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The phase estimation algorithm is crucial for computing the ground state energy of a molecular
electronic Hamiltonian on a quantum computer. Its efficiency depends on the overlap between the
Hamiltonian’s ground state and an initial state, which tends to decay exponentially with system size.
We showcase a practical orbital optimization scheme to alleviate this issue. Applying our method
to four iron-sulfur molecules, we achieve a notable enhancement, up to two orders of magnitude,
compared to localized orbitals. Furthermore, our approach yields improved overlaps in cytochrome
P450 enzyme models.

Determining the electronic ground state is at the
heart of making computational predictions about molec-
ular properties. While traditional classical algorithms
can accurately solve this problem for many simple
molecules, challenges persist for more complex sys-
tems [1]. Consequently, significant research efforts are
devoted to developing alternative algorithms to eluci-
date the ground-state properties of increasingly complex
molecules. Quantum computing emerges as a particu-
larly promising avenue in this pursuit. Quantum phase
estimation (QPE) [2] stands out as the prototypical al-
gorithm within this context, offering a pathway to effi-
ciently determine the molecular electronic ground state.

The total cost of QPE depends on the inverse of the
weight (overlap squared), p0 = | ⟨Ψinitial|Ψ0⟩ |2 of the ini-
tial state |Ψinitial⟩ with the targeted ground state |Ψ0⟩.
This p−1

0 scaling reflects the number of times the circuit
must be repeated. Moreover, it was demonstrated that,
because of statistical errors in a single circuit run, the
evolution time in each repetition also holds a O(p−1

0 ) de-
pendence in the worst case, raising the total algorithm
cost to O(p−2

0 ). [3, 4] While recent approaches, going
beyond QPE, achieve better scalings in p0 [5], concern
remains in view of the orthogonality catastrophe, i.e.,
the overlap of a classically tractable approximate wave-
function with the targeted exact ground state can de-
crease exponentially as the system size grows. This phe-
nomenon was adeptly demonstrated by Lee et al. [6] in
their investigation of iron-sulfur cluster molecules span-
ning from 2 to 8 metal centers. In the quantum comput-
ing literature, the conventional choice for the initial state
is a single Slater determinant (SD), e.g., the Hartree-
Fock (HF) state. Lee et al. [6] showed that the over-
lap of a single SD with a density matrix renormaliza-
tion group (DMRG) approximation of the ground state
of the renowned FeMoco is on the order of 10−7, i.e., 107

QPE repetitions. State-of-the-art implementations re-
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quire∼ 1010 Toffoli gates per QPE circuit for this system,
which for optimistic error rate considerations, would take
more than a day to complete [7]. This starkly illustrates
the pressing need for enhanced initial state preparation
methods.

Several endeavors have been dedicated to this task,
notably introducing quantum circuits for preparing a
configuration state function (CSF), i.e., a linear com-
bination of SDs defined as an eigenfunction of both
the Hamiltonian and the spin operators, [8–10] or other
sums of SDs [11–14] instead of a single one. A similar
idea involves the preparation of matrix product states
(MPSs). [15, 16] Alternatively, adiabatic [17] or low-
depth state preparation methods, such as the varia-
tional quantum eigensolver [18] or imaginary time evo-
lution [19, 20], are considered as possible candidates for
preparing a reasonable initial state. They can also be
augmented with boosters to effectively amplify their over-
lap with the ground state. [21] Moreover, a compelling
proposal for evaluating the quality of initial states via
the computation of an energy distribution has recently
emerged. [22]

A key factor in preparing a good initial state, which
has attracted less attention so far, is carefully selecting
the molecular orbital (MO) basis. Previous studies have
shown some enhancement in the overlap by working with
the natural orbitals (NOs). [6, 11, 23] Interestingly, it
was also demonstrated that p0 converges faster than the
energy, suggesting the potential for achieving accurate
overlap estimates classically without requiring exhaus-
tive knowledge of the ground state. [11] This observation
prompted us to explore the feasibility of leveraging ap-
proximate ground states to refine the orbital basis, po-
tentially surpassing the overlap achieved with NOs. We
are particularly interested in studying this effect in iron-
sulfur clusters as they are found at the active sites of nu-
merous proteins, where they play key roles in vital biolog-
ical processes such as photosynthesis or nitrogen fixation.
These molecules exhibit strong correlations, posing chal-
lenges for theoretical comprehension using conventional
quantum chemistry approaches. [24] Hence, they serve
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as ideal candidates for exploration via quantum comput-
ing methodologies. Notably, they were one of the foci of
the aforementioned work of Lee et al. [6] on initial state
preparation. To advance our understanding in this area,
we aim to closely examine their findings and leverage
them as foundational pillars for our research endeavors.

Even within the fault-tolerant quantum comput-
ing regime, and particularly in its early stages when
qubit availability remains constrained, the mapping
of fermionic systems to qubits necessitates the careful
selection of a specific set of MOs to encapsulate elec-
tronic correlation, known as the active space. [25–27] In
this study, we avoid delving into the intricate process
of active space selection. This topic is as important
as it is complex, with ample dedicated research within
the classical quantum chemistry literature. [28–30] The
selection of the active space can impact both the value
of p0 and the resulting ground state energy, underscoring
the need for meticulous consideration to uphold the
chemistry of the target molecule. Here we leverage
the extensive research history surrounding iron-sulfur
clusters to select the active space. [31, 32] Our focus
remains on performing orbital rotations solely within
this designated space, maintaining a fixed core energy
throughout our computations.

Orbital optimization. Let us consider an approxima-

tion, |Ψ̃0⟩ =
∑NSD

I cI |I⟩, of the targeted ground state,

|Ψ0⟩ with real cI amplitudes. |Ψ̃0⟩ is given to us by a clas-
sically tractable procedure that we will discuss shortly.
Our goal today is to produce a single SD, |J ′⟩, in a ro-
tated orbital basis that can be used as an efficient initial
state in QPE. Numerically, our task is to maximize the
overlap between |J ′⟩ and |Ψ̃0⟩ by optimizing the MOs,
{|ψ′

j⟩ : 0 ≤ j ≤ 2L}, in which |J ′⟩ is expressed. Here and
throughout we use a spin-restricted formalism where the
spatial parts of the α and β orbitals are identical. 2L is
the total number of orbitals in the active space since we
include L α-spin MOs and L β-spin MOs. The SDs |I⟩ in
the expansion of |Ψ̃0⟩ are expressed in the original com-
putational MO basis {|ψi⟩ : 0 ≤ i ≤ 2L}. As detailed in
appendix A, our task can be realized by optimizing the
entries of a L × L anti-Hermitian matrix, κ̂, in order to
maximize

p0 ≡ | ⟨J ′|Ψ̃0⟩ |2 =
∣∣∣NSD∑

I

cI det
(
M̂α

J′I

)
det

(
M̂β

J′I

)∣∣∣2 (1)

where M̂ = e−κ̂ and M̂σ
J′I is a sub-matrix of M̂ obtained

by taking its rows and columns of indices J ′
σ and Iσ,

respectively. J ′
σ and Iσ are sets of indices corresponding

to occupied orbitals of spin σ in SD |J ′⟩ and |I⟩,
respectively.

Overlap accuracy. The p0 values we report in this work
contain two sources of error compared to the exact weight
that rules the cost of QPE. The first error comes from the
fact that we only have access to an approximate ground

state |Ψ̃0⟩ and not the exact one, |Ψ0⟩. Indeed, we recall
that the ultimate goal is to run QPE to find the energy of
|Ψ0⟩ and that our only previous knowledge is a classically
tractable approximation of it. The second source of error
comes from truncating the sum in Eq. 1 to make the
computation tractable.
Accurate classical quantum chemistry methods rely on

a compressed representation of the wavefunction to avoid
storing the full amplitude statevector. One such example
is the use of MPSs as in, e.g., DMRG. In this case, the
wavefunction reads

|ΨMPS⟩ =
∑

n1...n2L

D∑
a1...a2L−1

Mn1
1a1
Mn2

a1a2
...Mn2L

a2L−11
|n1...n2L⟩ .

(2)
Here, the statevector is expressed as a product of 2L rank
3 tensors with index ni labeling the possible occupations
of orbital i and the other indices running up to D, the so-
called bond dimension. This bond dimension determines
the accuracy of the representation and the cost of the
algorithm. Another way of compressing the information
is to work with a basis of CSFs rather than SDs. A CSF
is a linear combination of SDs that allows to produce
simultaneous eigenfunctions of both the Hamiltonian and

the spin operator Ŝ
2
(whereas the SDs are not necessarily

eigenfunctions of Ŝ
2
). On the other hand, Eq. 1 implies

a decompression of the information since det(M̂σ
J′I) has

to be calculated for all terms in the sum. Therefore, to
make the computation efficient, it is desirable to truncate
the sum in Eq. 1 at the cost of introducing an error in
the overlap value.
To formally understand the significance of the above

errors, let us define two general wavefunctions |Ψ⟩ and

|Ψ̃⟩, the residual |r⟩ = |Ψ⟩ − |Ψ̃⟩ and its norm ϵr =

|| |r⟩ ||2 =
√
⟨r|r⟩. Given a single SD, |J ′⟩, with overlaps

η = ⟨J ′|Ψ⟩ and η̃ = ⟨J ′|Ψ̃⟩ we want to find the relation
between η, η̃ and ϵr. Note that we have, η − η̃ = ⟨J ′|r⟩.
Since | ⟨J ′|r⟩ | ≤ || |J ′⟩ ||2 || |r⟩ ||2, we find

|η − η̃| ≤ ϵr . (3)

The bound on the first source of error, coming from
the fact that we only know an approximation of the true
ground state, becomes

ϵr,1 =

√
2(1− ⟨Ψ̃0|Ψ0⟩) . (4)

For the second type of error we note that truncating Eq. 1
is equivalent to replacing the normalized statevector |Ψ̃0⟩
by a truncated version of it |Ψ̃0,tr⟩, i.e., keeping only
amplitudes above a certain threshold. This means that
⟨Ψ̃0,tr|Ψ̃0⟩ = ⟨Ψ̃0,tr|Ψ̃0,tr⟩ < 1. Therefore

ϵr,2 =

√
1− ⟨Ψ̃0,tr|Ψ̃0,tr⟩. (5)

Clearly, for the type of systems we are targeting with
QPE, these bounds are not tight enough since ⟨Ψ̃0|Ψ0⟩
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and ⟨Ψ̃0,tr|Ψ̃0,tr⟩ would tend to zero. However, if the
orbital bases of |J ′⟩ and the reference state are similar,
then e−κ̂ is close to the identity matrix. In other words,
|J ′⟩ overlaps with a limited part of the reference state,
i.e. only a few terms in Eq. 1 survive. This means
that we can rewrite η = ⟨J ′|Ψtr⟩ and η̃ = ⟨J ′|Ψ̃tr⟩
where |Ψtr⟩ (|Ψ̃tr⟩) is a truncated |Ψ⟩ (|Ψ̃⟩) with norm
much below 1. This directly reduces the bound to

ϵr =
√
⟨Ψtr|Ψtr⟩+ ⟨Ψ̃tr|Ψ̃tr⟩ − 2 ⟨Ψtr|Ψ̃tr⟩. In the

next paragraphs we demonstrate this bound in several
numerical examples before showing the performance of
orbital optimization for iron-sulfur clusters.

Numerical results. To calculate the overlaps of
interest and optimize the orbital basis, we need to find
a reasonable approximation of the ground state. In this
regard, we employ either spin-adapted DMRG from
Block 2 [33, 34] or semistochastic heat bath configura-
tion interaction (SHCI) from Dice [35, 36]. While the
wavefunction resulting from SHCI can be directly used
to calculate the overlap according to Eq. 1, the MPS
ensued by DMRG, expressed in CSF basis, needs to
be post-processed. In this case, we employ a sampling
routine to first save all CSFs with absolute amplitude
above tCSF. Then, we transform them to a superposition
of SDs following the algorithm of Ref. [37], as detailed
in Appendix B, with a threshold tSD under which the
SDs are discarded. We denote the resulting statevector
as |Ψ̃0⟩. To obtain a new orbital basis efficiently, we first

sort |Ψ̃0⟩ by order of absolute amplitude, from the largest
to the smallest. We choose |J ′⟩ as the SD with the

largest amplitude in |Ψ̃0⟩. We optimize the orbital basis
of |J ′⟩ using the GradientDescent optimizer of JAX-

opt [38] to minimize f(κ̂) = 1− | ⟨J ′|Ψ̃0⟩ |2 according to

Eq. 1, with a given value Nopt
SD to truncate the sum. We

always start the optimization by setting all κ̂ entries to
zero, i.e., we start by expressing |J ′⟩ in the same basis as

|Ψ̃0⟩. All orbital rotations are strictly applied inside the
active space. The core energy always remains unchanged.

Acenes. As an initial exploration, we study the fam-
ily of acenes, which are polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons
with a linear arrangement of fused benzene rings (see Fig-
ure 1). Acenes have unique electronic properties, includ-
ing high electron mobility and excellent charge transport
characteristics. As they exhibit semiconducting behav-
ior, they are valuable in developing organic semiconduc-
tors used in various electronic devices, such as organic
field-effect transistors, organic light-emitting diodes, and
organic photovoltaics. They are strongly-correlated sys-
tems and, therefore, serve as interesting models for our
study.

Following the work of Sharma et al. [39] (using their
geometries, see Appendix C) we obtain the MOs with
B3LYP/6-31G(d,p). The active space corresponds to the
π electrons distributed in all valence π orbitals leading
to 2(2n + 1) electrons in 2(2n + 1) orbitals, where n is

FIG. 1. Convergence of p0 with the number of SDs included
in the reference statevector, |Ψ̃0⟩. The full lines correspond
to the error between p0 calculated using NSD with respect to
the value of the overlap obtained from all sampled SDs. The
error bound, ϵr, is also shown in dashed lines. The results are
given for acenes of different sizes n and for singlet states.

the number of rings.
A preliminary study on naphtalene (n = 2), detailed

in Appendix C, illustrates our previous discussion on the
first type of error, i.e., it indicates that the true p0 error is
substantially lower than ϵr,1. In particular, we obtain two

approximations of the singlet ground state, |Ψ̃MO
0 ⟩ and

|Ψ̃NO
0 ⟩, in the MO and NO basis, respectively. We show

that, given the proximity between the two orbital bases,
| ⟨J ′|Ψ̃MO

0 ⟩ − ⟨J ′|Ψ̃NO
0 ⟩ | ≪ || |Ψ̃MO

0 ⟩ − |Ψ̃NO
0 ⟩ ||2. This is

repeated for ground states approximated with both spin-
adapted DMRG and SHCI, and for several single SD |J ′⟩,
leading, in all cases, to the same observation.
We also approximate the ground states of larger

acenes with 3 ≤ n ≤ 6, in both singlet and triplet states,
with spin-adapted DMRG. We obtain, in each case, an
optimized orbital basis and show that we can always
increase p0. In all these cases the resulting enhancement
is, however, very modest. Nonetheless, this allows us to
make several interesting observations. First, we obtain
the same basis by running the optimization using 10%
or 50% of the total number of SDs in the reference
statevector as a value for Nopt

SD to truncate the sum
in Eq. 1. We also show that for all systems studied
here, once the orbital basis is optimized and fixed, the
resulting value of p0 converges quickly with NSD. This
is highlighted in Figure 1 for the singlet states. We
see that, for each system size, the error made in the
calculated p0 is substantially lower than the residual
norm (corresponding to Eq. 5). We also show that the
optimized orbital basis differs from the NOs in all cases.
The optimized basis is closer to the starting MO basis
compared to the NOs. Further detail is provided in
Appendix C.

Iron-sulfur clusters. As mentioned earlier, one of our
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FIG. 2. (Top) Weight of a single SD or CSF expressed either
in the original MO basis or in the optimized (OPT) one for
the four iron-sulfur clusters. (Bottom) Improvement in p0 ob-
tained by starting either from a CSF in the original MO basis
or from a single SD in the optimized (OPT) basis compared
to starting with a single SD in the original MO basis. The
x-axis labels give the cluster name and its active space size.

focuses is on determining whether optimizing the orbital
basis can significantly enhance the low overlaps observed
in Ref. [6]. Here, we focus on the clusters with the num-
ber of iron atoms NFe = 2 and NFe = 4. The active
spaces are then constructed as in Ref. [6], from the full
valence space of the Fe 3d, S 3p and bonding ligand or-
bitals around each Fe atom. The resulting active space
sizes are shown in Figure 2. Further details, such as
the oxidation and spin states, are given in Appendix Ta-
ble IV. In the rest of this paragraph, we will denote these
initial orbitals as MOs. Although these orbitals deviate
from the canonical HF MOs, we adopt this terminology
to maintain simplicity in reading and refrain from intro-
ducing additional acronyms.

We approximate the ground states of the four clusters
with spin-adapted DMRG at bond dimension D = 8000.
We employ a singlet embedding [34] scheme for [Fe2S2]

−3.
The resulting energies, given in Table V, are in excellent
agreement with Ref. [6]. We use the converged state to
optimize the orbitals which we refer to as the OPT ba-
sis. In all cases this allows us to increase the overlap by
more than one order of magnitude, as shown in Figure 2.
Moreover, for all these clusters, optimizing the orbitals
allows us to reach a higher p0 than starting with a CSF
in the original MO basis. Further detail is given in Ap-
pendix D.

To show that the p0 values reported in Figure 2 are ac-
curate, let us focus on [Fe4S4]

−2. Its structure is shown
in Figure 3a. First, we compare the weights obtained
from different approximations of the ground state. Refer-
ence states, |Ψ̃0(D)⟩ are found with spin-adapted DMRG
at bond dimensions D ∈ {200, 400, 600, 800, 1000}. We
find an optimized orbital basis, OPTD, using each of the

|Ψ̃0(D)⟩. In Figure 3b (top) we show ∆E = |E(8000) −
E(D)|, the difference between the energies of |Ψ̃0(8000)⟩
and |Ψ̃0(D)⟩ as well as the most important amplitude

squared in |Ψ̃0(D)⟩. After the optimization, we calculate

the final value of | ⟨J ′|Ψ̃0(8000)⟩ |2 with |J ′⟩ in OPTD,
see Figure 3b (middle). Interestingly, these results clearly
show that statevectors obtained at a smaller D, while in-
accurate in energy, already allow to find an orbital basis
which substantially improves p0. In addition, we study
the convergence of | ⟨J ′|Ψ̃0(8000)⟩ |2, where |J ′⟩ is in the
OPT(8000) basis, with the truncation NSD of the sum
in Eq. 1. As can be seen in Figure 3b (bottom), p0
converges very quickly with NSD. In Appendix D, we
show the same convergence behavior for all four clusters.
These observations indicate that having a qualitatively
correct description of the dominant part of the ground
state wavefunction is enough to find an orbital basis in
which p0 is improved.

Finally, we compare the NO and optimized basis. The
NOs are obtained by diagonalizing the 1-particle density
matrix of |Ψ̃0(8000)⟩. In Figure 3c, we show the over-
lap matrix between the starting MOs and the NOs as
well as between the starting MOs and the optimized or-
bitals. As we observed in the acene case, the NOs and
optimized orbitals are different, and the latter are much
closer to the initial MOs. Here, the direct calculation of
p0(NO) between the Aufbau filled SD in the NO basis,
and the MO reference state leads to values much lower
than p0(MO). However, the density of non-diagonal ele-
ments in the MO-NO overlap matrix is large. This trans-
lates to having more non-vanishing terms in the sum of
Eq. 1. We therefore expect the errors defined in Eqs. 4
and 5 to be large, hence resulting in unreliable overlap
estimates. To allow for a more fair comparison between
the OPT and NO bases, we run DMRG again in the NO
basis and get p0(NO) as the amplitude squared of the
most important determinant in the resulting state. This
is only done for the two NFe = 2 clusters, as we can af-
ford a large enough bond dimension to compensate for
the loss of locality in the orbitals. As the energy and
weight converge at D = 500, we use this bond dimen-
sion to obtain our states in the NO basis. The resulting
energies are −5092.8710 Ha and −5092.7187 Ha in agree-
ment with their counterparts in the MO basis. We obtain
p0(NO) values of 3.35 · 10−2 and 2.46 · 10−2 for [Fe2S2]

−2

and [Fe2S2]
−3, respectively. In comparison the p0(OPT)

values are 4.53 · 10−2 and 1.80 · 10−1 for [Fe2S2]
−2 and

[Fe2S2]
−3, respectively. In both cases we obtain better

weights in the optimized basis.
Cytochrome P450. As a final example, we apply our
method to a cytochrome P450 enzyme, a system of no-
table relevance to the pharmaceutical industry [40]. It
has been recently demonstrated that such systems ex-
hibit a complex electronic structure, thereby positioning
them as promising candidates for exploration with future
quantum computers [41]. Using our method, we success-
fully enhanced the initial overlap of the S = 5/2 system
described in an 43-orbital active space from p0 = 0.53 to



5

[F
e 2
S 2
]-2

a b

c

[F
e 4
S 4
]-2

a b

c

FIG. 3. a. Structure of [Fe4S4]
−2. All the results in this

Figure are obtained for this cluster. b. (Top) Convergence
of the energy and weight with the DMRG bond dimension,
D. ∆E = |E(8000) − E(D)| is the difference between the
reference energy and the one obtained at reduced D. Cir-
cles represent the most important absolute amplitude squared
in |Ψ̃0(D)⟩. (Middle) Circles correspond to | ⟨J ′|Ψ̃0(8000)⟩ |2

where |J ′⟩ is in the orbital basis optimized using |Ψ̃0(D)⟩.
The dashed line is p0(OPT), i.e., | ⟨J ′|Ψ̃0(8000)⟩ |2 where |J ′⟩
is in the orbital basis optimized using |Ψ̃0(8000)⟩. (Bottom)
Convergence of p0(OPT) with the number of SDs included in

the reference statevector, |Ψ̃0(8000)⟩. c. Overlap matrix be-
tween the starting MOs and either the NOs or the optimized
orbitals (OPT).

p0 = 0.58. Similar results are obtained for different ac-
tive space sizes and spin states. We report further details
in Appendix E.
Discussion and Conclusion. In this work, we used or-
bital rotations to optimize the overlap between a single
SD and the ground state of molecular electronic Hamil-
tonians. Specifically, we showed that for four iron-sulfur
clusters, optimizing the orbital basis can lead up to ∼2
orders of magnitude improvement in comparison to pre-

viously predicted p0 values [6]. Interestingly, expressing
a single SD in an optimized basis also improves upon the
previously reported p0 values between a CSF and the tar-
geted state. Furthermore, the application of our method
to the cytochrome P450 enzyme which already displays a
substantially larger overlap than the iron-sulfur clusters
resulted in a further 10% increase in overlap.

Our optimization scheme leads to orbitals that resem-
ble the starting ones, i.e., the ones in which the targeted
state is approximated. This translates to a good conver-
gence of the weight, i.e., truncating the sum in Eq. 1 to
relatively low NSD compared to the total number of SDs
in the approximated state already leads to accurate p0.
Moreover, even states with largely unconverged energies
yield improved orbital bases. This indicates that a qual-
itatively correct description of the dominant part of the
wavefunction is sufficient to substantially enhance p0.

The optimized orbitals also differ from the NOs. This
is interesting as the NOs are known to minimize the or-
bital correlation and the entropy of the amplitudes of
the statevector. [42] We do not expect the optimized or-
bital basis to lead compact states, but this is irrelevant
from the quantum computing perspective, where only the
overlap between the initial and the target state matters.

While the shown method delays the orthogonality
catastrophe, it does not fully solve it. The weights calcu-
lated for the iron-sulfur clusters still demonstrate rapidly
decaying behavior. Therefore, the methods discussed in
this work must be combined with additional techniques
to reach p0 values closer to unity. One possibility would
be to optimize the orbitals, such as to maximize the over-
lap of a CSF with the targeted state. However, classically
this becomes progressively more expensive as the number
of SDs within a CSF grows exponentially with the num-
ber of its unpaired electrons. While rotating a general
quantum state into a different orbital basis is a difficult
task for a classical computer, it can be done efficiently on
a quantum computer by applying a tessellation of Givens
rotation [43]. Such basis rotations were leveraged to re-
duce the runtime of QPE by encoding factorized Hamil-
tonians [7, 41, 44–48]. More recently, work from Marti-
Dafcik et al. [49] introduces a compact representation of
the wavefunction where different CSFs are expressed in
distinct orbital bases. As highlighted in their manuscript,
this ansatz is particularly well suited for preparing high
overlap initial states for QPE. Similarly, the orbital op-
timization presented here could be efficiently performed
with a quantum processor.
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Appendix A: Orbital optimization

An orbital basis is a collection of single-particle spin MOs defined by the product of a spatial and a spin part

|ψiσ ⟩ = |ψ̄iσ ⟩ |σ⟩ . (A.1)

The spatial part is expressed, in turn, as a linear combination of basis functions, or atomic orbitals (AOs),

|ψ̄iσ ⟩ =
NAO∑
p

Cpiσ |χp⟩ (A.2)

while the spin part is either |α⟩ or |β⟩. There are then Lα + Lβ = 2L MOs in the basis. We can write the overlap
between two MOs as

⟨ψ′
jτ |ψiσ ⟩ = δτσ ⟨ψ̄′

jτ |ψ̄iσ ⟩ = δτσ

NAO∑
pq

C′
pjτ CqiσSpq (A.3)

where Spq = ⟨χp|χq⟩. The MO basis, {|ψ′
i⟩} can be expressed as a rotation of the {|ψi⟩} basis. In other words, there

exists an anti-Hermitian matrix κ̂ such that

C′
pjτ =

Lτ∑
kτ

[e−κ̂]jτkτ Cpkτ . (A.4)

Hence, the overlap between two MOs becomes

⟨ψ′
jτ |ψiσ ⟩ = δτσ

NAO∑
pq

Lτ∑
kτ

[e−κ̂]jτkτ
Cpkτ

SpqCqiσ = δτσ

Lτ∑
kτ

[e−κ̂]jτkτ
Skτ iσ . (A.5)

Ŝ is the matrix containing the MOs {|ψi⟩} mutual overlaps. Since the MOs are orthogonal, Ŝ is simply the identity
matrix and hence, Eq. A.5 simplifies to

⟨ψ′
jτ |ψiσ ⟩ =

{
[e−κ̂]jσiσ if τ = σ
0 otherwise.

(A.6)

A SD is an antisymmetrized product of these orbitals. For a N = Nα +Nβ particle system, the N MOs included
in the SD are given by two sets of indices Iα = {iνα : 1 ≤ ν ≤ Nα} and Iβ = {iµβ : 1 ≤ µ ≤ Nβ}. The corresponding
SD can then be defined as

|I⟩ ≡ A
[∏

ν

|ψiνα
⟩
∏
µ

|ψiµβ
⟩
]

(A.7)

where A is the antisymmetrizer. A statevector is then defined as a linear combination of SDs

|Ψ⟩ ≡
NSD∑
I

cI |I⟩ (A.8)

with real cI coefficients. The overlap between |Ψ⟩ and a SD defined in another orbital basis,

|J ′⟩ ≡ A
[∏

ν

|ψ′
jνα
⟩
∏
µ

|ψ′
jµβ
⟩
]
, (A.9)

becomes

⟨J ′|Ψ⟩ ≡
NSD∑
I

cI ⟨J ′|I⟩ (A.10)
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The overlap between two SDs is given by the determinant of the matrix containing all mutual orbital overlaps and
thus,

⟨J ′|I⟩ =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
⟨ψ′

j1α
|ψi1α

⟩ · · · ⟨ψ′
j1α
|ψiNα

α
⟩

...
. . .

...
⟨ψ′

jNα
α

|ψi1α
⟩ · · · ⟨ψ′

jNα
α

|ψiNα
α

⟩

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣×
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
⟨ψ′

j1β
|ψi1β

⟩ · · · ⟨ψ′
j1β
|ψ

i
Nβ
β

⟩
...

. . .
...

⟨ψ′
j
Nβ
β

|ψi1β
⟩ · · · ⟨ψ′

j
Nβ
β

|ψ
i
Nβ
β

⟩

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
= det

( Nα∑
ν′,ν=1

|ν′⟩ ⟨ν| ⟨ψ′
jν′
α
|ψiνα

⟩
)
det

( Nβ∑
µ′,µ=1

|µ′⟩ ⟨µ| ⟨ψ′
jµ

′
β

|ψiµβ
⟩
)

= det
( Nα∑

ν′,ν=1

|ν′⟩ ⟨ν| [e−κ̂]jν′
α iνα

)
det

( Nβ∑
µ′,µ=1

|µ′⟩ ⟨µ| [e−κ̂]
jµ

′
β iµβ

)
)

(A.11)

where we have made use of the fact that the overlap between MOs of different spins is zero. In order to simplify the
notation, we note M̂ = e−κ̂ the full L× L rotation matrix of Eq. A.11. The size of M̂ is L× L because we employ a
spin-restricted formalism, i.e., the same matrix elements of M̂ are used for both the α and β terms. We also introduce
M̂σ

J′I the sub-matrix of M̂ obtained by taking its rows of indices J ′
σ and columns of indices Iσ. Eq. A.11 can be

re-written in matrix form as

⟨J ′|I⟩ = det
(
M̂α

J′I

)
det

(
M̂β

J′I

)
(A.12)

and thus

⟨J ′|Ψ⟩ =
NSD∑
I

cI det
(
M̂α

J′I

)
det

(
M̂β

J′I

)
. (A.13)

Finally, our goal is to optimize the entries of the κ̂ to minimize

f(κ̂) = 1− | ⟨J ′|Ψ⟩ |2. (A.14)

Appendix B: Spin adaptation

Taking advantage of spin symmetry is important for both accuracy and efficiency when the targeted molecules
contain transition metals. Hence, we employ a spin-adapted version of the DMRG algorithm. [34]. After sampling,
the resulting wavefunction is given as a superposition of CSFs. At this point we have access to the overlap of a
single CSF with the ground state which is simply the maximum amplitude in the wavefunction. The sampled CSFs
are then transformed to SDs following the algorithm of Ref. [37]. In the following we give further insight into our
implementation of this algorithm. Let us start by saying a few words about the indexing of the SD and CSF in the
statevectors. We call Ne and No the total number of electrons and orbitals in the active space, respectively. First,
the statevector is divided into seniority blocks. The seniority number, z, gives the number of unpaired electrons in
the determinants of the corresponding block. Given a total and projected spin, S and M , respectively, within each
seniority block there are

Nz
SD =

(
z

z/2 +M

)
(A.1)

possible SDs and

Nz
CSF =

2S + 1

z/2 + S + 1

(
z

z/2− S

)
(A.2)

possible CSFs. We call kz the index running along the Nz
SD possible SDs or, equivalently, along the Nz

CSF possible

CSFs. Given the kz configuration, the z singly occupied orbitals can be distributed in
(
No

z

)
ways among the No

orbitals of the active space. The index along this axis is called sz. Finally, given kz and sz, the paired electrons

are distributed in
(No−z

Ne−z
2

)
ways among the remaining orbitals. The index along this axis is dz. In summary, given a

seniority block z, a SD or a CSF is fully determined by its indices (kz, sz, dz).
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Our algorithm starts by assigning these indices to each CSF in the DMRG output. For each of the existing z, sz, dz,
all Nz

SD determinants are created and their amplitude is calculated as

Ai =

Nz
CSF∑
j=0

ÃjDij (A.3)

where i and j replace the index kz used above to differentiate between SDs and CSFs, respectively. Ãj is the amplitude
of CSF j and Dij is given by the Clebsch-Gordan coefficients (see for instance Ref. [37] for the explicit definition of
Dij). Determinants with |Ai| > tSD, where tSD is a threshold of choice, are saved in the final statevector.

One subtlety arises when considering non-singlet systems. Since the spin-adapted DMRG algorithm is better suited
to singlet systems, a singlet embedding scheme is used to treat higher spin states [34]. In this case, a number (which
depends on the molecule’s spin) of auxiliary singly occupied orbitals need to be added to each determinant in the
DMRG output such that the overall spin becomes a singlet. The CSF to SD transformation is then performed as
explained above and the auxiliary orbitals are finally traced away in the output statevector.

Appendix C: Acenes

In this section we study the reliability of p0 estimates calculated from approximate wavefunctions. In this pursuit,
we focus on acene molecules of different sizes. The geometries of the different acenes are taken from the work of Sharma
et al. [39] and can be found in [50]. We obtain the MOs with B3LYP/6-31G(d,p). The active space corresponds to
the π electrons distributed in all valence π orbitals leading to 2(2n+1) electrons in 2(2n+1) orbitals, where n is the
number of rings.

We first focus on naphtalene (n = 2). We find an approximation of its singlet ground state with spin-adapted
DMRG at bond dimension D = 500. We make sure that after sampling the CSFs and transformation to the SD basis
the wavefunction is normalized up to an error of 5 · 10−7. We diagonalize the resulting 1-particle density matrix to
obtain the NOs. The overlap matrix between the NOs and MOs is shown on Fig. 4 (right). We can see that they are
almost identical with off-diagonal elements (2,6), (3,7), and their transpose, slightly deviating from 0. We run the spin-
adapted DMRG algorithm again with the same bond dimension in the NOs basis. In Table I we show the resulting
energies, number of SDs and the weight p0 of the determinant of highest amplitude, i.e., its amplitude squared.
Despite the high similarity between the two orbital sets, p0 differs in the two wavefunctions by ∼ 1.6 ·10−3, indicating
that a change in the orbital basis directly reflects in the value of p0. The overlap squared between the wavefunction
converged in the MOs and NOs basis respectively is | ⟨Ψ̃MO

0 |Ψ̃NO
0 ⟩ |2 = 0.997521 and indicates that DMRG converges

to slightly different states depending on the orbital basis. Let us write |Ψ̃MO
0 ⟩ =

∑
i c

MO
i |i⟩ and |Ψ̃NO

0 ⟩ =
∑

i c
NO
i |i′⟩

using SDs |i⟩ and |i′⟩. As per Eqs. 3 and 4, and considering that the wavefunctions are normalized, we have

|cNO
i − ⟨i′|Ψ̃MO

0 ⟩ | ≤ ϵr (A.1)

and

|cMO
i − ⟨i|Ψ̃NO

0 ⟩ | ≤ ϵr (A.2)

where

ϵr =

√
2(1− ⟨Ψ̃MO

0 |Ψ̃NO
0 ⟩). (A.3)

In Figure 4 (left), we show the errors, |cNO
i − ⟨i′|Ψ̃MO

0 ⟩ | and |cMO
i − ⟨i|Ψ̃NO

0 ⟩ |, for the first 10 determinants in |Ψ̃NO
0 ⟩

and |Ψ̃NO
0 ⟩, respectively, together with ϵr. As anticipated in the main text, because the two orbital bases are close,

this bound is very loose. Actually, the error is much closer to ϵ2r here. We repeat the same steps for ground states
converged using SHCI with no perturbative step and a sweep epsilon of 10−4. The results are also given in Table I
and Figure 4 (in red). In this case | ⟨ψMO

0 |ψNO
0 ⟩ |2 = 0.9999991. Here again, ϵr is a very loose bound and the errors

are much closer to ϵ2r.

As a second part, we shift our focus to larger acenes, namely anthracene (n = 3), tetracene (n = 4), pentacene
(n = 5) and hexacene (n = 6). We first find the ground state in the canonical MOs with spin-adapted DMRG.
For generality, we look for both the singlet and the triplet ground states. The convergence of the energy with the
bond dimension is shown in Table II. The selected ground state is highlighted in bold. The CSFs are sampled with
a threshold for sampling of 10−4. We transform them and keep only the SDs above 10−4. The number NSD of SDs
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Orbital basis Method Energy [Ha] NSD p0
MOs DMRG -383.38958 1595 0.828714
NOs DMRG -383.38958 1578 0.830282
MOs SHCI -383.38957 1798 0.828957
NOs SHCI -383.38957 1802 0.830229

TABLE I. Energy, number of SD and amplitude squared (p0) of the most important SD in the ground states converged using
either the MOs or NOs as orbital basis and DMRG or SHCI as algorithm.
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FIG. 4. Results obtained with naphtalene. (left) Absolute difference between the amplitude in wavefunction A and the
amplitude calculated by taking the overlap of the corresponding SD with wavefunction B. Wavefunctions A and B differ by
the orbital basis in which they are expanded. Circles are for wavefunction A in MOs and wavefunction B in NOs and squares
for wavefunction A in NOs and wavefunction B in MOs. The lines give the values of ϵr (and ϵ2r), the norm of the difference
between wavefunction A and B. Blue is for DMRG and red for SHCI (the two different algorithms employed to find the ground
states). (right) Overlap matrix between the MOs and NOs

.

in the resulting wavefunction together and its corresponding norm are shown in Table III. They form our reference
states, |Ψ̃0⟩. In the same table, we also give p0(MO), the amplitude squared of the main determinant in the |Ψ̃0⟩.

In a second step we obtain the NOs by diagonalizing the 1-particle density matrix and we calculate the weight of
the Aufbau filled SD is the NOs with |Ψ̃0⟩. We also find a set of optimized orbitals by maximizing the weight of a

single SD with |Ψ̃0⟩. This single SD is chosen to be the same as the largest amplitude one in the reference state. We

repeat the optimization for two different truncation threshold, Nopt
SD , of the sum in Eq. 1: the first one corresponds

to the first 10% SDs in |Ψ̃0⟩ and the second one to the first 50% SDs. Once the optimized orbitals are obtained, we

calculate the final value of p0 between the single SD in the optimized basis with the full |Ψ̃0⟩ (corresponding to NSD

and norm of Table III). This final value is reported in Table III.

The discrepancies observed in the different overlaps are minor here. However, it is interesting to see that in all cases,
the optimized orbitals lead to the largest overlap values. Moreover, and maybe more importantly, the optimizations
using 10% and 50% of SDs give the same result. This is an encouraging sign that p0 converges fast with NSD. To
emphasize this point, we calculate p0 between the SD in the optimized basis OPT0.1 (obtained using 10% NSD) and

|Ψ̃0⟩ by progressively increasing NSD in the sum of Eq. 1. Figure 5 shows the very fast convergence of p0(OPT0.1)
with NSD for all the molecules considered here. The relative error of the weight drops below 10−5 with only 10% of
the total number of SDs for all the systems considered here.

The p0(NO) values are unexpectedly lower than the corresponding p0(MO). However, as we discussed above and
numerically witnessed in the case of naphtalene, these overlaps can be tainted by a large error due to divergence in
the reference states obtained in one or the other basis and due to truncating of the sum in Eq. 1. In fact, if we
approximate the ground state again, in the NO basis, with DMRG (same bond dimension as for the MO state), the
resulting p0(NO) values, taken as the most important amplitude squared in the statevector, are very close to the ones
obtained with the optimized orbitals.

In Figure 6, we compare the NOs and optimized orbitals (obtained with 10% of the SDs) by showing their overlap
matrix with the original MOs. We clearly see that they are distinct orbital sets, the optimized ones remaining closer
to the MOs. However, it is interesting to remark that the two types of orbitals also hold similarities, i.e., we observe
a common structure in their overlap matrix with the original MOs.
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anthracene (14,14) tetracene (18,18) pentacene (22,22) hexacene (26,26)
D=500 -536.049037 D=500 -688.687930 D=1000 -841.361452 D=1500 -993.998918
D=1000 -536.049038 D=1000 -688.687953 D=1500 -841.361630 D=2000 -993.999350

D=1500 -688.687954 D=2000 -841.361700 D=2500 -993.999574
D=500 -535.975915 D=1000 -688.622454 D=1500 -841.320648 D=2000 -993.959774
D=1000 -535.975915 D=1500 -688.622460 D=2000 -841.320829 D=2500 -993.960074

TABLE II. Convergence of the energy of different acenes, with active space (number of electrons,number of orbitals), obtained
with DMRG at bond dimension D. The upper and lower rows are for singlet and triplet states, respectively.

Molecule S Energy [Ha] NSD Norm p0(MO) p0(NO) p0(OPT0.1) p0(OPT0.5)
anthracene 0 -536.049037 7522 0.99995 0.81655 0.81481 0.81892 0.81892
tetracene 0 -688.687953 13029 0.99909 0.76942 0.76833 0.77301 0.77301
pentacene 0 -841.361700 50842 0.99506 0.67247 0.66881 0.67774 0.67774
hexacene 0 -993.999574 64098 0.99207 0.61155 0.60896 0.61800 0.61800
anthracene 1 -535.975916 4230 0.99959 0.78481 0.76678 0.79843 0.79843
tetracene 1 -688.622454 10208 0.99847 0.73751 0.72471 0.74703 0.74703
pentacene 1 -841.320814 29829 0.99308 0.67598 0.66598 0.68507 0.68506
hexacene 1 -993.960030 38755 0.98923 0.62550 0.61755 0.63316 0.63316

TABLE III. Results for the four studies acenes in both singlet and triplet states. The ground state is approximated with spin-
adapted DMRG and leads the reported energies. After sampling and transforming to the SD basis, the statevectors contain
NSD SDs and have the reported norm. p0(MO) is the amplitude squared of the most important determinant. p0(NO) is the
weight of the Aufbau filled determinant in the NO basis with the statevector. p0(OPTX) is the weight of the most important
determinant in the reference statevector expressed in the optimized orbital basis obtained by using the first XNSD SDs.

Appendix D: Iron-Sulfur clusters

One of our focuses is on determining whether optimizing the orbital basis can significantly enhance the weak overlaps
observed in Ref. [6]. To maintain a seamless progression in our research, we diligently replicate the findings of Ref. [6]
and build upon them. Here we focus on the clusters with a number of iron atoms NFe = 2 and NFe = 4. Tab. IV
provides details about the studied iron-sulfur clusters, supplying all the essential information for our investigation.

In the following paragraph, we describe the procedure followed to obtain the active space, which is the same as
the one of Ref. [6]. We start by running a high spin unrestricted density functional theory (DFT) calculation with
PySCF [51]. The specific spin numbers, as well as information about basis sets and functionals, can be found in

FIG. 5. Convergence of p0 with the number of SDs included in the reference statevector, |Ψ̃0⟩. The full lines correspond to the
error between p0 calculated using NSD with respect to the value obtained from all sampled SDs. The error bound, ϵr, is also
shown in dashed lines. The results are given for acenes of different sizes n and for both singlet and triplet states.
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FIG. 6. Overlap matrix between the starting MOs and either the NOs or the optimized orbitals (OPT) obtained with the first
10% of the SDs in the reference state for each acenes in both singlet and triplet states.

Tab. IV. For all systems we use the spin-free exact two-component (sf-X2C) Hamiltonian.

The spin averaged density matrix, ρ = 1/2(ρα + ρβ) is calculated in the basis of the resulting Kohn-Sham (KS)

orbitals and transformed to the Lowdin basis, ρ′ = S1/2ρS1/2. The NOs and corresponding occupation numbers
are obtained by diagonalizing ρ′. The NOs are transformed to the non-orthogonal AO basis and classified in a core,
active, or virtual group of orbital according to their occupation number, i.e., orbitals with occupation number above
1.95, between 0.05 and 1.95 and below 0.05 are classified as core, active and virtual respectively. The core and active
orbitals are then split localized with the Pipek-Mezey algorithm. The active spaces are then constructed as in Ref. [6],
from the full valence space of the Fe 3d, S 3p, and bonding ligand orbitals around each Fe atom. These active orbitals
are localized one more time and shown for [Fe2S2]

−2 in Figure 7. The orbital pictures for all systems are available
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molecule oxidation charge high S low S AS functional basis set

[Fe2S2]
−3

[52]
FeII, FeIII -3 9/2 1/2 (31e,20o) BP86 TZP-DKH

[Fe2S2]
−2

[52]
FeIII, FeIII -2 5 0 (30e,20o) BP86 TZP-DKH

[Fe4S4]
−2

[52]
2FeII, 2FeIII -2 9 0 (54e,36o) BP86 TZP-DKH

[Fe4S4] 4FeIII 0 10 0 (52e,36o) BP86 TZP-DKH

TABLE IV. Details about the studied iron-sulfur clusters

FIG. 7. Pictures of the orbitals in the active space of [Fe2S2]
−2.

in [50]. The resulting active space sizes are given in Tab. IV.
We approximate the ground states of the four clusters with spin-adapted DMRG at bond dimension D = 8000.

We employ a singlet embedding [34] scheme for [Fe2S2]
−3. The resulting energies, given in Table V, are in close

agreement with Ref. [6]. We sample the CSFs with tCSF = 10−4 for NFe = 2 and tCSF = 5 · 10−4 for NFe = 4.
We transform them and discard all SDs with absolute amplitude below 10−4. The resulting number of SDs in the
statevector, |Ψ̃0⟩, and its norm are summarized in Table V. In all cases, we sort these reference statevectors by
decreasing order in absolute amplitude. We optimize the orbitals using the first 10% SDs and the final value we
report in Table V is p0(OPT) = | ⟨J ′|Ψ̃0⟩ |2 where |J ′⟩ is expressed in the optimized basis and |Ψ̃0⟩ (expressed in
the original MOs) contains the full set of sampled SDs corresponding to NSD of Table V. The orbital optimization
increases the weight by more than one order of magnitude in all cases. Moreover, for all these clusters, optimizing
the orbitals allows to reach a higher p0 than starting with a CSF. As a matter of comparison, the CSF of largest
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Molecule Energy [Ha] Norm NSD pCSF
0 (MO) p0(MO) p0(OPT) p0(NO)

[Fe2S2]
−2 -5092.8710 9.85e-1 3121044 3.21e-2 5.35e-3 4.53e-2 3.36e-2

[Fe2S2]
−3 -5092.7187 9.94e-1 734408 3.19e-2 1.76e-2 1.80e-1 2.46e-2

[Fe4S4]
−2 -8432.8070 3.65e-1 2146432 2.94e-4 2.94e-5 2.67e-3 -

[Fe4S4] -8432.6267 3.65e-1 2127398 4.37e-3 3.97e-4 5.16e-3 -

TABLE V. Energy, norm characteristics and overlaps of the iron-sulfur clusters. The ground state is approximated with
spin-adapted DMRG (D = 8000) and leads to the reported energies. After sampling and transforming to the SD basis, the
statevectors contain NSD SDs and have the reported norm. pCSF

0 (MO) and p0(MO) are the amplitude squared of the most
important CSF and SD, respectively. p0(OPT) is the overlap of the most important SD in the reference statevector expressed
in the optimized orbital basis obtained by using the first 10% SDs. p0(NO) is the amplitude squared of the most important
determinant in the state resulting from running DMRG in the NO basis (see main text).

amplitude in [Fe4S4]
−2 comprises more than 48000 SDs.

As for the acenes, we study the convergence of the weight with NSD. The results are shown in Figure 8. We see again
that p0(OPT) converges very quickly with NSD. We also study the effect of using an approximate wavefunction to

optimize the orbitals. To this aim, we obtain additional states, |Ψ̃0(D)⟩ with spin-adapted DMRG at bond dimensions

D ∈ {200, 400, 600, 800, 1000}. We find an optimized orbital basis, OPTD, using each of the |Ψ̃0(D)⟩. In the top

pannels of Figure 9 we show ∆E = |E(8000)−E(D)|, the difference between the energies of |Ψ̃0(8000)⟩ and |Ψ̃0(D)⟩
as well as the most important amplitude squared in |Ψ̃0(D)⟩. After the optimization, we calculate | ⟨J ′|Ψ̃0(8000)⟩ |2
with |J ′⟩ in OPTD and show the resulting values in the bottom pannels of Figure 9. There we also display p0(OPT)
of Table V for reference. Interestingly, these results clearly show that statevectors obtained at a smaller D, while
inaccurate in energy, already allow to find an orbital basis which substantially improves the overlap.

Moreover, we compare the NO and optimized bases. The NOs are obtained by diagonalizing the 1-particle density
matrix of the D = 8000 state. In Figure 10, we show the overlap matrix between the starting MOs and the NOs
as well as between the MOs and the optimized orbitals. As we observed in the acene case, the NOs and optimized
orbitals are different and the latter are much closer to the initial MOs.

Here, the direct calculation of p0(NO) between the Aufbau filled SD in the NO basis, and the MO reference state
leads to values much lower than p0(MO). However, the density of non-diagonal elements in the MO-NO overlap matrix
is large. This translates to having more non-vanishing terms in the sum of Eq. 1. We therefore expect the errors
defined in Eqs. 4 and 5 to be large, hence resulting in unreliable p0 estimates. To allow for a more fair comparison
between the optimized and the NO basis, we run DMRG again in the NO basis and get p0(NO) as the amplitude
squared of the most important determinant in the resulting state. This is only done for the two NFe = 2 clusters, as
we can afford a large enough bond dimension to compensate for the loss of locality in the orbitals. As the energy and
overlap converge at D = 500, we use this bond dimension to obtain our states in the NO basis. The results are given
in Table V. In both cases we obtain better weights in the optimized basis.

Finally, note that another way of verifying the accuracy of the calculated p0 is to rotate the MPS underlying |Ψ̃0⟩
to the optimized basis and sample from it. However, this procedure was too costly for the systems considered here
as D blows up due to the loss of locality in the optimized orbitals. This explains our choice of demonstrating the
convergence of p0 with NSD and D instead.

Appendix E: Cytochrome P450

The cytochrome P450 enzyme holds significant importance in the pharmaceutical industry. Recent studies show-
cased its complex electronic structure and highlight the system as an ideal use case for the first generation of quantum
computers [41]. The numerical results presented in this paper also underscore that a single determinant already
exhibits a considerable overlap with the ground state of P450. However, further enhancing this overlap can reduce the
runtime of quantum phase estimation, making the computation more feasible for industrial applications. To evaluate
our method’s performance on the P450 system, we utilize the O2-bound model (oxo, see Fig. 11) and active spaces
available in [53]. We approximate the ground state with spin-adapted DMRG at bond dimension D = 1500 for the
various spins. In all cases we use a singlet-embedding. For both the “X” (47e,43o) and “G” (63e,58o) active spaces, as
well as for the S = 1/2 and S = 5/2 states, our method yields an approximate 10% improvement in p0, see Tab. VI.
We note that the overlaps reported in Fig. 9 of Ref. [41] are considerably higher as the authors report the highest
amplitude of a CSF, while we report the weight (amplitude squared) of a single SD.
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FIG. 8. Convergence of p0(OPT) with the number of SDs included in the reference statevector, |Ψ̃0⟩. The full line corresponds
to the error between p0(OPT) calculated using NSD with respect to the value of the weight obtained from all sampled SDs.
The error bound ϵr is shown in dashed line. Plots a, b, c and d are for [Fe2S2]

−2, [Fe2S2]
−3, [Fe4S4]

−2 and [Fe4S4], respectively.

Active space S Energy [Ha] p0(MO) p0(OPT)
G 5/2 -2756.7356 0.53 0.58
G 1/2 -2756.8039 0.11 0.12
X 5/2 -2756.9426 0.48 0.53
X 1/2 -2757.0156 0.093 0.11

TABLE VI. Results for the cytochrome P450 enzyme. The active spaces G and X are taken from Ref. [41] and correspond to
(47e,43o) and (63e,58o), respectively. The ground state of all systems are approximated with spin-adapted DMRG (D = 1500).
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FIG. 9. (Top) Convergence of the energy and weight with the DMRG bond dimension, D. ∆E = |E(8000) − E(D)| is
the difference between the reference energy and the one obtained at reduced bond dimension D. Circles represent the most
important absolute amplitude squared in |Ψ(D)⟩. (Bottom) Circles correspond to | ⟨J ′|Ψ(8000)⟩ |2 where |J ′⟩ is in the orbital
basis optimized using |Ψ(D)⟩. The dashed line is p0(OPT), i.e., | ⟨J ′|Ψ(8000)⟩ |2 where |J ′⟩ is in the orbital basis optimized
using |Ψ(8000)⟩. Plots a, b, c and d are for [Fe2S2]

−2, [Fe2S2]
−3, [Fe4S4]

−2 and [Fe4S4], respectively.
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FIG. 10. Overlap matrix between the starting MOs and either the NOs or the optimized orbitals (OPT). Plots a, b, c and d
are for [Fe2S2]

−2, [Fe2S2]
−3, [Fe4S4]

−2 and [Fe4S4], respectively.
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FIG. 11. Oxo model of the cytochrome P450 enzyme.
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