 1)(x− Ax)ix(x−Bx)jx

+ 2bix(x− Ax)ix−1(x−Bx)jx+1 + 2ajx(x− Ax)ix+1(x−Bx)jx−1

− jx(jx − 1)(x− Ax)ix(x−Bx)jx−2 − ixjx(x− Ax)ix−1(x−Bx)jx−1

−4b2(x− Ax)ix(x−Bx)jx+2 − 4ab(x− Ax)ix+1(x−Bx)jx+1
)

(y − Ay)
iy(y −By)

jy(z − Az)
iz(z −Bz)

jze−
ab
a+b |A⃗−B⃗|2e−p|r⃗−P⃗ |2 (S41)

∂2(µν)

∂Bx∂y

∣∣∣∣
r⃗

=CµCν

(
−jx(x− Ax)ix(x−Bx)jx−1 + 2b(x− Ax)ix(x−Bx)jx+1

)

(
−2a(y − Ay)

iy+1(y −By)
jy − 2b(y − Ay)

iy(y −By)
jy+1

+iy(y − Ay)
iy−1(y −By)

jy + jy(y − Ay)
iy(y −By)

jy−1
)

(z − Az)
iz(z −Bz)

jze−
ab
a+b |A⃗−B⃗|2e−p|r⃗−P⃗ |2 (S42)

∂2(µν)

∂Bx∂z

∣∣∣∣
r⃗

=CµCν

(
−jx(x− Ax)ix(x−Bx)jx−1 + 2b(x− Ax)ix(x−Bx)jx+1

)

(y − Ay)
iy(y −By)

jy (S43)

(
−2a(z − Az)

iz+1(z −Bz)
jz − 2b(z − Az)

iz(z −Bz)
jz+1

+iz(z − Az)
iz−1(z −Bz)

jz + jz(z − Az)
iz(z −Bz)

jz−1
)
e−

ab
a+b |A⃗−B⃗|2e−p|r⃗−P⃗ |2

(S44)

Integral derivative implementation

Similar to the Fock term, the implementations of the overlap and kinetic energy integral

derivatives are also not GPU accelerated. The algorithm first allocates and zeroes the space

of size 3Natom for the gradient vector. Then for each angular pair, we iterate through all

primitive shell pairs, and for each pair, we fetch its corresponding density matrix values

(there can be more than one value, like in PP kernel, each primitive shell pair maps to 9

density matrix values), compute the overlap or kinetic energy integral derivative with respect

to the µ orbital center A⃗ and ν orbital center B⃗, multiply the derivative with density matrix

value, and sum the derivative result into the gradient vector according to atomic indices of
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A and B. Since the operation is sequential, we do not worry about atomic addition. After

iterating through all primitive shell pair, we finish the computation of

nAO∑

µν

Wµν
∂

∂Rτ

Sµν or

nAO∑

µν

Dµν
∂

∂Rτ

Tµν .

Implementing the derivatives of the nuclear repulsion integral is complicated because

we also need to take care of derivative with respect to point charge location. In order to

avoid atomic write operation on GPU, we design the following GPU algorithm: we assign

each GPU thread a primitive shell pair µν, and allocate a memory space of 6 numbers

for the derivative of

Npoint−charge∑

C

VµνCDµν with respect to shell-pair centers A⃗ and B⃗ (the

Dµν dependency on atom position is not considered here). In addition, for each thread

block, we allocate a memory space of 3Npoint−charge to store the derivative of
∑

µν∈block
VµνCDµν

with respect to each point charge location C⃗. In each thread block we will perform an

internal summation of Dµν
∂

∂Cτ

VµνC among each pair associated to each thread, which is

what (µν ∈ block) in the summation index means. The purpose of this reduction operation

is to save GPU memory, as we do not want to allocate 3Npoint−charge of space for each thread.

With the GPU memory properly allocated, a thread will iterate through the list of point

charges, and at each iteration, it computes the pair-center position derivatives Dµν
∂

∂Aτ

VµνC

and Dµν
∂

∂Bτ

VµνC and accumulates them to its local registers, as well as the point charge

location derivatives Dµν
∂

∂Cτ

VµνC . The whole thread block will then synchronize and sum the

Dµν
∂

∂Cτ

VµνC , and once the summation is done, the result is written back to GPU memory.

The synchronization and write-back happens every iteration. After all GPU kernel calls have

returned, we sum up the derivative values with respect to C⃗ from all thread blocks to obtain
nAO∑

µν

Dµν
∂

∂Cτ

VµνC .

The Coulomb matrix implementation is greatly simplified due to the separation of trans-

formation coefficients Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ and auxiliary integrals R0

tx,ty ,tz , and this applies to the derivative
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of Coulomb energy as well:

nAO∑

µν

Dµν

nAO∑

λσ

Dλσ

(
∂µν

∂Aτ

∣∣∣∣λσ
)

=
∑

P+1

Dµν
∂Eµν

P

∂Aτ

∑

Q

RPQ

∑

λσ

Eλσ
Q Dλσ

nAO∑

µν

Dµν

nAO∑

λσ

Dλσ

(
∂µν

∂Bτ

∣∣∣∣λσ
)

=
∑

P+1

Dµν
∂Eµν

P

∂Bτ

∑

Q

RPQ

∑

λσ

Eλσ
Q Dλσ (S45)

where
∂Eµν

P

∂Aτ

and
∂Eµν

P

∂Bτ

represent the derivative of Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ terms shown in equation S25 and

S26, and P + 1 in the summation index emphasizes the +1 in the Hermite Gaussian index

summation (tτ ∈ [0, iτ +jτ +1]) in the Cartesian direction of the differentiation. Since the last

two summations have the exact same form as in Coulomb matrix calculation (equation ??),

we can reuse the Hermite density computation code and GPU-accelerated auxiliary integral

code developed for that purpose. In order to handle the additional summation index in P

(or precisely, t⃗), we call the auxiliary integral kernel with one angular momentum higher

in µ or ν. If the angular momentum of µ (Lµ) is lower than the angular momentum of ν

(Lν), then we call the kernel of type ((Lµ + 1)Lν |LλLσ), otherwise we call the kernel of type

(Lµ(Lν + 1)|LλLσ). For example, when computing the derivative of (ff |ff) type integral,

we call the (fg|ff) auxiliary integral kernel. This will provide us necessary R0
tx,ty ,tz terms

for derivative calculation. We therefore had to implement 10 more auxiliary integral kernel

functions of type (fg|LλLσ) to support the derivatives of all f orbital based ERI integrals

(not accounting for single/double precision). Once the GPU auxiliary integral GPU kernel

returns, we obtain the J matrix elements in Hermite Gaussian basis with one additional P

index. Then, on CPU, we compute
∂Eµν

P

∂Aτ

and
∂Eµν

P

∂Bτ

to transform the Hermite J to derivatives

of J matrix elements in the Cartesian Gaussian basis, and contract it with density matrix

elements to form the derivative of EJ .

The derivative implementation of the HF exchange energy is also “simplified” by the

loss of permutational symmetry. In the derivative form in equation S24, almost all 8-fold

symmetry of ERI is lost, except for one, where we interchange µ and ν as well as λ and σ at
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the same time:

nAO∑

µλ

Dµλ

nAO∑

νσ

Dνσ

(
∂µν

∂Rτ

∣∣∣∣λσ
)

=

nAO∑

νσ

Dνσ

nAO∑

µλ

Dµλ

(
∂νµ

∂Rτ

∣∣∣∣σλ
)

(S46)

As a consequence, there are 160 different angular momentum combinations, and we need

to generate the same number of GPU kernel functions (not accounting for single/double

precision). In each kernel, in order to avoid the atomic write of derivative result on GPU, we

assign each thread a bra pair, and let each thread block loop through all ket pairs, similar to

the logic in the Coulomb matrix auxiliary integrals. Consequently, at each ket pair iteration,

each thread will get a new set of λ and σ indices, and will have to access both density matrices

Dµλ and Dνσ in an uncoalesced memory access fashion. The threads will accumulate into

their local registers the value of DµλDνσ
∂µν

∂Aτ

and DµλDνσ
∂µν

∂Bτ

, and eventually perform an

internal summation on the ket direction within a thread block, again very similar to the

Coulomb matrix auxiliary integral logic. The result is copied back to CPU and sequentially

summed into the gradient vector according to the atomic index of A and B for each pair. As

an important note, we place the Eiτ ,jτ
tτ ,τ term computation into the HF exchange derivatives

as well, which indeed provides us with run time improvement. However it also makes the HF

exchange derivative GPU kernels a severe compilation bottleneck, which makes development

painful and results in gigabytes of CUDA source code. We are presently investigating good

ways to split kernel functions into small relocatable device functions, with the objective of

reducing compile time without hurting the runtime performance.S6

For the derivative implementation of exchange-correlation energy, the density and exchange-

correlation term evaluation on each grid point is unchanged. However, when performing the

summation of exchange-correlation term over grid points, extra care needs to be taken about

the “source” of each grid point. We redesign the box data structure mentioned in the main

text as follows: we first group all grid points according to the associated atom, and then

for every atom, we construct a bounding box and split them into smaller boxes. In the
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GPU kernel, each thread will hold a primitive shell pair, and only iterate through all boxes

(and thus all grid points) belonging to a particular atom. That means we need to set up

Npair ×Natom threads. Each thread will compute Dµν

Ngrid(C)∑

g

wgC
∂εXC

∂ρ

∣∣∣∣
ρ=ρ(r⃗gC)

∂ (µν)

∂Aτ

∣∣∣∣
r⃗=r⃗gC

and Dµν

Ngrid(C)∑

g

wgC
∂εXC

∂ρ

∣∣∣∣
ρ=ρ(r⃗gC)

∂ (µν)

∂Bτ

∣∣∣∣
r⃗=r⃗gC

and the corresponding GGA terms, where C

is the atom that these grid points belong to. The result is copied back to host memory and

distributed into the final gradient vector according to the pattern in equation S32.
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Performance on different GPUs

In this section we provide TeraChem timings for branched alkanes and other organic molecules

on the NVIDIA RTX 3090Ti and RTX 4090 GPUs. The RTX 4090 GPU leads to smallest

runtimes (even in comparison to the A100 GPU results reported in the main text, as shown

in Table S1 and Fig. S1). The TeraChem computation time grows quadratically (or slower)

with the size of the branched alkanes (as shown in Figs. S2 and S4). The cc-pVTZ runtimes

are furthermore dominated by the evaluation of HF exchange (as shown in Figs. S3 and S4).

Comparison to BrianQC is also made for the RTX 3090Ti GPU (as shown in Table S2).
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Table S1: Run time per SCF iteration (averaged over all cycles) for TeraChem B3LYP/cc-
pVDZ and B3LYP/cc-pVTZ calculations on several organic molecules, performed on three
different types of GPUs: NVIDIA A100, NVIDIA RTX 4090, and NVIDIA RTX 3090Ti. A
single GPU was used for all calculations.

Molecule Basis Set nAO A100 (s) 4090 (s) 3090Ti (s)

C46H94
cc-pVDZ 1160 3 5 9
cc-pVTZ 3020 44 41 84

C70H142
cc-pVDZ 1760 6 9 18
cc-pVTZ 4580 104 90 192

C94H190
cc-pVDZ 2360 11 16 29
cc-pVTZ 6140 203 167 364

fullerene
cc-pVDZ 900 2 3 6
cc-pVTZ 2100 45 37 80

taxol
cc-pVDZ 1160 2 3 6
cc-pVTZ 2870 34 31 63

valinomycin
cc-pVDZ 1620 4 5 9
cc-pVTZ 4080 65 57 119
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Figure S1: Run time per SCF iteration (averaged over all cycles) for TeraChem B3LYP
calculations on branched alkanes, compared between three types of GPUs: NVIDIA A100,
NVIDIA RTX 4090, and NVIDIA RTX 3090Ti. A single GPU was used for all calculations.
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Figure S2: Run time per SCF iteration (averaged over all cycles) for TeraChem B3LYP
calculations on branched alkanes, using one NVIDIA RTX 3090Ti GPU. We use the 6-31G,
cc-pVDZ and cc-pVTZ basis sets. The scaling of run time with respect to the number of basis
functions (nAO) is O(n2.0

AO) for the B3LYP/cc-pVTZ calculation, O(n1.7
AO) for the B3LYP/cc-

pVDZ calculation and O(n1.6
AO) for the B3LYP/6-31G calculation.
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Figure S3: Distribution of SCF iteration run time components (averaged over all cycles)
for B3LYP/cc-pVDZ (left) and B3LYP/cc-pVTZ (right) calculations on branched alkanes,
using one NVIDIA RTX 3090Ti GPU.
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Figure S4: Run time per SCF iteration (averaged over all cycles) for TeraChem B3LYP
calculations on branched alkanes, using one NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU. We use the 6-31G, cc-
pVDZ and cc-pVTZ basis sets. The scaling of run time with respect to the number of basis
functions (nAO) is O(n1.9

AO) for the B3LYP/cc-pVTZ calculation, O(n1.7
AO) for the B3LYP/cc-

pVDZ calculation and O(n1.6
AO) for the B3LYP/6-31G calculation.
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Figure S5: Distribution of SCF iteration run time components (averaged over all cycles)
for B3LYP/cc-pVDZ (left) and B3LYP/cc-pVTZ (right) calculations on branched alkanes,
using one NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU.
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Table S2: Run time per SCF iteration (averaged over all cycles) for B3LYP/cc-pVDZ and
B3LYP/cc-pVTZ calculations on several organic molecules, compared between the present
TeraChem implementation and BrianQC.S7 A single NVIDIA RTX 3090Ti GPU was used
for all calculations. For BrianQC we only report the sum of the Coulomb, HF exchange, and
exchange-correlation computation times, which the program reports rounded to the nearest
second. The matrix linear algebra time per iteration, and other miscellaneous components
is therefore not included in the BrianQC timing.

Molecule Basis Set nAO TeraChem (s) BrianQC (s)

C46H94
cc-pVDZ 1160 9 14
cc-pVTZ 3020 84 250

C70H142
cc-pVDZ 1760 18 34
cc-pVTZ 4580 192 733

C94H190
cc-pVDZ 2360 29 72
cc-pVTZ 6140 364 1633

fullerene
cc-pVDZ 900 6 12
cc-pVTZ 2100 80 156

taxol
cc-pVDZ 1160 6 10
cc-pVTZ 2870 63 144

valinomycin
cc-pVDZ 1620 9 19
cc-pVTZ 4080 119 331
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Profiling of compute times over kernels

We show the distribution of compute times over kernels of different angular momentum for

the NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU, as well as an additional system (a cluster carved out from the

ZnS Wurtzite crystal with the def2-SVP basis).

Local DFTCoulomb

HF Exchange

DNA pairs (136 atoms) B3LYP/cc-pVTZ on 4090
Run time per SCF step = 11 min

S (496 AOs)
P (1080 AOs)
D (1320 AOs)
F (840 AOs)
Functional
Rest

Figure S6: Kernel run time distributions across SCF iterations for a model organic (two
DNA CG base pairs, B3LYP/cc-pVTZ) system on one NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU.
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Run time per SCF step = 28 min
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D (1236 AOs)
F (10 AOs)
Functional
Rest

Figure S7: Kernel run time distributions across SCF iterations for a model bioinorganic
systems (protein 6UFA, PBE0/def2-SVP) system on one NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU.
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Figure S8: Kernel run time distributions across SCF iterations for a model inorganic crystal
cluster (Wurtzite zinc sulfide, PBE0/def2-SVP) system on one NVIDIA A100 GPU.
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Figure S9: Kernel run time distributions across SCF iterations for a model inorganic crystal
cluster (Wurtzite zinc sulfide, PBE0/def2-SVP) system on one NVIDIA RTX 4090 GPU.
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Performance of Single Precision Nuclear Attraction In-

tegral Kernels against Number of Intermediates

We also include the nuclear attraction integral run time vs number of intermediates in

the equations for single precision calculations. However, we note that TeraChem always

uses double precision nuclear attraction integral kernels for all calculations (including those

described as mixed precision). These single precision nuclear attraction integral kernels

therefore were only implemented for the profiling results shown here. These computations

reveal a slight increase in kernel runtime for the FF type integrals at the low number of

multiplication operations limit, as discussed in the main text.
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Figure S10: The nuclear attraction integral evaluation time for PYP QM region 5 with cc-
pVTZ basis set. Full single precision is used in nuclear attraction integral computation.
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