
Portable GPU implementation of the WP-CCC ion-atom collisions code

I. B. Abdurakhmanov1, N. W. Antonio2, M. Cytowski1, and A. S. Kadyrov2,3
1Pawsey Supercomputing Research Centre, 1 Bryce Avenue, Kensington, Western Australia 6151, Australia
2Department of Physics and Astronomy, Curtin University, GPO Box U1987, Perth 6845, Australia and

3Institute of Nuclear Physics, Ulugbek, Tashkent 100214, Uzbekistan
(Dated: March 8, 2024)

In this manuscript we present our experience of porting the code used in the wave-packet
convergent-close-coupling (WP-CCC) approach to run on NVIDIA V100 and AMD MI250X GPUs.
The WP-CCC approach is a method used in the field of ion-atom collision physics to describe various
processes such as elastic scattering, target excitation and electron-capture by the projectile. It has
demonstrated its effectiveness in modelling collisions involving proton or bare ion projectiles with
various atomic and molecular targets, especially those which can effectively be considered as one
or two-electron systems. Such calculations find their application in computational atomic physics
as well as in the modelling of fusion plasmas and in hadron therapy for cancer treatment. The
main computational cost of the method lies in the solution of an emerging set of coupled first-order
differential equations. This involves implementing the standard Runge-Kutta method while varying
the projectile position along multiple straight-line paths. At each projectile position several millions
of matrix elements need to be calculated which is accomplished using the OpenACC programming
model. Once these matrix elements are computed, the subsequent steps involve matrix inversion
and multiplication with another matrix. To expedite these operations, a GPU-accelerated LAPACK
routine, specialised for solving systems of linear equations, is employed. For AMD GPUs, this rou-
tine is accessible through the hipSOLVER library, while for NVIDIA GPUs, it can be obtained from
the cuSOLVER library. The portability, performance and energy efficiency of the CPU-only code
have been compared with the GPU-accelerated version running on AMD and NVIDIA GPUs. The
implementation of GPU-accelerated WP-CCC code opens up avenues for exploring more sophisti-
cated collision processes involving complex projectile and target structures, which were previously
considered infeasible.

I. INTRODUCTION

GPUs offer several advantages over CPUs for com-
putational tasks due to their highly parallel architec-
ture, featuring thousands of cores capable of execut-
ing tasks concurrently. This parallel processing power
enables GPUs to handle large-scale computations with
exceptional speed and efficiency, making them partic-
ularly well-suited for tasks such as graphics rendering,
scientific simulations, and machine learning algorithms.
Additionally, GPUs boast high memory bandwidth, en-
abling rapid data access and transfer, crucial for memory-
intensive applications. Their energy efficiency, ability to
offload tasks from CPUs, scalability with multiple GPUs,
and cost-effectiveness further contribute to their appeal
as powerful accelerators for a wide range of computa-
tional workloads.

Programming for GPUs used to be a complex task,
requiring developers to write codes using low-level lan-
guages such as CUDA or OpenCL. These languages de-
manded a deep understanding of the underlying hard-
ware architecture and intricate memory management
techniques, making GPU programming inaccessible to
many developers. Furthermore, optimizing code for
GPUs often involved manual tuning and experimenta-
tion, which could be time-consuming and error-prone.
As a result, the adoption of GPU acceleration in scien-
tific computing was limited to a relatively small com-
munity of experts with specialized knowledge in parallel
programming.

However, the invention of directive-based GPU offload-
ing models such as OpenACC [1] and OpenMP [2] pro-
vided a significant boost for scientific computing by offer-
ing a simpler approach. It simplifies the process of GPU
programming, without requiring extensive restructuring
of the original CPU code. Additionally, directive-based
models provide portability across different GPU archi-
tectures and vendors, allowing code to run efficiently on
a number of diverse hardware platforms without major
modifications.

While GPUs are highly effective in many computa-
tional tasks, they may demonstrate inefficiencies in cer-
tain scenarios. One notable limitation is their perfor-
mance for tasks with irregular or sequential data de-
pendencies, where parallelism is challenging to be ex-
ploited fully. In these cases, the overhead of coordinating
threads and managing memory can outweigh the bene-
fits of parallelism, leading to suboptimal performances
compared to CPUs. Additionally, GPUs may struggle
with tasks that involve frequent branching or conditional
operations, as divergent thread execution can hinder par-
allel efficiency. Furthermore, GPU programming requires
careful optimization and tuning to leverage the hardware
effectively, and not all algorithms are easily paralleliz-
able or well-suited for GPU acceleration. As a result,
while GPUs offer significant advantages for many com-
putational tasks, their efficiency may vary depending on
the nature of the workload and the effectiveness of par-
allelization techniques employed.

In this work we present our experience and chal-
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lenges encountered during the process of GPU acceler-
ation of the WP-CCC code. The CPU-based WP-CCC
code, written in Fortran, employs MPI for paralleliza-
tion across multiple nodes and OpenMP within each
node [3, 4]. The acronym WP-CCC stands for Wave-
Packet Convergent Close-Coupling (WP-CCC) approach
which is utilized to simulate ion-atom collisions. The
WP-CCC method offers a highly accurate and computa-
tionally efficient framework for simulating ion-atom col-
lisions by coupling bound states and wave-packet pseu-
dostates and iteratively refining the scattering solutions
until convergence is achieved. This method allows re-
searchers to study the dynamics of ion-atom interactions,
including elastic scattering, excitation and electron cap-
ture processes, with high precision, making it a valuable
tool for understanding fundamental atomic and molec-
ular physics phenomena. Apart from the fundamental
interest it is also useful in the modelling of fusion plas-
mas [5] and in hadron therapy for cancer treatment [6].
It has demonstrated its effectiveness in studying colli-
sions involving proton or bare ion projectiles with vari-
ous atomic and molecular targets, especially those which
can effectively be considered as one or two-electron sys-
tems [7–10]. However, the existing CPU-only code used
for these computations experiences notable slowdowns as
the complexity of the projectile and target increases. To
address this limitation and extend the applicability of the
method to more sophisticated collision processes, there is
a pressing need to migrate the computations to GPUs.
GPUs, consisting of thousands of cores, can significantly
enhance the computational efficiency and accelerate the
calculations performed using the WP-CCC method.

The primary computational burden of the WP-CCC
method lies in solving the resulting set of coupled first-
order differential equations. This involves implement-
ing the standard Runge-Kutta method while varying the
projectile position along multiple straight-line paths. In
typical collision calculations, each path involves consid-
eration of several thousand projectile positions, with the
total number of paths typically ranging from 30 to 50. At
each projectile position, the computation involves eval-
uating several millions of matrix elements. This task
is handled using the OpenACC programming model, as
the expression for matrix elements involves multiple sum-
mation operations, making it an excellent candidate for
highly parallel execution. Once these matrix elements
are computed, the subsequent steps involve matrix inver-
sion and multiplication with another matrix. To speed
up these operations, a GPU-accelerated LAPACK rou-
tine, specialized for solving systems of linear equations,
is employed. This library capitalizes on the parallel ar-
chitecture of GPUs, enabling rapid and efficient compu-
tation of the necessary matrix transformations within the
WP-CCC method. For AMD GPUs, this routine is ac-
cessible through the hipSOLVER library [11], while for
NVIDIA GPUs, it can be obtained from the cuSOLVER
library [12].

Thorough performance evaluation of the GPU-

accelerated version of the code, executed on both AMD
MI250X and NVIDIA V100 GPUs in comparison with
the CPU-only code has been carried out. Through rig-
orous benchmarking and analysis, the computational ef-
ficiency gains achieved by migrating the calculations to
GPUs have been quantified. The comparison covers vari-
ous metrics such as execution time and scalability across
different problem sizes. Notably, the GPU-accelerated
implementation shows significant speedup, particularly
pronounced when dealing with a case where the total
scattering wave function is expanded in terms of a larger
number of bound states and wave-packet pseudostates.

The paper is set out as follows. Section II details the
algorithms used in the WP-CCC code and their GPU
implementation. The results of performance comparisons
are presented in Section III. Finally in section IV we draw
conclusions.

II. BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF THE METHOD
AND THE GPU IMPLEMENTATION

The formalism for the WP-CCC approach has been
outlined in Refs. [3, 4]. Here, we only focus on the com-
putational aspects of the method. The WP-CCC method
involves expanding the total scattering wave function of
the collision system as a linear combination of basis func-
tions. The basis functions consist of bound eigenstates
and wave-packet pseudostates describing the projectile
and the target atom. By increasing the number of these
basis functions we are able to find convergence in the re-
sults obtained for observables such as the cross sections
and transition probabilities for each of the collision pro-
cesses..

Skipping the mathematical derivations, we will transi-
tion directly to outlining the most time-consuming part
of the code. It involves solving the following set of cou-
pled first-order differential equations to determine the
time-dependent coefficients, F and G, which represent
direct scattering and electron transfer transitions, respec-
tively:

iv

 I K

K† I

× d

dz

[
F

G

]
=

DT Q

Q† DP

×

[
F

G

]
, (1)

where † denotes a complex conjugate operator and I is the
identity matrix, v is the speed of the projectile and z is its
position along the z-axis. SubmatricesK, DT, DP andQ
represent the overlap between the target and projectile
states, direct target-target scattering, direct projectile-
projectile scattering and electron-transfer, respectively.
Based on profiling of the CPU-based code, this part of
the WP-CCC code proven to take more than 98% of the
total execution time in production runs.

In order to proceed with solving this system of equa-
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tions we transform it to the following form:

d

dz
X = M×X, (2)

where a newly denoted solution vector X joins subvectors
F and G

X =

[
F

G

]
, (3)

and

M = − i

v

 I K

K† I

−1

×

DT Q

Q† DP

 . (4)

A straightforward approach to calculating the ma-
trix M based on matrix inversion and subsequent scalar
matrix-matrix multiplication is prone to numerical er-
rors. Instead, we rely on the highly accurate ZGESV
routine of LAPACK library [13] and find the matrix M
by solving the system of linear equations. The GPU-
accelerated version of ZGESV is also available. For AMD
GPUs, it can be accessed via the hipSOLVER library,
whereas for NVIDIA GPUs, it is available through the
cuSOLVER library.

It is worth noting that much of the computational
complexities disappear when the projectile is negatively
charged. In this case, the projectile is unable to capture
the target electron. Consequently, the matrix M reduces
to:

M = DT. (5)

The set of differential equations (2) has parametrical
dependence on the impact parameter, b, which is the per-
pendicular distance between the path of a projectile and
the center of mass of the target. Therefore, it needs to be
solved while varying the projectile position along multi-
ple straight-line paths characterised by the z-coordinate
of the projectile and the impact parameter. The solu-
tion vector X is advanced along the predefined z-grid,
by employing the standard fourth-order Runge-Kutta
method [14]. When selecting the z-grid, we take into ac-
count the dynamics of the collision process. We aim for
a denser distribution of points in the region where the
projectile is closest to the target, ensuring greater accu-
racy in areas where the interaction between the particles
is strongest. Conversely, we adopt a sparser distribution
in the region where the projectile is furthest from the tar-
get, optimizing computational efficiency without compro-
mising accuracy. To achieve this objective, the z-grid is
constructed according to zgrid[i] = zmin(zmax/zmin)

i/nz ,
zgrid[0] = 0 and zgrid[−i] = −zgrid[i], with i ranging
from 1 to nz. Here, the parameter zmin is utilized to
adjust the density of the z-grid. In typical calculations,
zmin is set to 10−3, nz is set to 500, and zmax is set to
100 atomic units.

Algorithm 1: Algorithm for solving Eq. (2)

1 X[:] = 0
2 X[1] = 1
3 Computing M at zgrid[−nz]
4 Mnew = M(zgrid[−nz])
5 for i=−nz to nz − 1 do
6 z = zgrid[i]
7 znew = zgrid[i+ 1]
8 zmid = (z + znew)/2
9 h = znew − z

10 h2 = h/2
11 h6 = h/6
12 Mz = Mnew

13 Computing M at zmid and znew
14 Mmid = M(zmid)
15 Mnew = M(znew)
16 K1 = Mz ×X
17 K2 = Mmid ×X+ h2Mmid ×K1

18 K3 = Mmid ×X+ h2Mmid ×K2

19 K4 = Mnew ×X+ hMnew ×K3

20 Xnew = X+ h6(K1 + 2K2 + 2K3 +K4)
21 X = Xnew

22 end

Algorithm 1 presents the pseudo code for the differen-
tial equation solver. Lines 1 and 2 ensure that the initial
boundary conditions are satisfied, meaning that the tar-
get atom is in the ground state before the collision occurs.
At each step, the for loop implements the fourth-order
Runge-Kutta method to advance the solution vector to
the next z-position, znew. This process involves comput-
ing four slopes, K1, K2, K3 and K4, which represent the
derivative of the solution vector at different points within
the step. That is achieved by evaluating the matrix M at
two z-positions, zmid and znew. During the overall cycle
the matrix M gets evaluated 4nz+1 times. At the end of
the i loop the solution vector is evaluated at the position
zmax which is used to calculate observables such as cross
sections for various reaction processes. In typical colli-
sion calculations, multiple paths characterized by various
impact parameters b need to be computed, with the to-
tal number typically ranging from 30 to 50. Each path
involves the consideration of several thousand projectile
positions and is handled by a separate MPI process. Con-
sequently, communication between MPI processes is min-
imal, rendering the calculation embarrassingly parallel in
terms of CPU cores.

The computation of the matrix M involves evaluating
two structurally distinct types of matrix elements: di-
rect matrix elements and overlap matrix elements. The
electron-transfer matrix elements resemble overlap ma-
trix elements and can be computed using a similar tech-
nique. The final expression for the direct matrix ele-
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ments, which constitute matrix DT is as follows:

Dα′α =−
∑
λµ

√
(2lα + 1)(λ− µ)√
(2lα′ + 1)(λ+ µ)

C
lα′0
λ0lα0C

lα′mα′
λµlαmα

× Pµ
λ

(
z√

b2 + z2

)
Fnα′ lα′nαlαλ

(√
b2 + z2

)
,

(6)

where nα, lα and mα are principal, orbital and mag-

netic quantum numbers of state α, C
lα′mα′
λµlαmα

are Clebsch-

Gordan coefficients, Pµ
λ are Legendre polynomials and

Fnα′ lα′nαlαλ (R) =

∫ ∞

0

drr2fnα′ lα′ (r)fnαlα(r)

× min(r,R)λ

max(r,R)λ+1
, (7)

where fnαlα(r) is the radial function of the state α.
The computation of another type of matrix elements,

namely overlap matrix elements, relies on the following
expression:

Kβα =
∑
q′q

d
lβ
mβq′

(θ)dlαmαq′(θ)Snβlβq′,nβlβq(z). (8)

The Wigner rotation operator, dlαmαq′(θ), is employed
to rotate the target frame to an angle of θ =
arccos(z/

√
z2 + b2) in order to transition to the colli-

sion frame. The matrix elements in the target frame,
Snβlβq′,nβlβq′(z), are defined as:

Snβlβq′,nβlβq(z) =
iq−q′(z2 + b2)3/2

√
2lα + 1

√
2l + 1

16

×

√
(lβ − q′)!(lα − q)!

(lβ + q′)!(lα + q)!

×
∫ ∞

1

dη

∫ 1

−1

dτ(η2 − τ2) exp
(
i
vz

2
ητ

)
× fnβlβ

(
R(η + τ)

2

)
fnαlα

(
R(η − τ)

2

)
× P q′

lβ

(
ητ + 1

η + τ

)
P q
lα

(
ητ − 1

η − τ

)
× Jq−q′

(
vb

2

√
(η2 − 1)(1− τ2)

)
,

(9)

where Jq−q′ is the Bessel function of the first kind.
The computations of the Dα′α and Kβα matrix ele-

ments are offloaded to the GPU using the OpenACC
programming model. To ensure optimal performance, we
adhere to the OpenACC best practices by breaking down
computations into smaller kernels rather than relying on
a single large kernel. This approach enhances parallelism
and load balancing, optimizes the memory access pat-
terns, enables finer-grained parallelism, creates oppor-
tunities for targeted optimizations, and simplifies error

isolation and debugging processes. Furthermore, based
on our experience, this approach can also help reduce
register pressure within the kernels.

Before computing the actual matrix elements, we
first compute the necessary components in separate
OpenACC kernels. These components include the
quantities and functions

√
2l + 1,

√
λ− µ,

√
λ+ µ,

C
lα′mα′
λµlαmα

, Pµ
λ

(
z√

b2+z2

)
, P q′

lβ

(
ητ+1
η+τ

)
, P q

lα

(
ητ−1
η−τ

)
,

exp
(
i vz2 ητ

)
, Jq−q′

(
vb
2

√
(η2 − 1)(1− τ2)

)
, fnαlα(r) and

Fnα′ lα′nαlαλ (R) for all possible index and argument
values. To enhance parallelism, multi-dimensional
indices, such as the six-dimensional nα′ lα′nαlαλ in
Fnα′ lα′nαlαλ (R), are converted into one dimension. This
process is equivalent to implementing the collapse
directive, which combines a specified number of indices
into a single dimension. However, we have observed
that our manual approach yields faster code execution
and enables the storage of arrays in a more compact
form with better memory access. Whenever feasible, we
implement gang + vector levels of parallelism for these
unified indices. Moreover, the following components are
precomputed and stored in the GPU global memory prior
to proceeding with the equation solver:

√
2l + 1,

√
λ− µ,√

λ+ µ, C
lα′mα′
λµlαmα

, fnαlα(r) and Fnα′ lα′nαlαλ (R), as they
are independent of either z or b characterising the
projectile path. The arguments R and r are discretized
into a predefined radial grid, r-grid, spanning the range
from 0 to 100 atomic units, typically comprising up to
10,000 points. The grid is denser around the origin to
capture finer details in that region. The same grid is
also used in the computation of the integral in Eq. (7).
The integrals over η and τ in Eq. (9) are computed using
the Gauss-Laguerre and Gauss-Legendre quadrature
points. When computing the radial wave function fnαlα

or the integral Fnα′ lα′nαlαλ at arguments beyond the

r-grid point, such as at
√
b2 + z2 as shown in Eq. (6), we

employ a five-point polynomial interpolation method.
With all necessary components stored in a global GPU
memory the last step is to compute matrix DT and K,
where the pair of indices α′α and αβ are converted into
the unifying index which ranges from one to several
millions in production calculations. This index is utilized
within the gang + vector levels of OpenACC parallelism.
The computations of other submatrices, namely DP and
Q, are carried out using a similar approach.

III. PERFORMANCE ANALYSIS

For our performance analysis, we utilise the proto-
type system of proton collisions with atomic hydrogen.
This system represents the simplest collision scenario,
comprising of only three particles: two protons and an
electron. Despite its simplicity, it encompasses a wide
range of reaction channels that are typical of ion-atom
collisions. We consider two types of calculations, the
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so called one-centre (1C) and two-centre (2C) calcula-
tions. The 1C calculations are simpler in nature, requir-
ing computations of only one type of matrix elements:
direct matrix elements. They are particularly relevant
for collisions where the projectile is negatively charged,
where electron capture is impossible. While also applica-
ble to collisions involving positively charged projectiles,
they are limited to determining total electron-loss cross
sections and lack the capability to distinguish between
the electron-capture and ionization processes. The 2C
calculations utilize the entire codebase and possess sig-
nificantly broader applications.

We select an impact energy of 100 keV for the projec-
tile. That is the energy where all reaction channels are
approximately equally significant. The z-grid describing
the projectile path spans from −300 to 300 atomic units,
containing 6001 points. To accommodate the number of
all available GPUs within the Setonix GPU node, each
calculation simultaneously considers eight values of the
impact parameter, or in other words, eight paths.

We execute our GPU-accelerated code on two differ-
ent systems: the Setonix GPU node, which comprises
64 AMD EPYC 7A53 CPU ”Trento” cores and 8 AMD
MI250X GCDs [15], and the Gadi NCI GPU node, which
consists of 48 Intel Xeon Scalable ’Cascade Lake’ CPUs
and 4 NVIDIA V100 GPUs. However, during the GPU
job execution, only the number of CPU cores equal to
the number of GPUs is utilized. The remaining CPU
cores remain idle. The GPU-accelerated code running
on Setonix MI250X GPUs is compiled using the Cray
Fortran compiler provided with the CPE 23.03, while on
NVIDIA V100 GPUs, it is compiled using NVFortran
from the PGI 19.7 suite.

For CPU-only jobs based on the MPI + OpenMP par-
allelism model, we utilize the Setonix CPU node, which
has 128 AMD EPYC 7763 CPU ”Milan” cores. Each of
these nodes contain 2 CPU sockets, enabling a maximum
of 64 OpenMP cores. Consequently, the CPU-based WP-
CCC code can utilize up to 64 CPU cores concurrently
to compute results for a single impact parameter.

Figure 1 illustrates the performance and scalability of
the WP-CCC CPU and GPU codes as the size of the
problem increases by incrementing the maximum allowed
angular momentum quantum numbers from 0 to 10. In
the 1C case, the size of the underlying set of first-order
differential equations gradually grows from 42 at lmax = 0
to 4257 at lmax = 10. In the 2C case, it increases from 60
at lmax = 0 to 1910 at lmax = 5. We compare the total
compute time of the WP-CCC code required to obtain
results for one impact parameter when executed on 64
CPU ”Milan” cores, 1 NVIDIA V100 GPU, and 1 AMD
MI250X GCD. In both 1C and 2C cases, we do not ob-
serve significant acceleration of the code when the prob-
lem size is small. However, as the problem size increases,
the GPU versions of the code demonstrate increasingly
faster performance compared to the CPU code. Specifi-
cally, in the 1C case, when lmax = 10, the GPU code ex-
ecuted on the V100 GPU is 7.6 times faster, while on the
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FIG. 1. The compute time of the WP-CCC code in both
1C and 2C modes is depicted as a function of the maximum
allowed angular momentum, lmax, a parameter that governs
the size of the set of differential equations (Eq. (2)). The
performance of the CPU-only code has been compared with
that of the GPU-accelerated version, executed respectively on
the V100 NVIDIA GPU and the MI250X AMD GPU.

MI250X GPU, it is 15.17 times faster compared to the
computational performance achieved using the 64 ”Mi-
lan” cores of a single CPU socket within the 128-core
Setonix CPU node. In the 2C case, when lmax = 5,
the speedup factors are even larger, reaching 77 for the
AMD GPU and 51 for the V100 GPU. At lmax = 6, our
2C CPU job exceeds the 24-hour walltime limit and does
not finish.
The significant speedups achieved by the GPU code

also translate into reduced energy consumption. This
comparison was achieved by using HPE Cray EX Appli-
cation Task Orchestration and Management (ATOM) en-
ergy reports which are integrated with SLURM workload
manager on Setonix. In Figure 2, we examine the energy
consumption of the calculations depicted in Figure 1. For
the largest calculations shown in the 1C case (lmax = 10),
the MI250X GPU consumed 3.7 times less energy than
the 64-core CPU node. In the 2C case (lmax = 5), the
MI250X GPU is even more efficient, consuming 17 times
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FIG. 2. The energy consumption of the WP-CCC code in
both 1C and 2C modes is depicted as a function of the max-
imum allowed angular momentum, lmax, a parameter that
governs the size of the set of differential equations (Eq. (2)).
The energy efficiency of the CPU-only code has been com-
pared with that of the GPU-accelerated version, executed re-
spectively on the V100 NVIDIA GPU and the MI250X AMD
GPU.

less energy. Furthermore, it is important to note that
a single 128-core CPU node can only process 2 impact
parameters at a time, while the AMD MI250X GPU can
process 8 impact parameters simultaneously. This fac-
tor alone makes the 1C GPU code 15 times more energy
efficient and the 2C GPU code 68 times more energy ef-
ficient.

Lastly, Figure 3 presents a comparison of the to-
tal time spent on the linear equation solver within the
WP-CCC code in the 2C case. It is evident that the
GPU-accelerated linear equation solvers from the hip-
SOLVER and cuSOLVER libraries outperform the CPU-
based multithreaded equation solver from the LAPACK
library by two orders of magnitude. When comparing the
performance of cuSOLVER and hipSOLVER, it becomes
apparent that cusolver’s performance is more stable for
smaller problem sizes.
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FIG. 3. (color online) The compute time of linear equa-
tion solver within WP-CCC code in 2C mode is depicted
as a function of the maximum allowed angular momentum,
lmax, a parameter that governs the size of the set of differ-
ential equations (Eq. (2)). The performance of the CPU-
version of LAPACK ZGESV has been compared with the
GPU-accelerated versions of ZGESV from cuSOLVER and
hipSOLVER libraries.

IV. CONCLUSION

In conclusion, this manuscript has detailed our expe-
rience in porting the WP-CCC code to run efficiently on
both NVIDIA V100 and AMD MI250X GPUs.

Our comparisons have shown significant performance
improvements and energy efficiencies with GPU acceler-
ation. For the largest performed calculations, in the 1C
case, the GPU code executed on the V100 GPU was 7.6
times faster, while on the MI250X GPU, it was 15.17
times faster than on the 64-core CPU node. In the 2C
case, speedup factors were even larger, reaching 77 for
the AMD GPU and 51 for the V100 GPU.

Moreover, our energy consumption evaluations re-
vealed significant gains. For identical computational
tasks, the MI250X GPU consumed 15 times less energy
in the 1C case and a remarkable 68 times less energy
in the 2C case compared to CPU-only executions. Over-
all, our findings demonstrate substantial benefits of GPU
acceleration in improving both performance and energy
efficiency in WP-CCC calculations.

Furthermore, the implementation of GPU-accelerated
WP-CCC code paves the way for exploring more intri-
cate collision processes involving complex projectile and
target structures that were previously impossible. This
progress holds the potential to further advance research
in ion-atom collision physics and related disciplines.
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