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SUPPLEMENTARY SECTION 1. BULK GEOMETRIES

A. Al

This Supplementary Subsection provides the bulk geometry for the face-centered-cubic (FCC) Al as shown in
Figure 1a. We use the experimental lattice parameter [1] extrapolated to T = 0 K. The structure is provided in
Table 1 in the xsf format.

Supplementary Table 1: Employed bulk geometry of FCC Al in xsf format (Å units). The lattice parameter is
a = 4.0317(2) Å. The space group is Fm3̄m (#225).

CRYSTAL
PRIMVEC

4.0317000000 0.0000000000 0.0000000000
0.0000000000 4.0317000000 0.0000000000
0.0000000000 0.0000000000 4.0317000000

PRIMCOORD
4 1
13 0.0000000000 0.0000000000 0.0000000000
13 2.0158500000 2.0158500000 0.0000000000
13 0.0000000000 2.0158500000 2.0158500000
13 2.0158500000 0.0000000000 2.0158500000

B. α-Fe

This Supplementary Subsection provides the bulk geometry for α-Fe, which has a body-centered-cubic (BCC)
structure as shown in Figure 1b. We use the experimental lattice parameter [2] extrapolated to T = 0 K. The
structure is provided in Table 2 in the xsf format.

Supplementary Table 2: Employed bulk geometry of BCC α-Fe in xsf format (Å units). The lattice parameter is
a = 2.8598 Å. The space group is Im3̄m (#229).

CRYSTAL
PRIMVEC

2.8598000000 0.0000000000 0.0000000000
0.0000000000 2.8598000000 0.0000000000
0.0000000000 0.0000000000 2.8598000000

PRIMCOORD
2 1
26 0.0000000000 0.0000000000 0.0000000000
26 1.4299000000 1.4299000000 1.4299000000
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(a) Al (FCC) (b) α-Fe (BCC)

Supplementary Figure 1: (a) The face-centered-cubic (FCC) structure of Al (4 Al atoms), (b) the body-centered-cubic (BCC)
structure of α-Fe (2 Fe atoms). These images were created using XCrySDen [3].

SUPPLEMENTARY SECTION 2. DFT METHODS AND DATA

A. k-Mesh Convergence

This Supplementary Subsection demonstrates the k-mesh convergence in DFT for the considered materials. Tab-
ulated quantities are the total energy, the Fermi level, Löwdin atomic moments, total cell magnetization Mtot, and
absolute cell magnetization Mabs, which are defined as:

Mtot =

∫
cell

(n↑ − n↓) d
3r (1)

Mabs =

∫
cell

|n↑ − n↓|d3r. (2)

Supplementary Table 3: Convergence of various quantities with respect to k-mesh for FCC Al (4 atoms) and BCC Fe
(2 atoms). Ec = 400 Ry kinetic energy cutoff and σe = 10−3 Ry Fermi-Dirac spreading were used. LDA functional was used

for Al while LDA+U(5.5 eV) was used for α-Fe. EF is the Fermi level, µ is the Löwdin atomic moment,
Mtot =

∫
cell

(n↑ − n↓) d
3r is the total cell magnetization, and Mabs =

∫
cell

|n↑ − n↓|d3r is the absolute cell magnetization. All
values were determined self-consistently. [24× 24× 24] k-mesh was used for SCF throughout the work.

k-mesh Total Energy [Ry] EF [eV] µ1 [µB ] µ2 [µB ] Mtot [µB ] Mabs [µB ]

Al (NM)

[6× 6× 6] -16.51634307 7.9290
[12× 12× 12] -16.50979062 8.1316
[18× 18× 18] -16.51041406 8.1688
[24× 24× 24] -16.51051170 8.1650

α-Fe (FM)

[6× 6× 6] -493.83175370 17.4248 3.0709 3.0708 5.8114 6.1011
[12× 12× 12] -493.83174720 17.4211 3.0471 3.0470 5.6680 6.0648
[18× 18× 18] -493.83139192 17.3962 3.0343 3.0343 5.6335 6.0373
[24× 24× 24] -493.83150610 17.4098 3.0434 3.0434 5.6583 6.0577

Table 3 provides the convergence with respect to k-mesh for various DFT quantities of the considered materials.
Note that all quantities are converged at [24× 24× 24] k-mesh, which is the mesh used throughout the work. Also,
note that the atomic moments can be reliably obtained using the Mabs:

µ =
Mabs

2
(3)

which provides values in close agreement with the Löwdin atomic moments.
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B. Band Structures

This Supplementary Subsection provides the band structures for the considered materials. The high symmetry
points in the Brillouin zone path are shown in Figure 2. The band structures are shown in Figure 3. The results are
obtained using a converged k-mesh of [24× 24× 24]. LDA was used for Al, while LDA+U(5.5 eV) was used for α-Fe.

Γ X

M

R

Supplementary Figure 2: High symmetry points in the Brillouin zone of the cubic lattice employed in Al and α-Fe. This
image was created using XCrySDen [3].

(a) Al (b) α-Fe

Supplementary Figure 3: Band structures for the considered materials. (a) Al in NM phase using LDA, (b) α-Fe in FM phase
using LDA+U(5.5 eV).
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C. Density of States

This Supplementary Subsection provides the density of states (DOS) for the considered materials, as shown in Figure
4. The results are obtained using a converged k-mesh of [24× 24× 24]. LDA was used for Al, while LDA+U(5.5 eV)
was used for α-Fe.

(a) Al (b) α-Fe

Supplementary Figure 4: Density of states for the considered materials. (a) Al in NM phase using LDA, (b) α-Fe in FM
phase using LDA+U(5.5 eV).

D. Pseudoptential Bias

This Supplementary Subsection provides data on the role of pseudopotential accuracy. Table 4 shows the Al cohesive
energies using ccECP and Troullier-Martins (TM) pseudopotential. The TM pseudopotential was generated using
Opium with PBE functional and is not the same potential used by Ref. [4]. Therefore, the difference between ccECP
and TM represents only a qualitative difference, such as an underestimation or overestimation tendency. From this
data, we see a qualitative tendency of TM pseudopotential to underestimate the cohesive energy of fcc Al.

Supplementary Table 4: Comparison of Al cohesive energies [eV] using ccECP versus Troullier-Martins (TM)
pseudopotentials. ∆Ecoh is the difference between ccECP and TM values.

DFT Functional ccECP [eV] TM [eV] ∆Ecoh [eV]

LDA 3.884 3.615 0.269
PBE 3.451 3.187 0.264

DMC/SJ 3.437(3) 3.071(4) 0.366(5)

SUPPLEMENTARY SECTION 3. QMC METHODS AND DATA

A. DMC Time Step Convergence

This Supplementary Subsection provides the convergence plots for the DMC time step in the considered materials.
Figure 5 shows the total and kinetic energies as the DMC time step is varied. [2 × 2 × 2] supercells at k = Γ
were employed for both Al and Fe. We used τ = 5 × 10−3 Ha−1 time step throughout the work, which results in
acceptance ratios larger than 99% in both cases. The acceptance ratios and the energy differences between the time
step extrapolated energy and the chosen time step energy are provided in Table 5.
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(a) Al Total Energy (b) Al Kinetic Energy

(c) Fe Total Energy (d) Fe Kinetic Energy

Supplementary Figure 5: DMC time step convergence for Al and α-Fe. Total and kinetic energies are shown for (a, b) Al (32
atoms) and (c, d) α-Fe (16 atoms).

Supplementary Table 5: DMC time step convergence for Al and α-Fe. Acceptance ratios [%] are shown for each case.
∆E = (E0 − Eτ ) and ∆K = (K0 −Kτ ) are total and kinetic energy differences between the time step extrapolated energy

and the chosen time step energy, respectively.

Material Acceptance [%] ∆E [Ha] ∆K [Ha]

Al 99.97 -0.00002(5) -0.0003(2)
α-Fe 99.18 0.0025(3) -0.03(1)

B. QMC Charge and Moment Evaluation

Let ρ↑(r)/ρ↓(r) be the up/down channel densities obtained in QMC. These densities are accumulated as a histogram
in a defined [100× 100× 100]/(primitive cell) 3D grid:

ρQMC
↑/↓ (r) =

M↑/↓∑
i

δ(r− ri)

Ω3
(4)
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where Ω3 is the grid volume and M↑/↓ is the number of up/down electrons within Ω3. Then, the cumulative charge
densities, namely, the atomic occupations, are calculated as follows:

q =

∫ Rc

r=0

[ρ↑(r) + ρ↓(r)]4πr
2dr. (5)

The cumulative spin densities, namely, the magnetic moments, are calculated as follows:

µ =

∫ Rc

r=0

[ρ↑(r)− ρ↓(r)]4πr
2dr. (6)

Throughout this work, we chose the cutoff radius Rc as the middle point between the two nearest-neighbor atoms:

RAl
c =

alattice ·
√
2

4
= 1.425421 Å, (7)

RFe
c =

alattice ·
√
3

4
= 1.238330 Å. (8)

Since the density does not commute with the Hamiltonian, we use the extrapolated estimators for DMC q and µ
observables [5]:

⟨Φ|ρ̂|Φ⟩ ≈ 2 ⟨Φ|ρ̂|ΨT ⟩ − ⟨ΨT |ρ̂|ΨT ⟩+O[(Φ−ΨT )
2] (9)

where ΨT is the trial wave function and Φ is the DMC wave function.

C. Al Atomic Energies

Table 6 provides the isolated atomic DMC energies of Al using various nodal surfaces. We use the DMC/ROHF
values in the main text.

Supplementary Table 6: Isolated atomic total and kinetic energies [Ha] using DMC. The DMC time step is
τ = 5× 10−3 Ha−1. SCF calculations for DMC were carried out using PySCF [6, 7] with cc-pV5Z basis sets.

Method Total [Ha] Kinetic [Ha]

DMC/ROHF -1.93657(3) 0.7030(3)
DMC/UHF -1.93629(3) 0.7054(3)

DMC/R-PBE -1.93656(3) 0.7032(3)
DMC/U-PBE -1.93649(3) 0.7041(3)

FCI/CBS -1.937523(8) 0.7063(1)

D. Bulk Total Energies

This subsection provides the bulk total energies for Al and Fe. In each case, a least squares regression line fit was
used for extrapolation, which was analyzed by the R2 “goodness-of-fit” metric:

R2 = 1−
∑

i(yi − fi)
2∑

i(yi − ȳi)2
(10)

where yi are calculated data points, fi are fitted values, and ȳi is the mean of data points. The R2 values are given
in the main text, while the energies are provided here. Tables 7 and 8 provide the DMC supercell energies for various
supercell sizes using the GCTA-SAFL occupations.
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Supplementary Table 7: Twist-averaged DMC total, kinetic, and potential energies [Ha] of Al for various supercell tilings
[T × T × T ] using the GCTA-SAFL occupations. In all cases, ZT · Zθ = 63 is constant. LDA exchange-correlation functional

was used as the trial wave function.

Quantity [1× 1× 1] [2× 2× 2] [3× 3× 3] TDL

Total -2.12108(6) -2.07021(2) -2.06503(2) -2.06291(3)
Kinetic 0.9242(3) 0.94279(7) 0.94616(7) 0.9464(8)
Potential -3.0453(3) -3.01300(7) -3.01120(8) -3.0092(8)

Supplementary Table 8: Twist-averaged DMC total, kinetic, and potential energies [Ha] of α-Fe for various supercell tilings
[T × T × T ] using the GCTA-SAFL occupations. In all cases, ZT · Zθ = 63 is constant. LDA+U(5.5 eV) exchange-correlation

functional was used as the trial wave function.

Quantity [1× 1× 1] [2× 2× 2] [3× 3× 3] TDL

Total -123.9313(2) -123.7559(2) -123.7349(2) -123.729(2)
Kinetic 68.217(3) 68.605(4) 68.709(5) 68.69(3)
Potential -192.149(3) -192.361(4) -192.444(5) -192.42(3)
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