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Beyond CCSD(T) accuracy at lower scaling with auxiliary field quantum Monte Carlo

Ankit Mahajan,"[| James H. Thorpe, Jo S. Kurian,?
David R. Reichman,' Devin A. Matthews,? and Sandeep Sharma®[f]
! Department of Chemistry, Columbia University, New York, NY 10027, USA

2Department of Chemistry, Southern Methodist University, Dallas, TX 75275, USA
3 Department of Chemistry, University of Colorado, Boulder, CO 80302, USA

We introduce a black-box auxiliary field quantum Monte Carlo (AFQMC) approach to perform
highly accurate electronic structure calculations using configuration interaction singles and doubles
(CISD) trial states. This method consistently provides more accurate energy estimates than coupled
cluster singles and doubles with perturbative triples (CCSD(T)), often regarded as the gold standard
in quantum chemistry. This level of precision is achieved at a lower asymptotic computational
cost, scaling as O(N®) compared to the O(N7) scaling of CCSD(T). We provide numerical evidence
supporting these findings through results for challenging main group and transition metal-containing

molecules.

1. INTRODUCTION

Phaseless auxiliary field quantum Monte Carlo
(AFQMC), a fermionic projector Monte Carlo (PMC)
technique developed by Zhang and coworkers™ ™, has at-
tracted significant attention in quantum chemistry. Its
accuracy and computational cost largely depend on the
choice of the trial wave function used to control the
sign (or phase) problem inherent to fermionic PMC tech-
niques. When a single Hartree-Fock (HF) determinant is
used as the trial state (AFQMC/HF), its cost scales as
O(N?) for a fixed stochastic error in the total energy. De-
spite this relatively moderate scaling, AFQMC/HF has
been shown to provide more accurate energies than cou-
pled cluster singles and doubles (CCSD),” which has a
computational scaling of O(N%). But in a recent bench-
mark study® AFQMC/HF was found to be less accurate
than the coupled cluster singles and doubles with per-
turbative triples (CCSD(T))% method when calculating
atomization energies for weakly correlated systems.

Since AFQMC becomes formally exact in the limit of
the exact trial, a straightforward way to improve its ac-
curacy is to use a more accurate trial. Multidetermi-
nant states are often employed in AFQMC for this pur-
pose, usually obtained from complete active space (CAS)
calculations, where the active orbital spaces are chosen
based on chemical intuition“1Y The quality of the ap-
proximation can critically depend on the choice of the
active space, a trait shared by all CAS-based approaches.
Recently, efforts have been made to remedy this using
automatically chosen active spaces, based on natural or-
bitals or other criteria 1113 Despite improvements in the
ability to automatically select the multideterminant trial
states, all these studies are limited by the high cost of
the calculations. This is ameliorated to a large extent by
the development of efficient algorithms that enable the
use of long expansions—up to a million determinants—as
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trial states in AFQMC14U8 The development of these
algorithms has provided a means to systematically im-
prove the accuracy of AFQMC energies by using larger
active spaces and selected configuration interaction (sCI)
expansions M3 However, as with other systematically
improvable methods including density matrix renormal-
ization group'®, various flavors of sCI*?23 and other
multireference methods, AFQMC with sCI trial states
is not a polynomial scaling black-box algorithm. Al-
though these systematically improvable methods can be
beneficial for solving specific challenging problems, in the
context of computational chemistry, a black-box method
with polynomial scaling is often preferable.

In this work, we introduce such a method by using
the configuration interaction singles and doubles (CISD)
wave function as the trial state. The resulting algorithm
is denoted as AFQMC/CISD and it consistently yields
highly accurate ground state energies. Leveraging the
algorithmic developments for handling long determinant
expansions, this method has a computational cost scaling
of O(N®) for a fixed stochastic error in the total energy.
Our benchmark calculations demonstrate that this ap-
proach provides energies more accurate than CCSD(T),
despite its lower cost scaling. The test cases include both
main group and transition metal containing systems with
varying levels of correlation.

We have implemented this method in a code op-
timized for GPUs, which significantly mitigates the
large prefactor associated with the cost scaling of QMC
methods 2425 Dye to its lower cost scaling and the
use of GPUs, we find that the practical walltime cost
of AFQMC/CISD for obtaining reasonable stochastic er-
rors is comparable to that of a CPU implementation of
CCSD(T).

Similar to the hierarchies in configuration interaction
or coupled cluster methods, the accuracy of AFQMC can
be improved by including higher-order excitations be-
yond doubles in the trial state. Remarkably, the cost of
using these trial states in AFQMC is less than or equal
to the cost of obtaining them by solving the correspond-
ing CI or CC equations. For example, the cost of solving
CCSD/CISD, CCSDT/CISDT, and CCSDTQ/CISDTQ
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Symbol Meaning
N number of electrons
M  number of basis functions
X number of Cholesky vectors

i,]J,... general orbital indices
P, q, ... occupied orbital indices
t,u,... virtual orbital indices

TABLE 1. Glossary of the notation used in this article.

equations scales as O(N®), O(N?®), and O(N'Y), respec-
tively. But using the truncated CI wave functions of
the same order as trial states in AFQMC has a cost of
O(N®), O(N7) and O(N?), respectively (see sectionm
for more details). It should, however, be noted that very
often the bottleneck in performing these higher-order cal-
culations is the large memory required to store the wave
functions, which remains a limiting factor.

This paper is organized as follows: We first present
the theory and computational details of AFQMC/CISD
in section 2] In section [3] we present benchmark re-
sults for main group and transition metal contain-
ing molecules (3.2). We present an analysis of the scal-
ing of ground state energy and computational cost of the
method in comparison to CCSD(T) in section We
conclude with a summary of the results and future direc-
tions in section [l

2. THEORY

We use the quantum chemistry Hamiltonian given by
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where h;; are modified one-electron integrals and L;Yj
are Cholesky decomposed two-electron integrals in an or-
thonormal orbital basis, and {a!} and {a;} are electronic
creation and annihilation operators, respectively. We de-
note the number of electrons by N, the number of orbitals
by M, and the number of Cholesky vectors by X. Table
shows a summary of the notation used in this paper. In
cost scaling expressions that make a distinction between
X, M and N, we assume X > M > N. When such a dis-
tinction is not made, N is used as a proxy for the system
size. The ground state is obtained by applying an expo-
nential form of the projector onto an initial state, |¢g),
usually taken to be the Hartree-Fock (HF) determinant,
as
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where 7 is the imaginary time, |¥y) is the ground state,
and we assume {¢o|Ppo) # 0. In AFQMC, the action of
the projector (also referred to as propagator) is sampled
using auxiliary fields, and the ground state is represented

statistically as a weighted sum of non-orthogonal Slater
determinants
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where w; are weights, |¢;) are walker Slater determinants,
and 7 is the trial state used for importance sampling.
Details of this procedure can be found in Ref.[4. We note
that this representation of the ground state is biased due
to the phaseless approximation® employed during propa-
gation to control the sign or phase problem. The extent
of this bias is determined by the trial state (|¢r)) used
in the phaseless approximation

2.1. CISD trial states

In this paper, we use CISD trial states given by
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where we have used spin orbitals for notational brevity.
We use the singles and doubles CI coefficients based on
CCSD amplitudes as
p = Tp> C% = tu q T thﬁ;’ ()
where 7 are the canonical CCSD amplitudes. Other po-
tential sources for the CI coefficients include variational
CISD, externally corrected CCSD 2%, and sCI. In our cal-
culations, we found that CCSD and variational CISD-
based coefficients yielded roughly similar AFQMC ener-
gies, with the former showing greater accuracy in some
instances. A detailed comparison of these options will be
addressed in future studies.
We consider the evaluation of three trial and walker
dependent quantities: the overlap of the walker with the
trial state, (¢r|¢), along with the force bias, defined as
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and the local energy, given by
(Yr|H|9)
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We present two ways to calculate these quantities, one
based on automatic differentiation and the other based
on direct evaluation of the expressions using Wick’s the-
orem.

2.1.1. Using overlap derivatives

The use of derivatives to efficiently evaluate quantities
such as the local energy was first introduced by Filippi
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FIG. 1. Tensor diagrams for the most expensive terms in the evaluation of overlap, force bias, and local energy for a CISD trial
state. Computational cost scaling is shown below each diagram.

et al. in the context of real space QMC2Y A related ap-
proach for AFQMC in orbital space was reported in Ref.
28. Below we outline the key aspects of this technique
that can be applied to a general trial state. The method
only requires the ability to compute the overlap between
the walker and the trial. For a CISD state, the overlap
is calculated using the generalized Wick’s theorem?? as
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where G is the Green’s function, given by
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with

(o]0} = det(U'V). (10)
Here U and V are the orbital coefficient matrices of the
walker and the CISD reference HF state, respectively.
Note that the cost of overlap evaluation ({(¢r|¢p)) scales
as O(N2?M?). The force bias can be written as
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Note that the operator in the exponent in the numerator
is a one-body operator. Therefore, by applying Thouless’
theorem, its action on the walker determinant generates
another Slater determinant. The force bias can then be
calculated as the gradient of the overlap between this
rotated walker and the trial. Using reverse mode au-
tomatic differentiation, the gradient can be obtained at
the same cost scaling as the overlap itself, and the result-
ing cost of evaluating the force bias for a CISD trial is
O(N2?M? + X M?).

The one-body part of the local energy can be evaluated
similarly to the force bias. We write the two-body part

(11)
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Again, due to Thouless’ theorem, the numerator reduces
to an overlap between the trial and a Slater determinant.
Because the derivative involves a single variable, it can
be evaluated using automatic differentiation or finite dif-
ference at the same cost scaling, given by O(XNZ2M?)
for the CISD trial.

Even though force bias and overlap calculations are
carried out more frequently than local energy evalua-
tion during an AFQMC run—typically about 50 times
more often—energy evaluation becomes the bottleneck for
larger systems in practice due to its higher asymptotic
scaling. Since the variance in the energy grows linearly
with the number of electrons, the asymptotic cost to ob-
tain a fixed stochastic error with AFQMC/CISD scales
as O(XN3M?), which is effectively of the order of the
sixth power of the system size.
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2.1.2.  Ezplicit evaluation using Wick’s theorem

An alternative to the derivative-based approach exists
for multideterminantal trial states, such as CISD. This
technique makes use of the particle-hole excitation struc-
ture of the trial state to efficiently compute various quan-
tities. The details of this approach are outlined in Refs.
15l and [16l Briefly, it proceeds by explicitly evaluating
the expressions for the force bias and local energy using
the generalized Wick’s theorem. Specifically, we make
use of the identity
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where the operator in parentheses on the LHS is a
particle-hole excitation operator of rank k, the notation
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function matrix, and the modified Green’s function is
given as

g; =G5~ 3. (14)

The complete expressions for the force bias and local en-
ergy for a CISD trial state are provided in appendix [A]
The most computationally expensive terms are shown
in Fig. |1] as tensor diagrams, alongside their associated
cost scaling. Notably, the cost scaling of this approach
matches that of the derivative-based approach for all rel-
evant quantities. This no longer holds when higher-order
CISDT and CISDTQ trial states are used. The most
expensive terms in these cases are shown in Fig. of
appendix [A] By constructing appropriate intermediate
quantities, these can be evaluated with cost scalings of
O(XN2M? + N3M3) for CISDT and O(N*M*) for CIS-
DTQ. In contrast, the derivative-based approach results
in higher cost scalings of O(XN3M3) for CISDT and
O(XN*M*) for CISDTQ trial states.

In our implementation of these two algorithms for per-
forming AFQMC/CISD, we found that the second ap-
proach using explicit Wick’s theorem expressions was up
to 5 times faster than the derivative-based approach de-
pending on the system size. For example, for a poly-
acetylene chain containing 10 carbon atoms in the aug-
cc-pVDZ basis, the second approach was roughly 5 times
faster for AFQMC/CISD calculations based on a UHF
(unrestricted HF) reference. Nonetheless, the ease of im-
plementation of the derivative-based method within an
AD framework makes it very useful for quick prototyp-
ing and debugging.

3. RESULTS

In this section, we present benchmark results for the
accuracy and computational cost of AFQMC/CISD. The
analysis covers main group molecules from the HEAT
dataset ¥ the multireference subset of the W4 dataset 31
and transition metal-containing molecules, which are
known to be particularly challenging for many electronic
structure methods. We make comparisons with various
coupled cluster methods including CCSD, CCSD(T), and
CCSDTQ. Hartree-Fock, CCSD, and CCSD(T) calcula-
tions were performed using PySCF 22 while CCSDTQ
calculations were done with MRCC33 and CFOUR®# pro-
grams for open-shell and closed-shell molecules, respec-
tively. We did all AFQMC calculations using our AD-
AFQMC code available in a public repository32 This
python code is written using the Jax library2% and sup-
ports both CPU and GPU computations. We used
NVIDIA A100 GPUs for most of the AFQMC calcula-
tions.

We use UHF-based trial states for both AFQMC/HF
and AFQMC/CISD calculations unless explicitly stated
otherwise. The trial CISD wave functions are obtained

by truncating the unrestricted CC wave function on top
of a UHF reference state. We use restricted initial walk-
ers, with orbitals taken to be the a—spin UHF orbitals,
to enforce spin symmetry in AFQMC? This choice was
found to minimize systematic errors in general. For CC
calculations, in most cases, RHF methods were found
to be more accurate. Therefore, we have generally used
RHF-based CC methods, except for some cases where the
alternative choice is explicitly specified. The frozen-core
approximation was used in all calculations without pseu-
dopotentials: we froze the He core for second-row atoms,
Ne core for third-row atoms, and Ar core for transition
metal atoms (except for [CuyOy)?T). This allows us to
use a time step of 0.005 a.u. in AFQMC propagation 13
Note that UHF-based CC methods use an unrestricted
core, whereas in AFQMC we freeze a restricted core. We
expect discrepancies due to this difference in the treat-
ment of frozen orbitals, both in CC energies and when
CC amplitudes are used to make the CISD trial states,
to be very small because of the tight cores used. A cutoff
of 1075 was used for calculating modified Cholesky in-
tegrals used in AFQMC. We obtain correlation energies
in the continuum limit using a two-point extrapolation

based on the inverse cubic relation=®
< a
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where EX  is the correlation energy in a basis set with

cardinal number X, and EZ5.. is the correlation energy
in the basis set limit. We perform stochastic error prop-

agation using the bootstrap sampling approach 32

3.1. Main group molecules

We begin examining the performance of various
methods in molecules containing the main group ele-
ments. We test the performance for weakly correlated
(HEAT dataset), moderately strongly correlated (W4-
MR dataset), and significantly strongly correlated sys-
tems (N dissociation). We also test the accuracy of
calculated dipole moments for two molecules that were
found to be challenging in a previous study.

3.1.1. HEAT database

The HEAT dataset, developed by Stanton and col-
leagues, contains small open and closed shell molecules
made of light elements Y It aims to provide highly accu-
rate theoretical atomization energies using the hierarchy
of coupled cluster methods in the basis set limit. Our
objective is to compare the performance of AFQMC and
CC methods for calculating absolute ground state ener-
gies in a small basis set where near-exact energies can
be obtained. Fig. [2] shows errors in ground state ener-
gies calculated using various methods with the cc-pVDZ
basis and the geometries provided in Ref. [B0. We use
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FIG. 2. Errors in the ground state energies of molecules in the HEAT dataset (cc-pVDZ basis) calculated using different
methods. The errors are with respect to CCSDTQP taken from Ref. AFQMC/HF energies are from Ref

CCSDTQP energies from Ref. [40)] as the near-exact refer-
ence. Ref. [40] does not report the CCSDTQP energy for
COs, for which we performed the calculation ourselves.
For all 26 molecules in the dataset, AFQMC/CISD er-
rors are lower than those from CCSD(T). The root
mean square deviations (RMSD) are shown in the leg-
end of Fig. 2] The ground states of these molecules are
largely single-reference, therefore, CCSD(T) has a rela-
tively small RMSD of 1.7 mH. AFQMC/CISD has an
even smaller RMSD of 0.8 mH, with CCSDTQ energies
being nearly exact. AFQMC/HF, as reported in Ref. 41],
shows relatively small errors for most molecules but has
some notable outliers. We confirmed that we obtained
AFQMC/HF energies within error bars of those reported
in Ref. 41l for O5 and CN molecules using our code. In-
terestingly, we find AFQMC/CISD energies to be vari-
ational for all of these molecules, whereas AFQMC/HF
energies are not.

In lieu of calculating exact ground state energies for
larger basis sets, we use a composite scheme as outlined
in Ref.[30} to obtain benchmark correlation contributions
to atomization energies in the basis set limit. This analy-
sis focuses solely on the correlation energy of the valence
electrons. Using the frozen-core approximation, we cal-
culate reference correlation energies for all molecules in

the HEAT set and their constituent atoms as
FEeorr [Ref] = EIQ [CCSD(T)] + AETQ [CCSDT]

+ AEP%[CCSDTQ] + AEP% [CCSDTQP],
(16)

where EXQ [CCSD(T)] is the CCSD(T) correlation en-
ergy extrapolated to the continuum limit using cc-pV'TZ
and cc-pVQZ basis sets. AETQ[CCSDT] is the itera-
tive triples correction to the CCSD(T) value, also evalu-
ated using the same two-point extrapolation approach.
The AEPZ[CCSDTQ] and AEPZ[CCSDTQP] correc-
tions are computed in the cc-pVDZ basis. The CCSDT
and CCSDTQ corrections are taken from Ref. [30 and the
CCSDTQP corrections from Ref. While these correla-
tion energies may not be near-exact in an absolute sense,
they should provide a highly accurate estimate of the
valence correlation contribution to atomization energies
due to the cancellation of errors in the energy differences.

We calculate the AFQMC/CISD correlation contribu-
tions using the two-point TZ-QZ extrapolation method.
Fig. [3] shows the errors in these contributions to atom-
ization energies. We note that CCSD(T), CCSDT, and
AFQMC/CISD values are all calculated in the basis set
limit, while the CCSDTQ values include the quadruples
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FIG. 3. Errors in the valence correlation contribution to the atomization energy of molecules in the HEAT dataset in the
basis set limit (extrapolated from cc-pVTZ and cc-pVQZ values). For CCSDTQ), the quadruples correction to the extrapolated
CCSDT energy was evaluated in the cc-pVDZ basis. CCSDT and CCSDTQ energies are from Ref.

correction only in the cc-pVDZ basis. As noted in many
previous studies, despite significant errors in ground state
energies, CCSD(T) benefits from near-perfect error can-
cellation between molecular and atomic energies, result-
ing in small errors in the atomization energy with an
RMSD of just 0.5 kcal/mol, primarily due to the outlier
CN. This performance is, in most cases, superior to the
more expensive CCSDT method, which has a slightly
higher RMSD of 0.6 kcal/mol. While AFQMC/CISD
does not benefit from error cancellation to the same ex-
tent as CCSD(T), it still achieves a lower overall RMSD
of 0.43(2) kcal/mol. The AFQMC/CISD errors are
smaller than 1 kcal/mol for all molecules, with no ex-
treme outliers. CCSDTQ values are almost exact in all
cases with an RMSD of 0.1 kcal/mol, consistent with the
high accuracy of this method for absolute ground state
energies.

It is worth mentioning that AFQMC/CISD does not
suffer from the large errors in atomic energies that are
observed in AFQMC/HF, as reported in Ref. 5l To il-
lustrate this point, we present a comparison of the errors
in atomic energies calculated using different methods in

Appendix

8.1.2.  Wj4-multireference dataset

The W4 dataset, created by Martin and co-workers,
has also been widely used for assessing the quality of
new electronic structure methods®! Here, we focus on
the subset of molecules with significant multireference
character grouped in the W4-MR set. These molecules
were identified using a diagnostic based on the contribu-
tion of the perturbative triples to the correlation energy.
For these challenging cases, CCSD(T) is known to show
larger errors. To determine whether AFQMC based on a
CISD trial can outperform CCSD(T), we compare ground
state energies using a small basis set. Fig. [] shows the
difference in ground state energies for various methods
using CCSDTQ energies as reference. We used geome-
tries provided in Ref. 31land the cc-pVDZ basis set. Since
these molecules are larger than those in the HEAT set, it
is computationally expensive to perform CCSDTQP cal-
culations for all of them, therefore we use CCSDTQ as
reference, which, although not exact, should nonetheless
provide an accurate reference point. To confirm the accu-
racy of CCSDTQ energies, we performed AFQMC calcu-
lations with HCI trial states for the largest five molecules
in this set viz. S4, CIOOCI ClF5, and F205. We can con-
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FIG. 4. Errors in ground state energies for molecules in the W4-MR dataset (cc-pVDZ basis) calculated using various methods.
The reference energies for all molecules except OCIOO (on the left of the vertical line) are CCSDTQ and for OCIOO it is
AFQMC/HCI converged with respect to the number of determinants, with the gray shaded area showing the stochastic error

estimate.

verge the AFQMC energies with respect to the number of
determinants in the HCI expansion, to obtain near exact
energies. In all these molecules, we found CCSDTQ to
be within 1 mH of AFQMC/HCI energies. We could not
converge CCSDTQ for the open-shell OCIOO molecule
with the available computational resources, therefore we
used a converged AFQMC/HCI energy as the reference
value for this molecule.

From Fig. |4 we see that CCSD(T) errors are substan-
tially larger compared to the HEAT set, with an RMSD
of 4.2 mH. A fully iterative treatment of the triples in
CCSDT improves the accuracy only slightly, reducing
the RMSD to 3.4 mH. Interestingly, the more econom-
ical AFQMC/HF method achieves the same RMSD as
CCSDT for this set of molecules. AFQMC/CISD, on
the other hand, exhibits differences of less than 2 mH
from CCSDTQ in most cases, with an RMSD of 2.0(1)
mH. Most of this error is attributed to three molecules:
BN, Bs, and C,. BN and C, are isoelectronic and are
both known to be pathological cases where even explic-
itly multireference approaches struggle to describe the
correlation #2443 Note that CCSD(T) energies are lower
than CCSDT in both these molecules. It is interesting to
observe that AFQMC/CISD energies in many cases are
between CCSD(T) and AFQMC/HF energies, where the
former tend to be undercorrelated and the latter over-
correlated. We see this pattern repeated in other results

reported in this paper. Overall, AFQMC/CISD shows
significantly smaller errors than CCSD(T) for these mul-
tireference molecules.

We also calculate the valence correlation contributions
to the atomization energies of the W4-MR molecules.
Due to their significant multireference character, higher-
order CC corrections are larger for these molecules than
for the HEAT set. In Ref. 31, the full triples correc-
tions are estimated using extrapolations from cc-pVDZ
and cc-pVTZ energies, while higher-order corrections are
evaluated in even smaller basis sets. To enable a fair
comparison, we employ a DZ-TZ extrapolation for the
AFQMC/CISD correlation contributions. Although this
extrapolation does not provide results very close to the
basis set limit, it allows us to compare the accuracy of dif-
ferent methods in capturing correlation while minimizing
the influence of basis set effects. Thus, we use the fol-
lowing composite scheme to obtain the reference valence
correlation energies:

= EDT [CCSD(T)] + AEPT [CCSDT]

+ AEPZ[CCSDTQ] + AF [higher order],
(17)

Ecorr [Ref]

where corrections beyond perturbative triples are taken
from Ref. 31l
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FIG. 5. Errors in the valence correlation contribution to the atomization energy (extrapolated from cc-pVDZ and cc-pVTZ
values) of molecules in the W4-MR dataset. For CCSDTQ, the quadruples correction to the CCSDT energy was evaluated in
the cc-pVDZ basis. CCSDT and CCSDTQ energies are from Ref. 31l

Fig. |p| shows the errors in these contributions to at-
omization energies. CCSD(T) exhibits larger errors in
atomization energies compared to the HEAT set, with
an RMSD of 1.7 kcal/mol, which is consistent with
the greater errors observed in the ground state ener-
gies of these multireference molecules. CCSDT has a
significantly larger RMSD of 2.6 kcal/mol, despite show-
ing smaller errors in ground state energies, again high-
lighting the benefit of error cancellation in CCSD(T).
AFQMC/CISD is more accurate than CCSD(T) in nearly
all cases, with a smaller RMSD of 1.17(5) kcal/mol. This
value is dominated by the outliers BN, Bo, and C,, where
AFQMC/CISD errors exceed 2 kcal/mol. CCSDTQ en-
ergies are almost exact in all cases, with an RMSD of
just 0.2 kcal/mol.

3.1.8. Ny dissociation

Bond breaking is ubiquitous in various chemical pro-
cesses and poses a significant challenge for many elec-
tronic structure methods due to the changing nature of
correlation at different geometries. In this context, we
calculate the potential energy curve of the Ny molecule,
which is particularly challenging due to its triple bond.
Fig. [6] shows the errors in the ground state energy at
different bond lengths using the cc-pVDZ basis set. Ex-

Method [Non-parallelity error in mH]
—=- UCCSD(T) [19] —$— AFQMC/CISD [4]
-+4- UCCSDTQ [4] -k~ AFQMC/HF [11]
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FIG. 6. Errors in the ground state energy of N2 at different
bond lengths (cc-pVDZ basis). UHF-based reference states
were used in all methods. Exact and CC energies are taken
from Ref. 441

act energies are taken from Ref. 44, which also provides
high-order CC energies. We present CC energies based
on the UHF reference here, as RHF-based energies can



TABLE 2. Dipole moments (in a.u.) of CO and CH2O
molecules at equilibrium geometries using the aug-cc-pVQZ
basis set.

CcO CH-O

HF -0.1147 1.128
CCSD 0.0156 0.9738
AFQMC/HF  0.010(3)  0.986(4)
CCSD(T) 0.0393 0.9454
CCSDT 0.0370 0.9465
AFQMC/CISD  0.035(2)  0.932(3)

Experiment  0.048(1/*  0.918(1*"

diverge at stretched geometries. The non-parallelity er-
ror, defined as the difference between the maximum and
minimum errors in absolute energies, is a useful met-
ric for identifying methods that offer a balanced treat-
ment of electronic correlation across the potential en-
ergy curve. The perturbative treatment of triples in
UCCSD(T) results in a large non-parallelity error of
19 mH due to massive undercorrelation in the inter-
mediate stretched region. In contrast, AFQMC/CISD
has a non-parallelity error of 4 mH, significantly smaller
than that of UCCSD(T), and comparable to UCCSDTQ.
AFQMC/HF performs better than UCCSD(T) but still
shows a substantial non-parallelity error of 11 mH.

8.1.4. Dipole moments

In a recent paper?” we presented a method to cal-
culate properties other than energy in AFQMC within
a response formalism, leveraging automatic differenti-
ation. This approach provides superior statistical es-
timators and better computational efficiency than the
back-propagation technique. Since our AFQMC/CISD
code is developed within this differentiable framework,
we can straightforwardly calculate first-order properties
using this new trial state. We refer the reader to the
original paper®” for details of the methodology and leave
a more thorough investigation of such calculations for
future work. Here, we briefly discuss the calculation of
dipole moments of CO and CH>O, two molecules pre-
viously identified as challenging cases. Table [2| presents
the results of these calculations using the aug-cc-pVQZ
basis set and the same geometries as in Ref. [47. We
believe this basis set is sufficiently large for meaning-
ful comparison with experimental measurements. The
CC and AFQMC/HF dipole moments include contribu-
tions from HF orbital response. We observe that CCSD
and AFQMC/HF both show similar substantial errors
with respect to experimental values, which is not surpris-
ing, particularly in the case of CO, where HF predicts
an incorrect polarity direction. In contrast, CCSD(T),
CCSDT, and AFQMC/CISD show much better agree-
ment with the experimental values. One should note,
however, that aside from comparison with experimental
values, which are complicated by experimental uncertain-
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FIG. 7. Errors in the dissociation energies of transition metal
oxide molecules. We performed extrapolations to the basis
set limit based on energies obtained using the TZ and QZ
Trail-Needs pseudopotential and basis sets. The errors are
with respect to near-exact SHCI values taken from Ref. [10]
which is also the source of DMC energies.

ties, the consistency between AFQMC/CISD and high-
order CC dipole moments provides confidence in their
accuracy. Determining the relative accuracy of these two
methods for property evaluation requires further careful
investigation.

3.2. Transition metal containing molecules

In this section, we examine molecules and clusters con-
taining 3d transition metal elements, which pose a more
challenging problem for electronic structure methods. In
general, CC methods do not achieve the same level of ac-
curacy for these systems as they do for the lighter main
group molecules.

3.2.1.

Transition metal oxides

Fig. []shows the errors in dissociation energies of seven
transition metal oxide molecules obtained using CC and
QMC approaches. We use the near-exact SHCI ener-
gies reported in Ref. [10 for these molecules in large basis
sets as reference values for our analysis. To allow a di-
rect comparison, we follow this work in using the same
bond lengths and the Trail-Needs pseudopotential and
corresponding basis sets. For all orbital space methods,
we performed an exponential fit for HF energies in the
TZ, QZ, and 57 basis sets, and an inverse cubic fit for
correlation energies in the TZ and QZ basis sets to ex-
trapolate the total energies to the basis set limit. Since
diffusion Monte Carlo (DMC) inherently works directly
in the continuum limit, we used the dissociation energies



TABLE 3. Isomerization energy of [Cu202}2+. The first two
columns show absolute energies in Hartree for the two ge-
ometries, and the last column shows the isomerization energy
(E(f =0)— E(f =1)) in kecal/mol. The free projection (fp)-
AFQMC values are the best theoretical estimates.

f=0 f=1 AEFE (kcal/mol)
CCSD(T) -542.0885  -542.1373 30.6
AFQMC/HF  -542.0966(7) -542.152(1) 34.8(8)
AFQMC/CISD -542.0906(9) -542.1290(9) 24.1(8)
fp-AFQMCH  -542.0964(7) -542.1348(7) 24.1(6)

directly from Ref. [0, We again find AFQMC/CISD to
be more accurate than CCSD(T) with an RMSD of 1.3(2)
kcal/mol. Both methods benefit from some cancellation
of errors, as can be seen from the absolute energies re-
ported in the supporting information*® Both DMC and
AFQMC/HF are lower scaling approaches based on a sin-
gle determinant trial state (a Jastrow factor is used in
DMC), but AFQMC/HF has a smaller RMSD of 6.3(3)
kcal/mol. We note that DMC energies can be improved
by adding more determinants in the trial state as well as
by including backflow correlations. But it is also worth
mentioning that with the commonly used Jastrow-Slater
trial state, DMC can exhibit substantial errors, and one
should be cautious in using it as a benchmark method
for transition metal systems.

3.2.2. [CU202]2+ Isomerization

The isomerization pathway between two structures of
the [CUQ02}2+, an active site in enzymes like tyrosi-
nase and catechol, has been studied using numerous
computational methods. We recently reported bench-
mark near-exact free projection (fp)-AFQMC energies
for this system, demonstrating that methods previously
considered highly accurate for this system deviate from
these reference values by as much as 10 kcal/mol*® An
AFQMC/HCT calculation that systematically converged
the phaseless error with respect to the number of deter-
minants in the trial found energies in good agreement
with the free projection results!t Table [3| shows abso-
lute energies (in Hartrees) and isomerization energies (in
kcal/mol) calculated using different methods along with
the reference fp-AFQMC values. We used the same basis
set and frozen core as that employed in Ref. [I5] (referred
to as BS1 in that work), which consists of a Stuttgart
pseudopotential and associated basis functions on the
copper atoms and an ANO triple-zeta basis set on the
oxygens. The semicore 3s and 3p electrons on copper
and the core 1s electrons on oxygen were frozen at the HF
level leading to a correlation space (32¢, 1080). CCSD(T)
does not accurately describe the energetics of this sys-
tem, overestimating the isomerization energy by 6.5(6)
kcal/mol. AFQMC/HF performs even worse, with an er-
ror in the gap of about 10(1) kcal/mol, primarily due to
substantial overcorrelation of the f = 1 isomer. In con-
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trast, the AFQMC/CISD gap is in remarkable agreement
with fp-AFQMC results, within the stochastic error mar-
gin seemingly benefiting from a cancellation of errors in
the absolute energies of the two isomers. This system il-
lustrates the accuracy of AFQMC/CISD in a case where
CCSD(T) fails significantly.

3.2.8.  Singlet-Quintet gap in [Fe(Hz0)s]*"

Some transition metal complexes can undergo a change
in their spin state in response to a small perturbation,
such as a change in geometry — a phenomenon known
as spin crossover. Calculating the spin-state splitting in
these systems is a difficult task due to the distinct nature
of the two electronic states: one being a high spin state,
the other a low spin state. Here we consider a system
that exhibits this behavior: the [Fe(Hp0)g]*T octahe-
dral complex. Table {4| presents the spin-state splitting
AF calculated using AFQMC, CC, CAPT2, and DMC
methods. We use the geometries reported in Ref. [49]
which investigated spin crossover in this and two other
Fe(II) complexes using the domain-based pair natural or-
bital coupled cluster with singles, doubles, and pertur-
bative triples (DLPNO-CCSD(T)) method®? Since no
near-exact results are available for this system, we com-
pare our results with a variety of approximate methods
that have been used and attempt to identify correlations.
This assessment is further complicated by the use of dif-
ferent basis sets and geometries across different studies.

The most straightforward comparison between
AFQMC and CCSD(T) can be made in a smaller
basis set where both methods are applicable. For this
comparison, a triple-zeta basis set was used for the Fe
atom, while a double-zeta basis was used for the H and
O atoms. Scalar relativistic effects were included using
the X2C Hamiltonian, whereas Ref. [49] used the DKH2
Hamiltonian. We do not anticipate this difference will
affect the spin-state splitting significantly. Our results
show that AFQMC/CISD and canonical CCSD(T) agree
within 1.6(9) kcal/mol. Based on the benchmark results
presented here, we expect AFQMC/CISD to provide a
more accurate estimate. The DLPNO approximation
yields a gap within one kcal/mol of the canonical
CCSD(T) method in this case. However, AFQMC/HF
results in a considerably larger gap due to overcorre-
lation of the high-spin state and undercorrelation of
the low-spin state relative to AFQMC/CISD values
(absolute energies are provided in the supplementary
information).

Using the TZ basis for the entire cluster leads to a
correlation space of (62e, 4390), for which we could not
converge CCSD(T) calculations due to disk space con-
straints. This is the largest AFQMC/CISD calculation
reported in this work, involving ~ 0.5 x 10° determi-
nants. To our knowledge, this represents the largest trial
wavefunction used in any real-space or orbital-space pro-
jection QMC method. Each AFQMC/CISD calculation
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TABLE 4. Singlet(LS) - Quintet(HS) splitting AE = Eus — FEvg of [Fe(HgO)G}Q+ in kecal/mol.

Basis set Method Correlation space AFE
Fe: cc-pwCVTZ-DK AFQMC/HF (62e, 2350) 44.2(8)
O, H: cc-pwCVDZ-DK AFQMC/CISD 36.1(9)
CCSD(T) 37.7
DLPNO-CCSD(T1) 36.7
cc-pwCVTZ-DK AFQMC/HF (62e, 4390) 46(1)
AFQMC/CISD 36(1)
DLPNO-CCSD(T1)* 36.5
ANO-RCC triple-¢ CASPT2*® (62e, 3010) 46.6
Continuum limit DMC/Jastrow-Slater™ 62e 41.0
DLPNO-CCSD(T1)*  62¢, Q-5Z extrapolation 33.3

required about 25 hours on a GPU node. The DLPNO-
CCSD(T1) gap reported in Ref. 49 is in excellent agree-
ment with AFQMC/CISD. This close agreement between
the two methods increases confidence in their accuracy
for this system. It is also worth noting that increasing
the basis set size on the ligand atoms results in only a
minor change in the spin-splitting. The TZ quality ANO
basis set used in the CASPT2 study reported in Ref. [50
has roughly the same number of basis functions on Fe
but fewer on the ligands. Given the relative insensitivity
of the gap to the ligand basis size, we believe that the
CASPT2 gap is likely off by about 10 kcal/mol from the
correct value. Interestingly, the DLPNO-CCSD(T1) cal-
culations in larger basis sets show a significant change in
the gap of about 3 kcal/mol when going from TZ to the
QZ/57Z extrapolated value. Given the close agreement
between AFQMC/CISD and DLPNO-CCSD(T1) in the
TZ basis, we expect the QZ/5Z extrapolated DLPNO-
CCSD(T1) value to be a good estimate of the spin-state
splitting in the continuum limit. The DMC/Jastrow-
Slater estimate of the gap reported in Ref. [51] differs from
this value by about 8 kcal/mol, highlighting the chal-
lenges of using this method for benchmark calculations
in transition metal systems.

3.3. Energy and computational cost scaling

In this section, we examine the asymptotic behavior of
AFQMC/CISD in terms of ground-state energy scaling
and computational cost and contrast it with CCSD(T).

3.8.1. Size-extensivity

Size-extensive methods (sometimes referred to as size-
consistent) ensure that the energy of a system composed
of mutually non-interacting fragments (e.g., infinitely
separated) equals the sum of the energies of the individ-
ual fragments. Therefore, for a system of widely sepa-
rated molecules, the energy per molecule is independent
of the number of molecules. Exact methods evidently
have this property, as do some approximate methods like

HF, CCSD, and CCSD(T). Ref. [§l demonstrated that
AFQMC/HF energies also exhibit this behavior in the
limit of a vanishing propagation time step. However,
many correlated variational methods, CISD in particu-
lar, lack size-extensivity. Therefore, it is important to
investigate the extensivity of AFQMC/CISD energies.

Fig. [8] shows the energy per molecule for a system of
well-separated Ho and N molecules using the STO-6G
minimal basis set. We used bond distances close to equi-
librium of d = 2 a.u. for Hy and and d = 2.117 a.u.
for No. Since Hy is a two-electron system, CCSD and
CCSD(T) yield exact energies for any number of non-
interacting Ho molecules. We consider two CISD trials
for AFQMC: one obtained from CCSD amplitudes, as
we have done throughout this study, and the second ob-
tained variationally using CISD. This second method is
indicated as AFQMC/CISD* in Fig.

Both AFQMC/CISD and AFQMC/CISD* are only ex-
act for a single Ho molecule since the trial CISD state is
exact for this system. But as the number of molecules is
increased, both flavors of AFQMC/CISD start deviating
from the exact value, indicating a lack of size-extensivity.
We find AFQMC/CISD energies to be slightly lower than
AFQMC/CISD* for a smaller number of molecules, but
they seem to approach the same asymptote as the num-
ber of molecules is increased. The errors in both cases
can be seen to be much smaller than that seen in CISD
trial state energies. We also show AFQMC/HF ener-
gies in the figure, which can be seen to be size-extensive
within the statistical error bars for the small time-step
used here (At = 0.005 a.u.). In the limit of an infinite
number of molecules, the CISD energy reduces to the HF
energy®3 Based on the presented numerical results, it is
unclear if AFQMC/CISD and AFQMC/CISD* energies
converge to AFQMC/HF in this limit. It is worth noting
that the CISD wave function does not collapse onto the
HF state in this limit, with (¢Ygr|t¥cisp) = 1/v/2, where
both states are normalized 23

For well-separated N molecules, while CCSD(T) is no
longer exact, it remains size-extensive. Again, although
AFQMC/CISD and AFQMC/CISD* are not exactly size-
extensive, the deviations are small, and both energies
have smaller errors than CCSD(T) for up to 25 molecules.
Based on our calculations in this work, AFQMC/CISD
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FIG. 8. Energy per molecule for an increasing number of mutually non-interacting Ha (left) and Ny (right) molecules in the
STO-6G basis. Insets show a zoomed-in view excluding the CISD energies. AFQMC/CISD* refers to the trial state obtained
variationally using CISD, as opposed to from CCSD amplitudes like in AFQMC/CISD.

is approximately variational and size-extensive, but not
exactly so. We note that the lack of size-extensivity be-
comes less relevant if AFQMC/CISD is used within a
local correlation approach.

3.3.2.  Computational scaling and cost

Fig. |§| presents the walltimes (in minutes) for ground
state energy calculations for trans-polyacetylene chains
using the aug-cc-pVDZ basis set. These systems have a
virtual-to-occupied orbital ratio of N, /N, ~ 7. We per-
formed both RHF and UHF-based calculations for each
method on chains with up to sixteen carbon atoms. The
AFQMC calculations were carried out on an NVIDIA
A100 GPU with 40 GB of memory, while the CCSD(T)
calculations were performed using PySCF on an AMD
CPU node with 30 cores and 60 GB of memory. We note
that our AFQMC code uses a negligible amount of disk
space, whereas CCSD(T) requires a large amount of disk
space for larger systems (up to 400 GB used in these
calculations). Point group symmetry was not utilized in
these calculations. Performing cost scaling analysis of a
QMC method is complicated due to the stochastic error
involved. For a fixed number of samples, the stochas-
tic error roughly scales as v/ N, where N represents the
system size. To provide practical cost estimates, we in-
creased the number of samples in AFQMC linearly with
system size to maintain the stochastic error around 1 mH.
A fifth of all samples at the beginning of the AFQMC run
were discarded as equilibration samples.

We determine empirical asymptotic cost scaling expo-
nents by fitting walltime data against system size on
a log-log scale for the three largest systems considered
here. For RHF-based AFQMC/RCISD, the asymptotic
scaling is O(N%%), and for RCCSD(T) it is O(N®3),

Method [cost scaling exponent]
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UCCSD(T) [6.9] —— RCCSD(T) [6.3]

10%4

1024

10'4

Walltime (min)

1004

1071,

100 200 300 400 500
Number of orbitals

FIG. 9. Energy calculation walltimes for trans-polyacetylene
chains of increasing length (aug-cc-pVDZ basis) using
AFQMC and CCSD(T). Both restricted and unrestricted ver-
sions of the two methods are shown. We performed AFQMC
calculations using a GPU and CCSD(T) using a CPU (see
text for details). We increased the number of AFQMC sam-
ples linearly with system size to keep the stochastic error
fixed around 1 mH. The inset shows ratios of AFQMC and
CCSD(T) walltimes.

roughly aligning with theoretical expectation. Perform-
ing CCSD(T) calculations for longer chains becomes chal-
lenging due to substantial disk space requirements. For
smaller systems, AFQMC/RCISD calculations took ap-
proximately ten times longer than RCCSD(T). This ra-
tio decreases asymptotically, reaching about 5 for the
largest system. Similar asymptotic scaling is observed



for UHF-based variants of these methods. The ratio
of AFQMC/UCISD to UCCSD(T) walltimes decreases
from around 5 for smaller systems to about 1.5 for the
largest system. A common critique of QMC methods is
their large prefactor in asymptotic scaling, making them
computationally expensive despite favorable theoretical
scaling. However, efficient GPU implementations sig-
nificantly reduce this prefactor for AFQMC, making it
competitive with CCSD(T) in practice. While GPU im-
plementations of CC methods exist, they lack the em-
barrassing parallelizability of QMC methods. Further
enhancements in the AFQMC implementation, such as
mixed precision arithmetic, promise further cost reduc-
tions.

4. CONCLUSION

In this work, we explored the use of configuration
interaction singles and doubles wave functions as trial
states in AFQMC. Through benchmark calculations on
various molecules, we established that AFQMC/CISD is
generally more accurate than CCSD(T) for calculating
ground state energies. Analyzing the cost scaling, we
showed that AFQMC/CISD achieves this accuracy with
a lower scaling of O(N®) compared to the O(N") scaling
of CCSD(T). We presented practical walltimes from our
pilot GPU implementation, showing that AFQMC/CISD
walltimes are comparable to a CPU-based CCSD(T) im-
plementation. We found that this method is not strictly
size extensive, but the deviations from exact extensivity
were small for the cases we examined.

One possibility for future work is to lower the cost scal-
ing of AFQMC/CISD by using low-rank and local corre-
lation approaches. The use of tensor hypercontraction®*
for the CI coefficients promises a reduction in the cost
scaling of energy calculations. Low-rank approximation
techniques can also be employed for Hamiltonian inte-
grals to reduce memory and walltime costs as demon-
strated in previous AFQMC studies?»®7 Local correla-
tion approaches, which offer nearly linear scaling with
system size/ 2258 have recently been adapted to AFQMC
using local natural orbitals”? Using this technique for
AFQMC/CISD would provide a dual advantage: reduc-
ing computational costs while mitigating the lack of size-
extensivity.

Other potential research directions include the calcu-
lation of other properties and nuclear gradients within a
response formalism. We have already shown that the dif-
ferentiable framework developed in Ref. 47| produces ac-
curate estimates of dipole moments and other one-body
properties. Its extension to nuclear gradients, combined
with the accuracy of AFQMC/CISD across potential en-
ergy surfaces, could become a valuable tool for molecular
dynamics simulations. Another promising avenue is the
calculation of excited states within AFQMC/CISD. We
plan to pursue these directions in future work.

13
DATA AVAILABILITY

The code used for AD-AFQMC calculations is avail-
able in a public GitHub repository at Ref.[35 Raw ener-
gies and input scripts are also available in a public repos-
itory at Ref. 48l
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Appendix A: Computational details for CISD trial
states

In this section, we derive the force bias and local en-
ergy expressions for the CISD trial based on an RHF ref-
erence state. Analogous expressions can be derived for
trial states based on a UHF reference. The CISD trial is
given by:

1
|Yr) = <1 + c;aloapa + 26%(110(12)\%)\%0) |do), (A1)

where we have used the convention of summing over re-
peated indices here and in the following. The overlap of
the CISD trial with a walker determinant |¢) is given by

(Yr|o)
(dolo)

— 142G + I (2GPGY — GEGY).  (A2)

It is convenient to separate the force bias into zero, one,
and two body contributions as
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The local energy is given by
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where °E;, 'E;, and 2E;, are explicitly described be-
low. The zero body term °Ey is the same as the overlap.
The one-body term 'E} can be evaluated similarly to
force bias. Two-body term is again more convenient to
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evaluate by separating it into zero, one, and two-body
contributions:

<wT|aIga£)\afl>\aja|¢>
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These contributions are expressed as follows:
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Expressions for higher-order trial states can be similarly
derived. Tensor diagrams for the most expensive terms in
the calculation of local energy for CISDT and CISDTQ
trial states are shown in Fig. [I0]

Appendix B: Atomic energies

Fig. shows the errors in the ground state atomic
energies of first-row elements. We used the cc-pVDZ
basis set and exact full CI energies as the reference.
AFQMC/HF shows unexpectedly large errors for this
seemingly simple setting of ground state atomic elec-
tronic structure, aligning with observations in Ref. [5l

+HGJG] = GIGN)(GiGy — GG.)] -

(

The addition of single and double excitations in the trial
in AFQMC/CISD corrects this behavior almost entirely,
resulting in energies slightly better than CCSD(T). This
highlights the critical role of these excitations in accu-
rately capturing the ground state sign structure.
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