arXiv:2211.03105v2 [physics.chem-ph] 12 Dec 2022

Is explicitly correlated double hybrid DFT advantageous for vibrational frequencies?

Nisha Mehta, Golokesh Santra, and Jan M. L. Martin^∗

Department of Molecular Chemistry and Materials Science, Weizmann Institute of Science, Reh. ovot, Israel

E-mail: gershom@weizmann.ac.il Phone: +972-8-9342533. Fax: +972-8-9343029

Abstract We have investigated the effect of F12 geminals on the basis set convergence of harmonic frequencies calculated using two representative double-hybrid density functionals, namely B2GP-PLYP and revDSD-PBEP86-D4. Like previously found for energetics [N. Mehta and J. M. L. Martin, J. Chem. Theor. Comput. 18, 5978–5991 (2022)] one sees an acceleration by two zeta steps, such that even the cc-pVDZ-F12 basis set is quite close to the complete basis set (CBS) limit. However, the basis set convergence problem is not as acute as for energetics, and compared to experimental harmonic frequencies, conventional orbital calculations with augmented triple zeta quality basis set are acceptably close to the CBS limit, and can be carried out using analytical second derivatives. An efficient implementation of double hybrid-F12 analytical derivatives would make the F12 approach attractive in the sense that even an spd orbital basis set would be adequate. For the accurate revDSD-PBEP86-D4 functional, the role of differing local correlation terms (Perdew-Zunger 1981 vs. VWN5) in different electronic structure programs has been investigated: while optimal double hybrid parameters and performance statistics for energetics as well as frequencies differ slightly between the two implementations, these differences are insignificant for practical purposes.

1 Introduction

Among the various ground-state molecular properties of a molecule that can be calculated through wavefunction ab initio methods (WFT) or density functional theory (DFT), harmonic frequencies are second in importance only to reaction energies and geometries. This status does not just derive from their being the starting point for the simulation of infrared and Raman spectra (with anharmonicity accounted for either through higher derivatives, or very approximately through scaling, see Ref.^1 and references therein). They are also required for zero-point and thermal corrections to reaction energies (again, with some approximate account for vibrational anharmonicity), as well as to characterize stationary points on the potential energy surface as minima, transition states, or higher-order saddle points.

Harmonic frequencies of molecules cannot be observed directly. However, for diatomics and small polyatomics, if enough overtone and combination bands are observed, a power series in the vibrational quantum numbers can be established, from which ‘experimental’ harmonic frequencies can be extracted (see, e.g., Csaszar^2 for a review). More recently, as illustrated by the work of, e.g., Jensen, Császár, Tennyson, Bowman, Puzzarini, Barone, and coworkers^{3–8} (see also Romanowski, Gerber, and Ratner^9 for a very early example), spectral inversion techniques enable the ‘reverse engineering’ of anharmonic force fields (and hence, of their harmonic component) from collections of observed spectral lines of one or more isotopomers of the molecule. A related ‘semi-experimental’ approach, the term being first introduced for geometries,^{10} involves simplifying the potential inversion by setting most or all anharmonic parameters to calculated values, while fitting the harmonic (and perhaps a few key anharmonic) parameters to the observed band origins. (See Refs.^{11–14} and references therein for some early examples.)

Some of the challenges of accurate computational vibrational spectroscopy are illustrated by a recent benchmark study on formaldehyde by Schaefer and coworkers.^{15} As shown, e.g., by Karton and Martin^{16} (see also Ref.^{17}), the good performance of valence CCSD(T)^{18,19} for harmonic frequencies is actually the result of an error compensation: for diatomic hydrides, this takes place between neglect of inner-shell correlation (which pushes frequencies up) and neglect of higher-order triple excitation effects (which pull frequencies down). For heavyatom diatomics, full CCSDT^{20} with valence correlation will actually lead to overestimated frequencies, and only connected quadruple excitations will slightly reduce curvature and bring RMS error down to the 2 cm^{−1} range, with a further reduction to 1 cm^{−1} from inclusion of connected quintuples.^{16}

Ref.^{21} contains a compilation of harmonic frequencies of closed-shell diatomics and small polyatomics denoted HFREQ2014. In the later Ref.,^1 the open-shell diatomics S_2 and SO were added, and three molecules were omitted (F_2 on account of severe static correlation, HNO on account of very high anharmonicity, and CF_2). In the present work, we shall use the Ref.^1 dataset minus the two open-shell diatomics, which we shall denote HFREQ25.

As shown in Refs.^{1,21} for the said dataset, CCSD(T) near the basis set limit can achieve RMSD=5 cm^{−1}. For B3LYP^{22,23}/def2-QZVPD^{24,25}(very close to the basis set limit), one obtains^1 RMSD=25.4 cm^{−1} , slightly better than the MP2 value of 30 cm^{−1} .

Double hybrids, however, can improve on that. B2GP-PLYP^{26}/aug-cc-pV(T+d)Z^{27–29} reaches RMSD=10.7 cm^{−1} upon scaling frequencies by 0.992, while the spin-component-scaled double hybrid DSD-PBEP86-D2^{30,31}/aug-cc-pV(T+d)Z reaches the same essentially unscaled (optimal scale factor 0.9993). Analytical second derivatives,^{32} or seminumerical Hessians from finite differences of analytical first derivatives,^{33} are available for double hybrids, making them an attractive alternative to both lower-rung DFT options (in terms of accuracy) and to coupled cluster theory (in terms of drastically reduced cost). For perspectives, see, e.g., Refs.^{34,35}

Alas, the GLPT2 (Görling-Levy 2nd-order perturbation theory^{36}) term in double hybrids inherits the slow L^{−3} basis set convergence^{37,38} of MP2, L being the highest angular momentum in the basis set. Recently, two of us have shown^{39,40} for the very large and chemically diverse GMTKN55 benchmark suite^{41} how, for energetic properties, this can be overcome through the use of F12 geminals^{42} in the GLPT2 term.

This prompts the question whether DH-F12 (double hybrids with F12) offers a way out of the conundrum for harmonic frequencies as well, and this is the research question we are addressing in the present contribution. The answer should in principle be affirmative, as basis set convergence for frequencies tends to be faster^{43} than for energetics. At present, no analytical derivative implementation exists for DH-F12; for small to medium molecules, the cost of needing to evaluate the force constant matrix by numerical differentiation is compensated to some degree by the ‘embarrassingly parallel’ character (and hence perfect parallelization) of the procedure.

2 Computational details

All double hybrid-F12 calculations, and the orbital-only double hybrid calculations, were carried out using MOLPRO 2022^{44} running on the Faculty of Chemistry HPC facility ‘Chem- Farm’ at the Weizmann Institute. Gradients and Hessians for these calculations were obtained by numerical differentiation of energies, using a stepsize of 0.005 bohr and a Krack- Köster^{45} integration grid of order 10 and using a cutoff of 10^{−24}. Global thresholds were set to 10^{−12}E_h for energy convergence, 10^{−11} for orbital convergence, 10^{−18} and 10^{−20} for individual two-electron integrals and shell prefactors, respectively. Geometries were optimized to a maximum displacement tolerance of 10^{−5} bohr.

Some calculations were repeated using Gaussian 16 rev. C.01^{46} with the opt=Tight Grid=SuperFineGrid options and analytical second derivatives. In doing so with identical basis sets and functionals, we found a discrepancy of just 0.3 cm^{−1} RMS between doublenumerical and analytical values.

Finally, harmonic frequencies for the Berkeley functionals^{47–49} were obtained using Q- CHEM 6.0.1^{50} with an unpruned grid of 150 radial Euler-Maclaurin^{51} and 590 angular Lebedev^{52,53} points.

We considered different families of basis sets. The first category are the correlation consistent basis set of Dunning and co-workers,^{27–29} which were developed with orbitalbased correlated wavefunction calculations in mind (optimized for CISD valence correlation energies of atoms). The notation haVnZ+d (n=D, T, Q, 5), in this paper, is shorthand for the combination of cc-pVnZ on hydrogen, aug-cc-pVnZ on first-row elements, and aug-cc-pV(n+d)Z on second-row elements.

The second class of basis sets, purpose-developed for explicitly correlated calculations, are the cc-pVnZ-F12 (abbreviated VnZ-F12 in this manuscript) of Peterson and co-workers,^{54} or their anionic-friendly variants aug-cc-pVnZ-F12 (AVnZ-F12).^{55} In the F12 geminal, the Slater exponent (β) values of 0.9, 1.0 and 1.0 were used for the (A-)VDZ-F12, (A-)VTZ-F12, and (A-)VQZ-F12, respectively.

Finally, we also considered the Weigend-Ahlrichs/Karlsruhe def2 family,^{24} namely def2- TZVPP and def2-QZVPP, and their diffuse function-augmented variants def2-TZVPPD and def2-QZVPPD.^{25}

2.1 A remark on the revDSD-PBEP86 local correlation component

Concerning revDSD-PBEP86-D4, one ought to be aware that the implementations of the P86c correlation functional^{56} in various codes are not necessarily equivalent. Or, to clarify, the enhancement factors/‘gradient corrections’ may be equivalent, but different codes apply them to different LDA correlation functionals. In particular, Gaussian 16 uses Perdew- Zunger 1981^{57} by default, which is not implemented in MOLPRO nor in ORCA (which, somewhat anachronistically, uses PW92LDA by default). MOLPRO uses VWN5,^{58} which can be invoked through nonstandard inputs in both Gaussian (using iop(3/74=1018)) and ORCA (using LDAOPt=C_VWN5).

When recalculating the Gaussian analytical frequencies using VWN5-P86c instead, we found discrepancies of several cm^{−1} between the two versions. It occurred to us that the published parameters^{59} were obtained using the Perdew-Zunger LDA correlation^{57} which is the default in Q-Chem (used for most of that paper) as well as Gaussian. This prompts the question of whether substituting VWN5 or PW92LDA in the parametrization process might actually lead to slightly different parameters. In order to verify this, we evaluated all components of the GMTKN55 dataset in the exact same manner as detailed in Ref.,^{59} except that, as has been our practice since Ref.,^{60} we also applied the def2-QZVPPD basis set to the BH76 barrier heights subset,^{61–63} which contains some anionic S_N 2 reactions. The original and revised parameters can be found in Table 1.

Table 1: Optimized parameters and total WTMAD2(kcal/mol) of revDSD-PBEP86 functionals with PZ81 and VWN5 LDA correlations, respectively.

LDA corr. parameters WTMAD2 of GMTKN55 Functionals part of opt param. other param. of P86c c_{C,DF T} c_{2ab} c_{2ss} s_6 a_1 a_2 (kcal/mol) revDSD-PBEP86-D3BJ PZ81 0.4312 0.5761 0.0816 0.4339 0.0 5.5 2.37 2.37 revDOD-PBEP86-D3BJ 0.4443 0.6047 0.0 0.4790 0.0 5.5 2.41 2.42 revDSD-PBEP86-D4 0.4224 0.5935 0.0566 0.5917 0.371 4.201 2.25 2.26 revDOD-PBEP86-D4 0.4301 0.6131 0.0 0.6158 0.344 4.243 2.27 2.28 revDSD-PBEP86-D3BJ VWN5 0.4310 0.5899 0.0727 0.4308 0.0 5.5 2.41 2.42 revDOD-PBEP86-D3BJ 0.4427 0.6155 0.0 0.4708 0.0 5.5 2.44 2.45 revDSD-PBEP86-D4 0.4200 0.6090 0.0476 0.5850 0.370 4.183 2.29 2.30 revDOD-PBEP86-D4 0.4278 0.6224 0.0 0.6134 0.348 4.242 2.31 2.31 HF exchange c_{X,HF}=0.69 throughout; s_8=0 throughout; c_{ATM}=1.0 for D4 and not applicable for D3BJ.

The optimized parameter sets of revDSD-PBEP86 and revDOD-PBEP86 functionals with PZ81-P86c and VWN5-P86c are quite close to each other but not equivalent. The difference between the WTMAD2 values is within the uncertainty of the reference data of the GMTKN55 test suite (Table 1). Moreover, swapping parameter sets between the two has an effect of less than 0.01 kcal/mol on WTMAD2.

For the haVTZ+d and haVQZ+d basis sets, we evaluated analytical frequencies in three ways: (a) with the original parameters of revDSD-PBEP86-D4, where the P86c is based on PZ81 local correlation; (b) with the same parameters, but using VWN5-based P86c instead; (c) with the purpose-optimized parameters, where the P86c of revDSD-PBEP86-D4 is based on VWN5. Statistics for these three variants are shown in Table 3 for haVQZ+d only, but the trends are the same for haVTZ+d. There are small but noticeable differences between

the first and second variants of revDSD-PBEP86-D4 if PZ81 parameters are used for both,

but the difference mostly goes away if the purpose-optimized parameters for VWN5 from

Table 1 are used.

3 Results and discussion

Table 2: RMS deviation (cm^{−1} ) for HFREQ25 frequencies for various WFT methods from experiment (compiled in Refs.^{1,21}), from the CBS limit of the method being considered, and from CCSD(T)/CBS; mean signed deviation (cm^{−1} ) from experiment

RMSD w.r.t. Experiment CCSD(T*)(F12*)/ CBS limit MSD cc-pVQZ-F12 of same method w.r.t.Expt.

CCSD(T*)(F12*)/cc-pVQZ-F12 4.9 REF +0.3 CCSD(T)/haV{Q,5}Z+d^a 4.4 0.8 -0.1 CCSD(T_s)(F12*)/cc-pVTZ-F12 4.7 0.8 +0.1 CCSD(T_s)(F12*)/cc-pVDZ-F12 5.7 3.3 +0.2 CCSD(T)/haVDZ+d 34.9 35.6 -25.7 CCSD(T)/haVTZ+d 11.1 11.5 -8.5 CCSD(T)/haVQZ+d 4.9 3.9 -2.7 CCSD(T)/haV5Z+d 4.4 1.9 -1.1 CCSD(T)/haV6Z+d^b 3.6 1.7 Δ = 0.6 CCSD(T)/VDZ-F12^c 20.7 21.5 -12.5 CCSD(T)/VTZ-F12^c 10.6 10.4 -8.4 CCSD(T)/VQZ-F12^c 6.0 4.9 -3.8 CCSD(F12*)/cc-pVQZ-F12 32.3 30.9 REF +26.2 CCSD(F12*)/cc-pVTZ-F12 31.9 30.4 0.7 +26.0 CCSD(F12*)/cc-pVDZ-F12 31.1 29.7 2.2 +25.8 CCSD-F12b/cc-pVDZ-F12 28.4 26.9 4.6 +23.2 CCSD-F12b/cc-pVTZ-F12 29.9 28.5 2.5 +24.2 CCSD-F12b/cc-pVQZ-F12 32.0 30.4 1.0 +26.1 CCSD/haVDZ+d 18.6 18.4 37.0 -1.8 CCSD/haVTZ+d 21.9 20.5 12.0 +17.6 CCSD/haVQZ+d 28.4 27.0 4.1 +23.7 CCSD/haV5Z+d 31.1 29.8 2.0 +25.4 MP2-F12/cc-pVQZ-F12 34.3 35.5 REF +11.0 MP2-F12/cc-pVTZ-F12 33.3 34.0 0.5 +11.4 MP2-F12/cc-pVDZ-F12 34.1 34.8 2.3 +10.8 MP2/haVDZ+d 45.9 47.0 24.8 -7.8 MP2/haVTZ+d 34.0 35.0 8.20 +5.8 MP2/haVQZ+d 33.8 34.6 3.0 +10.1 MP2/haV5Z+d 34.2 35.4 1.7 +10.5 a pointwise basis set extrapolation of energies b diatomics only c control run to gauge importance of F12 terms in isolation

3.1 WFT methods

Let us first revisit wavefunction methods for some perspective before we consider the DFT

methods (Table 2.) In Ref.,^{21} the best available calculated frequencies were either at the

CCSD(T)/haV{Q,5}Z+d level — pointwise extrapolation of energies to the complete basis set limit (CBS) at every point — or at the CCSD(T*)(F12*)/cc-pVQZ-F12 level, where the (T*) indicates that we apply pointwise Marchetti-Werner^{64} scaling to the triples. (The triples do not benefit from F12.) Now strictly speaking (T*) is not size-consistent, but scaling the triples with a constant factor as proposed in Ref.,^{65} i.e. (Ts), definitely is size-consistent. (See Table 3 in that reference for numerical values of the scale factors.)

We recalculated harmonic frequencies at the CCSD(Ts)(F12*)/cc-pVQZ-F12 level for a subset of HFREQ25, and found an RMSD discrepancy between the harmonic frequencies of just 0.3 cm^{−1} — hence the CCSD(T*)(F12*)/cc-pVQZ-F12 reference values from Ref.^{21} can be safely used.

For what it is worth, when we recalculated the smaller basis set frequencies at the CCSD(Ts)(F12*)/cc-pVTZ-F12 level, we found a surprisingly small RMSD=0.8 cm^{−1} , which increased to just 3.3 cm^{−1} when the small cc-pVDZ-F12 basis set was substituted instead. These RMSDs are nearly identical to the corresponding RMSDs for CCSD(T*)(F12*)/ccpVnZ-F12 (n=T,D) from Table 1 in Ref.,^{21} i.e., 0.7 and 2.7 cm^{−1} , respectively.

Either CCSD(T*)(F12*)/cc-pVQZ-F12, or CCSD(T)/aug-cc-pV({Q,5}+d)Z with pointwise extrapolation, can safely be considered to be within 1 cm^{−1} of the CCSD(T) basis set limit. As CCSD(T)/aug-cc-pV({Q,5}+d)Z failed for CH_3OH but the results were available at the CCSD(T*)(F12*)/cc-pVQZ-F12 level, we used the latter as our CCSD(T)/CBS calibration point. It differs by 4.5 cm^{−1} from the ‘exact’ reference harmonic frequencies used in Refs.^{1,21}: the residual difference is due to a combination of post-CCSD(T) correlation contributions, core-valence correlation, and scalar relativistic effects.^{16,17}

At the CCSD(F12*)/cc-pVQZ-F12 level, we find RMSD=32.3 cm^{−1} from ‘exact’, and 30.9 cm^{−1} from CCSD(T), illustrating the great importance of connected triple excitations for especially stretching frequencies. (This has been known since the early 1990s at the latest, see, e.g., Refs.^{66–69}) In fact, this performance is not much better than MP2-F12/ccpVTZ-F12, which reaches 34.0 and 33.3 cm^{−1} , respectively.

CCSD(Ts)(F12*)/VDZ-F12 is actually comparable, if not superior, to CCSD(T)/haVQZ. Recently Kruse et al.^{70} suggested that cc-pVnZ-F12 basis sets might be superior to their haVnZ+d counterparts even in non-F12 calculations. As can be seen in Table 3, the statement holds true for CCSD(T)/VDZ-F12 vs. CCSD(T)/haVDZ+d, but already for VTZ-F12 and VQZ-F12 there is little daylight between these basis sets and their respective haVTZ+d and haVQZ+d counterparts. At the risk of belaboring the self-evident, comparing the RMSDs of CCSD(T)/VDZ-F12 and of CCSD(F12*)(Ts)/VDZ-F12 this illustrates that the introduction of the F12 geminals, not the basis set change as such, is what causes the basis set convergence acceleration.

As the (T) does not benefit from F12, we can eliminate a confounding factor by looking at CCSD. Here we see that CCSD(F12*)/VDZ-F12 is actually superior to CCSD(T)/haVQZ+d, and arguably closer to CCSD(T)/haV5Z+d in quality. One can say that, relative to the CBS limit, (F12*) gains three zetas in the basis set, although it should be kept in mind that VDZ-F12 actually is considerably larger than haVDZ+d. The popular CCSD-F12b approximation, on the other hand, lags CCSD(F12*) by about one zeta step: see Ref.^{71} for a detailed analysis in the context of thermochemistry.

For MP2-F12 vs. conventional MP2, we again see a gain of 2.5-3 zeta steps, which looks promising for double hybrids.

Note that better basis set convergence does not necessarily translate into a lower RMSD with experiment. CCSD at the CBS limit overestimates the reference by 26 cm^{−1} on average, and basis set incompleteness leads to underestimated frequencies, so CCSD with a small basis set deceptively has a smaller RMSD from experiment owing to error compensation. In contrast: at the CCSD(T) level, which at the CBS limit has very small RMSD (5 cm^{−1} ) and negligible bias w.r.t. experiment (0.3 cm^{−1} ), improving the basis set consistently reduces RMSD w.r.t. experiment. The MP2 level takes a middle position: its bias is farly small (11 cm^{−1} ) but the RMSD relatively large (34 cm^{−1} ) at the CBS limit. Here we see that the smallest basis set, haVDZ+d, is clearly inadequate, but already for haVTZ+d, RMSD w.r.t experiment reaches saturation.

3.2 B2GP-PLYP double hybrid

Table 3: RMS deviation (cm^{−1} ) for HFREQ25 frequencies from experiment (compiled in Refs.^{1,21}), from the CBS limit of the method being considered, and from CCSD(T)/CBS; mean signed deviation (cm^{−1} ) from experiment

RMSD w.r.t. Experiment CCSD(T*)(F12*)/ CBS limit MSD cc-pVQZ-F12 of same method w.r.t.Expt.

revDSD-PBEP86-F12-D4/VQZ-F12 9.0 9.1 REF +4.0 revDSD-PBEP86-F12-D4/VTZ-F12 9.0 9.1 0.5 +3.8 revDSD-PBEP86-F12-D4/VDZ-F12 9.4 9.8 2.0 +3.5 revDSD-PBEP86-F12-D4/haVDZ-F12 9.3 9.8 2.6 +3.0 revDSD-PBEP86-D4/haVDZ+d^c 28.6 29.3 29.7 -12.8 revDSD-PBEP86-D4/haVTZ+d^c 9.4 10.3 5.5 +1.2 revDSD-PBEP86-D4/haVQZ+d^c 9.2 9.7 1.4 +3.8 revDSD-PBEP86-D4/haVQZ+d^a 8.7 9.1 3.3 +1.8 revDSD-PBEP86-D4/haVQZ+d^d 9.0 9.7 3.2 +2.1 revDSD-PBEP86-D4/haVQZ+d^e 8.9 9.6 5.2 +0.2 revDSD-PBEP86-D4/haV5Z+d^b 9.2 9.5 2.1 +4.6 ditto PZ81 instead of VWN5 8.5 8.8 2.4 +2.7 revDSD-PBEP86-D4/def2-TZVPP^b 10.8 11.1 4.4 +6.2 revDSD-PBEP86-D4/def2-QZVPP^b 8.9 9.8 2.2 +5.4 revDSD-PBEP86-D4/def2-TZVPPD^b 9.0 10.5 3.5 +4.0 revDSD-PBEP86-D4/def2-QZVPPD^b 8.6 9.6 1.3 +4.8 revDSD-PBEP86-D4/VDZ-F12^f 11.8 14.8 11.5 -0.3 revDSD-PBEP86-D4/VTZ-F12^f 7.9 9.3 4.9 +1.0 revDSD-PBEP86-D4/VQZ-F12^f 8.1 9.0 2.3 +3.0 B2GP-PLYP-F12/VQZ-F12 23.0 23.1 REF +19.4 B2GP-PLYP-F12/AVTZ-F12 22.4 22.5 0.8 +18.9 B2GP-PLYP-F12/VTZ-F12 22.6 22.7 0.5 +19.1 B2GP-PLYP-F12/AVDZ-F12 22.7 23.0 2.2 +18.6 B2GP-PLYP-F12/VDZ-F12 22.9 23.2 1.9 +19.0 B2GP-PLYP-F12/haVDZ-F12 22.6 22.9 2.2 +18.7 B2GP-PLYP-F12/haVTZ-F12 22.5 22.6 0.7 +18.9 B2GP-PLYP/haV5Z+d 22.6 22.6 0.9 +19.3 B2GP-PLYP/haVQZ+d 22.4 22.7 1.6 +18.7 B2GP-PLYP/haVTZ+d 20.7 21.1 4.5 +16.6 B2GP-PLYP/haVDZ+d 26.7 27.4 27.4 +3.4 B2GP-PLYP/def2-QZVPP 23.6 23.7 2.5 +20.1 B2GP-PLYP/def2-TZVPP 24.6 24.8 4.9 +21.3 B2GP-PLYP/def2-QZVPPD 23.3 23.4 1.7 +19.5 B2GP-PLYP/def2-TZVPPD 23.5 23.7 3.5 +19.2 ωB97X-V/haVQZ 39.8 38.3 25.9 ωB97M-V/haVQZ 34.3 33.0 16.8 ωB97M(2)/haVQZ 27.3 27.4 21.7 a Gaussian 16, analytically, grid=superfine, PZ81 LDA b using VWN5 for LDA correlation part (PZ81 not available in MOLPRO) c Gaussian 16, analytically, grid=superfine, VWN5 LDA with PZ81-optimized parameters from Ref.^{59} d Gaussian 16, analytically, grid=superfine, VWN5 LDA with reoptimized parameters from Table 1 e Gaussian 16, analytically, grid=superfine, PZ81 LDA with VWN5-optimized parameters from Ref.^{59} f control run without F12 geminals, to gauge importance of F12 terms in isolation from the use of cc-pVnZ-F12 basis sets.

For comparison, the B2GP-PLYP double hybrid with the aug-cc-pV(5+d)Z basis set

clocks in at 22.6 cm^{−1} relative to either reference. (Table 3.)

For a subset of molecules, we were able to perform B2GP-PLYP/aug-cc-pV(6+d)Z frequency calculations, which differed by 0.6 cm^{−1} RMS from the smaller aug-cc-pV(5+d)Z. This number is not that much larger than the RMSD of 0.25 cm^{−1} between double-numerical (MOLPRO) and analytical (Gaussian) B2GP-PLYP/aug-cc-pV(Q+d)Z frequencies. Hence we can safely consider B2GP-PLYP/aug-cc-pV(5+d)Z to be within RMSD<1 cm^{−1} of the basis set limit, and 23 cm^{−1} to be a realistic estimate of the intrinsic error of the B2GP-PLYP functional.

B2GP-PLYP-F12/cc-pVnZ-F12 differs by just 1.8 cm^{−1} RMS for n=D, 1.0 cm^{−1} for n=T, and 0.9 cm^{−1} for n=Q.

Indeed, considering the RMS difference of just 0.5 cm^{−1} between B2GP-PLYP-F12/ccpVTZ-F12 and B2GP-PLYP-F12/cc-pVQZ-F12, it is plausible to assume that the latter numbers may well be closer to the CBS limit than B2GP-PLYP/haV5Z+d.

RMSDs from the CBS limit of B2GP-PLYP-F12/cc-pV(n-2)Z-F12 and B2GP-PLYP/haVnZ+d seem to be comparable: hence, we see that F12 gains about two zetas on average. Indeed, B2GP-PLYP-F12/cc-pVDZ-F12 at RMSD=1.9 cm^{−1} is not that much further from the ccpVQZ-F12 numbers than B2GP-PLYP/haVQZ+d at 1.6 cm^{−1} . The informal ‘F12 gains two zetas in the basis set’ adage seems to hold here as well.

But the important thing to realize here is that even for the modest haVTZ+d basis set, the RMSD relative to ‘exact’, 21 cm^{−1} is no worse than 23 cm^{−1} , and indeed (fortuitously) somewhat better. Hence, unless the object is to eliminate basis set incompleteness error for calibration purposes, there is no real gain to be gotten here from VnZ-F12 calculations, as getting closer to the CBS limit has no benefits from a strictly spectroscopy point of view.

3.3 revDSD-PBEP86-D4 double hybrid

The situation for revDSD-PBEP86-D4 is somewhat different. RMSD from ‘exact’ is just 9.0 cm^{−1} (!) at the revDSD-PBEP86-F12/cc-pVQZ-F12 level. These latter numbers are approximated to RMS=2.0 and 0.5 cm^{−1} , respectively, by the cc-pVDZ-F12 and cc-pVTZ- F12 basis sets.

Once again, DH-F12 gains about two zetas over orbital-only DH for this functional. Yet even at the fairly modest revDSD-PBEP86/haVTZ+d level, which differs 5.0 cm^{−1} RMS from the putative CBS limit, RMS relative to the best results increases to only 9.4 cm^{−1} . So again, we see that the RMSD with respect to experiment is approaching saturation with an haVTZ+d basis set, and that pushing further is only beneficial in the context of a calibration study.

The benefit from including the F12 geminal can be shown by comparing RMSD for the VnZ-F12 basis sets with and without inclusion of the geminal terms. For the VDZ-F12 basis set, RMSD with respect to the CBS limit drops from 11.5 to 2.0 cm^{−1} upon introducing the F12 geminal, and for VTZ-F12 from 4.9 to 0.5 cm^{−1} . RMSD with respect to experiment decreases from 11.8 to 9.4 cm^{−1} for VDZ-F12, but (owing to error ‘decompensation’) actually goes up from 7.9 to 9.0 cm^{−1} for VTZ-F12.

3.4 Some observations on other functionals

The combinatorially optimized ωB97M(2) functional of Mardirossian and Head-Gordon^{49} slightly outperforms revDSD-PBEP86-D4 for the GMTKN55 benchmark suite. The mind wonders if the performance of the two functionals for vibrational frequencies would likewise be comparable. While we were at it, we added statistics for the fourth-rung ancestors of ωB97M(2), namely, ωB97X-V^{47} and ωB97M-V.^{48} We did not carry out a basis set convergence study for these functionals but considered only the haVQZ basis set, deeming it close enough to the basis set limit for our purposes.

First of all, for the three range-separated hybrids (RSH), dispersion-corrected ‘combinatorial Berkeley functionals’, there is a clear reduction of RMSD from the RSH GGA ωB97X-V via the RSH mGGA ωB97M-V to the RS-double hybrid ωB97M(2): 40 to 34 to 27 cm^{−1} . That said, the latter number is three times the 9 cm^{−1} for revDSD-PBEP86-D4 — despite the fact that the latter only involves six adjustable parameters rather than sixteen, and that frequencies were not at all part of the training set. This gives us some confidence that the form of revDSD-PBEP86-D4 does not merely represent a lucky accident but compactly describes some real physics.

4 Conclusions

It has been previously shown^{39,40} for energetic properties that the introduction of F12 corrections in double-hybrid density functional theory drastically accelerates (by 2–3 zetas) basis set convergence and indeed allows near-basis set limit results already with the modest cc-pVDZ-F12 basis set.

For vibrational frequencies, F12 still accelerates basis set convergence by about 2 zetas. However, basis set dependence for vibrational frequencies, while still significant, is weaker than for energetics, and the residual basis set incompleteness errors are much smaller (almost an order of magnitude even for the VDZ-F12 basis set) than the intrinsic error in the functional.

DHDF-F12 with a modest F12-optimized basis set may still be an attractive option to inexpensively establish a functional’s CBS limit for calibration purposes. However, until analytical MP2-F12 derivatives with non-HF reference orbitals become available, conventional approaches with analytical second derivatives will still be preferable (albeit with a much larger memory footprint) for medium-large molecules. For small-medium molecules, the disadvantage of having to evaluate a large number of single-point energies is compensated to some degree by the ‘embarrassingly parallel’ nature of the process, while even the best-parallelized analytical gradient code would not achieve 100% parallelization efficiency.

If existing analytical derivatives^{72,73} for MP2-F12 could be adapted for double hybrids, then DH-F12 technique might still prove attractive for frequencies as it effectively eliminates concerns about inadequate basis set convergence.

For the accurate revDSD-PBEP86-D4 functional, the role of differing local correlation terms (Perdew-Zunger vs. VWN5) in different electronic structure programs has been investigated: while optimal double hybrid parameters and performance statistics for energetics as well as frequencies differ slightly between the two implementations, these differences are insignificant for practical purposes.

Finally, the good performance of ωB97M(2) for energetic properties does not carry over to vibrational frequencies, unlike for revDSD-PBEP86-D4.

Acknowledgement

Work on this paper was supported in part by the Israel Science Foundation (grant 1969/20), by the Minerva Foundation (grant 2020/05), and by a research grant from the Artificial Intelligence and Smart Materials Research Fund, in memory of Dr. Uriel Arnon, Israel. Two co-authors would like to acknowledge the following fellowships from the Feinberg Graduate School: Golokesh Santra a doctoral fellowship, and Nisha Mehta a Sir Charles Clore Postdoctoral Fellowship as well as Dean of the Faculty and Weizmann Postdoctoral Excellence fellowships.

Competing interests

The authors report no competing interests.

Data availability statement

The computed harmonic frequencies are gathered in the Supporting Information to the paper. Further raw data are available on reasonable request from the authors.

A preprint of this paper has been posted on arXiv.org.^{74}

Supporting Information Available

Spreadsheet in Microsoft Excel format with all calculated harmonic frequencies at the various levels of theory.

References

(1) Kesharwani, M. K.; Brauer, B.; Martin, J. M. L. Frequency and Zero-Point Vibrational Energy Scale Factors for Double-Hybrid Density Functionals (and Other Selected Methods): Can Anharmonic Force Fields Be Avoided? J. Phys. Chem. A 2015, 119, 1701–1714.

(2) Császár, A. G. Anharmonic Molecular Force Fields. Wiley Interdiscip. Rev. Comput.

Mol. Sci. 2012, 2, 273–289.

(3) Jensen, P. A new morse oscillator-rigid bender internal dynamics (MORBID) Hamiltonian for triatomic molecules. J. Mol. Spectrosc. 1988, 128, 478–501.

(4) Yurchenko, S. N.; Thiel, W.; Jensen, P. Theoretical ROVibrational Energies (TROVE):

A robust numerical approach to the calculation of rovibrational energies for polyatomic molecules. J. Mol. Spectrosc. 2007, 245, 126–140.

(5) Furtenbacher, T.; Császár, A. G.; Tennyson, J. MARVEL: measured active rotational–vibrational energy levels. J. Mol. Spectrosc. 2007, 245, 115–125.

(6) Császár, A. G.; Czakó, G.; Furtenbacher, T.; Mátyus, E. Chapter 9 An Active Database Approach to Complete Rotational–Vibrational Spectra of Small Molecules. Annu. Rep. Comput. Chem. 2007, 3, 155–176.

(7) Shank, A.; Wang, Y.; Kaledin, A.; Braams, B. J.; Bowman, J. M. Accurate ab initio and "hybrid" potential energy surfaces, intramolecular vibrational energies, and classical ir spectrum of the water dimer. J. Chem. Phys. 2009, 130 .

(8) Melli, A.; Tonolo, F.; Barone, V.; Puzzarini, C. Extending the Applicability of the Semi-experimental Approach by Means of “Template Molecule” and “Linear Regression” Models on Top of DFT Computations. J. Phys. Chem. A 2021, 125, 9904–9916.

(9) Romanowski, H.; Gerber, R. B.; Ratner, M. A. The anharmonic stretching–bending potential of CO_2 from inversion of spectroscopic data. J. Chem. Phys. 1988, 88, 6757– 6767.

(10) Demaison, J. Experimental, semi-experimental and ab initio equilibrium structures.

Mol. Phys. 2007, 105, 3109–3138.

(11) Miani, A.; Cané, E.; Palmieri, P.; Trombetti, A.; Handy, N. C. Experimental and theoretical anharmonicity for benzene using density functional theory. J. Chem. Phys. 2000, 112, 248–259.

(12) Cané, E.; Miani, A.; Trombetti, A. The harmonic vibrational frequencies and the geometry of the^{12}C_6H_6. Chem. Phys. Lett. 2001, 340, 356–361.

(13) Wang, X.-G.; Sibert, E. L.; Martin, J. M. L. Anharmonic force field and vibrational frequencies of tetrafluoromethane (CF_4) and tetrafluorosilane (SiF_4). J. Chem. Phys. 2000, 112, 1353–1366.

(14) Boese, A. D.; Martin, J. M. L. Vibrational Spectra of the Azabenzenes Revisited:

Anharmonic Force Fields. J. Phys. Chem. A 2004, 108, 3085–3096.

(15) Morgan, W. J.; Matthews, D. A.; Ringholm, M.; Agarwal, J.; Gong, J. Z.; Ruud, K.;

Allen, W. D.; Stanton, J. F.; Schaefer, H. F. Geometric Energy Derivatives at the Complete Basis Set Limit: Application to the Equilibrium Structure and Molecular Force Field of Formaldehyde. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2018, 14, 1333–1350.

(16) Karton, A.; Martin, J. M. L. Performance of W4 theory for spectroscopic constants and electrical properties of small molecules. J. Chem. Phys. 2010, 133, 144102.

(17) Martin, J. M. L. Spectroscopic quality ab initio potential curves for CH, NH, OH and HF. A convergence study. Chem. Phys. Lett. 1998, 292, 411–420.

(18) Raghavachari, K.; Trucks, G. W.; Pople, J. A.; Head-Gordon, M. Chem. Phys. Lett.

1989, 157, 479–483.

(19) Watts, J. D.; Gauss, J.; Bartlett, R. J. Coupled-cluster methods with noniterative triple excitations for restricted open-shell Hartree–Fock and other general single determinant reference functions. Energies and analytical gradients. J. Chem. Phys. 1993, 98, 8718– 8733.

(20) Noga, J.; Bartlett, R. J. The full CCSDT model for molecular electronic structure. J.

Chem. Phys. 1986, 86, 7041–7050.

(21) Martin, J. M. L.; Kesharwani, M. K. Assessment of CCSD(T)-F12 Approximations and Basis Sets for Harmonic Vibrational Frequencies. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2014, 10, 2085–2090.

(22) Becke, A. D. Density-functional thermochemistry. III. The role of exact exchange. J.

Chem. Phys. 1993, 98, 5648–5652.

(23) Stephens, P. J.; Devlin, F. J.; Chabalowski, C. F.; Frisch, M. J. Ab Initio Calculation of Vibrational Absorption and Circular Dichroism Spectra Using Density Functional Force Fields. J. Phys. Chem. 1994, 98, 11623–11627.

(24) Weigend, F.; Ahlrichs, R. Balanced Basis Sets of Split Valence, Triple Zeta Valence and Quadruple Zeta Valence Quality for H to Rn: Design and Assessment of Accuracy. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2005, 7, 3297–3305.

(25) Rappoport, D.; Furche, F. Property-Optimized Gaussian Basis Sets for Molecular Response Calculations. J. Chem. Phys. 2010, 133, 134105.

(26) Karton, A.; Tarnopolsky, A.; Lamére, J.-F.; Schatz, G. C.; Martin, J. M. L. Highly Accurate First-Principles Benchmark Data Sets for the Parametrization and Validation of Density Functional and Other Approximate Methods. Derivation of a Robust, Generally Applicable, Double-Hybrid Functional for Thermochemistry and Thermochemical Kinetics. J. Phys. Chem. A 2008, 112, 12868–12886.

(27) Dunning Jr, T. H. Gaussian Basis Sets for Use in Correlated Molecular Calculations. I.

The Atoms Boron Through Neon and Hydrogen. J. Chem. Phys. 1989, 90, 1007–1023.

(28) Kendall, R. A.; Dunning Jr, T. H.; Harrison, R. J. Electron Affinities of the First-Row Atoms Revisited. Systematic Basis Sets and Wave Functions. J. Chem. Phys. 1992, 96, 6796–6806.

(29) Dunning Jr, T. H.; Peterson, K. A.; Wilson, A. K. Gaussian Basis Sets for Use in Correlated Molecular Calculations. X. The Atoms Aluminum Through Argon Revisited. J. Chem. Phys. 2001, 114, 9244–9253.

(30) Kozuch, S.; Martin, J. M. L. DSD-PBEP86: in search of the best double-hybrid DFT with spin-component scaled MP2 and dispersion corrections. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2011, 13, 20104–20107.

(31) Kozuch, S.; Martin, J. M. L. Spin-component-scaled double hybrids: An extensive search for the best fifth-rung functionals blending DFT and perturbation theory. J. Comput. Chem. 2013, 34, 2327–2344.

(32) Biczysko, M.; Panek, P.; Scalmani, G.; Bloino, J.; Barone, V. Harmonic and Anharmonic Vibrational Frequency Calculations with the Double-Hybrid B2PLYP Method: Analytic Second Derivatives and Benchmark Studies. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2010, 6, 2115–2125.

(33) Neese, F.; Schwabe, T.; Grimme, S. Analytic derivatives for perturbatively corrected

“double hybrid” density functionals: Theory, implementation, and applications. J. Chem. Phys. 2007, 126, 124115.

(34) Barone, V.; Alessandrini, S.; Biczysko, M.; Cheeseman, J. R.; Clary, D. C.; Mc- Coy, A. B.; DiRisio, R. J.; Neese, F.; Melosso, M.; Puzzarini, C. Computational molecular spectroscopy. Nat. Rev. Methods Prim. 2021, 1, 38.

(35) Yang, Q.; Mendolicchio, M.; Barone, V.; Bloino, J. Accuracy and Reliability in the Simulation of Vibrational Spectra: A Comprehensive Benchmark of Energies and Intensities Issuing From Generalized Vibrational Perturbation Theory to Second Order (GVPT2). Front. Astron. Sp. Sci. 2021, 8, fspas.2021.665232.

(36) Görling, A.; Levy, M. Exact Kohn-Sham Scheme Based on Perturbation Theory. Phys.

Rev. A 1994, 50, 196–204.

(37) Schwartz, C. Importance of Angular Correlations Between Atomic Electrons. Phys.

Rev. 1962, 126, 1015–1019.

(38) Kutzelnigg, W.; Morgan III, J. D. Rates of Convergence of the Partial-Wave Expansions of Atomic Correlation Energies. J. Chem. Phys. 1992, 96, 4484–4508.

(39) Mehta, N.; Martin, J. M. L. Explicitly correlated double hybrid DFT: a comprehensive analysis of the basis set convergence on the GMTKN55 database. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2022, 18, 5978–5991.

(40) Mehta, N.; Martin, J. M. L. Reduced-Scaling Double Hybrid Density Functional Theory with Rapid Basis Set Convergence through Localized Pair Natural Orbital F12. J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 2022, 13, 9332–9338.

(41) Goerigk, L.; Hansen, A.; Bauer, C.; Ehrlich, S.; Najibi, A.; Grimme, S. A Look at the Density Functional Theory Zoo With the Advanced GMTKN55 Database for General

Main Group Thermochemistry, Kinetics and Noncovalent Interactions. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2017, 19, 32184–32215.

(42) Ten-No, S. Initiation of Explicitly Correlated Slater-Type Geminal Theory. Chem. Phys.

Lett. 2004, 398, 56–61.

(43) Martin, J. M. L. On the performance of correlation consistent basis sets for the calculation of total atomization energies, geometries, and harmonic frequencies. J. Chem. Phys. 1994, 100, 8186–8193.

(44) Werner, H.-J.; Knowles, P. J.; Manby, F. R.; Black, J. A.; Doll, K.; Heßelmann, A.;

Kats, D.; Köhn, A.; Korona, T.; Kreplin, D. A.; et al., The Molpro Quantum Chemistry Package. J. Chem. Phys. 2020, 152, 144107.

(45) Krack, M.; Köster, A. M. An adaptive numerical integrator for molecular integrals. J.

Chem. Phys. 1998, 108, 3226–3234.

(46) Frisch, M. J.; Trucks, G. W.; Schlegel, H. B.; Scuseria, G. E.; Robb, M. A.; Cheeseman, J. R.; Scalmani, G.; Barone, V.; Petersson, G. A.; Nakatsuji, H.; Li, X.; Caricato, M.; Marenich, A. V.; Bloino, J.; Janesko, B. G.; Gomperts, R.; Mennucci, B.; Hratchian, H. P.; Ortiz, J. V.; Izmaylov, A. F.; Sonnenberg, J. L.; Williams- Young, D.; Ding, F.; Lipparini, F.; Egidi, F.; Goings, J.; Peng, B.; Petrone, A.; Henderson, T.; Ranasinghe, D.; Zakrzewski, V. G.; Gao, J.; Rega, N.; Zheng, G.; Liang, W.; Hada, M.; Ehara, M.; Toyota, K.; Fukuda, R.; Hasegawa, J.; Ishida, M.; Nakajima, T.; Honda, Y.; Kitao, O.; Nakai, H.; Vreven, T.; Throssell, K.; Montgomery Jr., J. A.; Peralta, J. E.; Ogliaro, F.; Bearpark, M. J.; Heyd, J. J.; Brothers, E. N.; Kudin, K. N.; Staroverov, V. N.; Keith, T. A.; Kobayashi, R.; Normand, J.; Raghavachari, K.; Rendell, A. P.; Burant, J. C.; Iyengar, S. S.; Tomasi, J.; Cossi, M.; Millam, J. M.; Klene, M.; Adamo, C.; Cammi, R.; Ochterski, J. W.; Martin, R. L.; Morokuma, K.; Farkas, O.; Foresman, J. B.; Fox, D. J. Gaussian 16 Revision C.01. 2016.

(47) Mardirossian, N.; Head-Gordon, M. ωB97X-V: a 10-parameter, range-separated hybrid, generalized gradient approximation density functional with nonlocal correlation, designed by a survival-of-the-fittest strategy. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2014, 16, 9904– 24. (48) Mardirossian, N.; Head-Gordon, M. ωB97M-V: A combinatorially optimized, rangeseparated hybrid, meta-GGA density functional with VV10 nonlocal correlation. J. Chem. Phys. 2016, 144, 214110.

(49) Mardirossian, N.; Head-Gordon, M. Survival of the Most Transferable at the Top of Jacob’s Ladder: Defining and Testing the ωB97M(2) Double Hybrid Density Functional. J. Chem. Phys. 2018, 148, 241736.

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

Pokhilko, P.; White, A. F.; Coons, M. P.; Dempwolff, A. L.; Gan, Z.; Hait, D.; Horn, P. R.; Jacobson, L. D.; Kaliman, I.; Kussmann, J.; Lange, A. W.; Lao, K. U.; Levine, D. S.; Liu, J.; McKenzie, S. C.; Morrison, A. F.; Nanda, K. D.; Plasser, F.; Rehn, D. R.; Vidal, M. L.; You, Z.-Q.; Zhu, Y.; Alam, B.; Albrecht, B. J.; Aldossary, A.; Alguire, E.; Andersen, J. H.; Athavale, V.; Barton, D.; Begam, K.; Behn, A.; Bellonzi, N.; Bernard, Y. A.; Berquist, E. J.; Burton, H. G. A.; Carreras, A.; Carter- Fenk, K.; Chakraborty, R.; Chien, A. D.; Closser, K. D.; Cofer-Shabica, V.; Dasgupta, S.; de Wergifosse, M.; Deng, J.; Diedenhofen, M.; Do, H.; Ehlert, S.; Fang, P.- T.; Fatehi, S.; Feng, Q.; Friedhoff, T.; Gayvert, J.; Ge, Q.; Gidofalvi, G.; Goldey, M.; Gomes, J.; González-Espinoza, C. E.; Gulania, S.; Gunina, A. O.; Hanson-Heine, M. W. D.; Harbach, P. H. P.; Hauser, A.; Herbst, M. F.; Hernández Vera, M.; Hodecker, M.; Holden, Z. C.; Houck, S.; Huang, X.; Hui, K.; Huynh, B. C.; Ivanov, M.; Jász, Á.; Ji, H.; Jiang, H.; Kaduk, B.; Kähler, S.; Khistyaev, K.; Kim, J.; Kis, G.; Klunzinger, P.; Koczor-Benda, Z.; Koh, J. H.; Kosenkov, D.; Koulias, L.; Kowalczyk, T.; Krauter, C. M.; Kue, K.; Kunitsa, A.; Kus, T.; Ladjánszki, I.; Landau, A.; Lawler, K. V.; Lefrancois, D.;

Lehtola, S.; Li, R. R.; Li, Y.-P.; Liang, J.; Liebenthal, M.; Lin, H.-H.; Lin, Y.-S.; Liu, F.; Liu, K.-Y.; Loipersberger, M.; Luenser, A.; Manjanath, A.; Manohar, P.; Mansoor, E.; Manzer, S. F.; Mao, S.-P.; Marenich, A. V.; Markovich, T.; Mason, S.; Maurer, S. A.; McLaughlin, P. F.; Menger, M. F. S. J.; Mewes, J.-M.; Mewes, S. A.; Morgante, P.; Mullinax, J. W.; Oosterbaan, K. J.; Paran, G.; Paul, A. C.; Paul, S. K.; Pavošević, F.; Pei, Z.; Prager, S.; Proynov, E. I.; Rák, Á.; Ramos-Cordoba, E.; Rana, B.; Rask, A. E.; Rettig, A.; Richard, R. M.; Rob, F.; Rossomme, E.; Scheele, T.; Scheurer, M.; Schneider, M.; Sergueev, N.; Sharada, S. M.; Skomorowski, W.; Small, D. W.; Stein, C. J.; Su, Y.-C.; Sundstrom, E. J.; Tao, Z.; Thirman, J.; Tornai, G. J.; Tsuchimochi, T.; Tubman, N. M.; Veccham, S. P.; Vydrov, O.; Wenzel, J.; Witte, J.; Yamada, A.; Yao, K.; Yeganeh, S.; Yost, S. R.; Zech, A.; Zhang, I. Y.; Zhang, X.; Zhang, Y.; Zuev, D.; Aspuru- Guzik, A.; Bell, A. T.; Besley, N. A.; Bravaya, K. B.; Brooks, B. R.; Casanova, D.; Chai, J.-D.; Coriani, S.; Cramer, C. J.; Cserey, G.; DePrince, A. E.; DiStasio, R. A.; Dreuw, A.; Dunietz, B. D.; Furlani, T. R.; Goddard, W. A.; Hammes-Schiffer, S.; Head- Gordon, T.; Hehre, W. J.; Hsu, C.-P.; Jagau, T.-C.; Jung, Y.; Klamt, A.; Kong, J.; Lambrecht, D. S.; Liang, W.; Mayhall, N. J.; McCurdy, C. W.; Neaton, J. B.; Ochsenfeld, C.; Parkhill, J. A.; Peverati, R.; Rassolov, V. A.; Shao, Y.; Slipchenko, L. V.; Stauch, T.; Steele, R. P.; Subotnik, J. E.; Thom, A. J. W.; Tkatchenko, A.; Truhlar, D. G.; Van Voorhis, T.; Wesolowski, T. A.; Whaley, K. B.; Woodcock, H. L.; Zimmerman, P. M.; Faraji, S.; Gill, P. M. W.; Head-Gordon, M.; Herbert, J. M.; Krylov, A. I. Software for the frontiers of quantum chemistry: An overview of developments in the Q-Chem 5 package. J. Chem. Phys. 2021, 155, 084801.

(51) Murray, C.; Handy, N.; Laming, G. Quadrature schemes for integrals of density functional theory. Mol. Phys. 1993, 78, 997–1014.

(52) Lebedev, V. I.; Skorokhodov, A. L. Quadrature formulas of orders 41, 47, and 53 for the sphere. Dokl. Math. 1992, 45, 587–592.

(53) Beentjes, C. H. L. Quadrature on a spherical surface. 2015;

https://www.theochem.ru.nl/files/local/QuadratureSphere.pdf.

(54) Peterson, K. A.; Adler, T. B.; Werner, H.-J. Systematically Convergent Basis Sets for Explicitly Correlated Wavefunctions: The Atoms H, He, B–Ne, and Al–Ar. J. Chem. Phys. 2008, 128, 084102.

(55) Sylvetsky, N.; Kesharwani, M. K.; Martin, J. M. L. The aug-cc-pVnZ-F12 Basis Set Family: Correlation Consistent Basis Sets for Explicitly Correlated Benchmark Calculations on Anions and Noncovalent Complexes. J. Chem. Phys. 2017, 147, 134106.

(56) Perdew, J. P. Density-functional approximation for the correlation energy of the inhomogeneous electron gas. Phys. Rev. B 1986, 33, 8822–8824.

(57) Perdew, J. P.; Zunger, A. Self-interaction correction to density-functional approximations for many-electron systems. Phys. Rev. B 1981, 23, 5048–5079.

(58) Vosko, S.; Wilk, L.; Nusair, M. Accurate spin-dependent electron liquid correlation energies for local spin density calculations: a critical analysis. Can. J. Phys. 1980, 58, 1200–1211.

(59) Santra, G.; Sylvetsky, N.; Martin, J. M. L. Minimally Empirical Double-Hybrid Functionals Trained Against the GMTKN55 Database: revDSD-PBEP86-D4, revDOD- PBE-D4, and DOD-SCAN-D4. J. Phys. Chem. A 2019, 123, 5129–5143.

(60) Santra, G.; Cho, M.; Martin, J. M. L. Exploring Avenues Beyond Revised DSD Functionals: I. Range Separation, With xDSD as a Special Case. J. Phys. Chem. A 2021, 125, 4614–4627.

(61) Zhao, Y.; Lynch, B. J.; Truhlar, D. G. Multi-Coefficient Extrapolated Density Functional Theory for Thermochemistry and Thermochemical Kinetics. Phys. Chem. Chem. Phys. 2005, 7, 43–52.

(62) Zhao, Y.; González-García, N.; Truhlar, D. G. Benchmark Database of Barrier Heights for Heavy Atom Transfer, Nucleophilic Substitution, Association, and Unimolecular Reactions and Its Use to Test Theoretical Methods. J. Phys. Chem. A 2005, 109, 2012–2018.

(63) Goerigk, L.; Grimme, S. A General Database for Main Group Thermochemistry, Kinetics, and Noncovalent Interactions - Assessment of Common and Reparameterized (Meta-)GGA Density Functionals. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2010, 6, 107–126.

(64) Marchetti, O.; Werner, H.-J. Accurate Calculations of Intermolecular Interaction Energies Using Explicitly Correlated Coupled Cluster Wave Functions and a Dispersion- Weighted MP2 Method. The Journal of Physical Chemistry A 2009, 113, 11580–11585.

(65) Peterson, K. A.; Kesharwani, M. K.; Martin, J. M. The cc-pV5Z-F12 Basis Set: Reaching the Basis Set Limit in Explicitly Correlated Calculations. Mol. Phys. 2015, 113, 1551–1558.

(66) Rendell, A. P.; Lee, T. J.; Taylor, P. R. Vibrational frequencies for Be_3 and Be_4. J.

Chem. Phys. 1990, 92, 7050–7056.

(67) Martin, J.; Taylor, P. R.; Lee, T. J. Accurate ab initio quartic force fields for the N_2O and CO_2 molecules. Chem. Phys. Lett. 1993, 205, 535–542.

(68) Martin, J. M. L.; Lee, T. J.; Taylor, P. R.; François, J.-P. The anharmonic force field of ethylene, C_2H_4, by means of accurate ab initio calculations. J. Chem. Phys. 1995, 103, 2589–2602.

(69) Pawlowski, F.; Halkier, A.; Jørgensen, P.; Bak, K. L.; Helgaker, T.; Klopper, W. Accuracy of spectroscopic constants of diatomic molecules from ab initio calculations. J. Chem. Phys. 2003, 118, 2539–2549.

(70) Kruse, H.; Szabla, R.; Šponer, J. Surprisingly broad applicability of the cc-pVnZ-F12 basis set for ground and excited states. J. Chem. Phys. 2020, 152, 214104.

(71) Kesharwani, M. K.; Sylvetsky, N.; Köhn, A.; Tew, D. P.; Martin, J. M. L. Do CCSD and Approximate CCSD-F12 Variants Converge to the Same Basis Set Limits? The Case of Atomization Energies. J. Chem. Phys. 2018, 149, 154109.

(72) Höfener, S.; Klopper, W. Analytical nuclear gradients of the explicitly correlated Møller–Plesset second-order energy. Mol. Phys. 2010, 108, 1783–1796.

(73) Győrffy, W.; Knizia, G.; Werner, H.-J. Analytical energy gradients for explicitly correlated wave functions. I. Explicitly correlated second-order Møller-Plesset perturbation theory. J. Chem. Phys. 2017, 147, 214101.

(74) Mehta, N.; Santra, G.; Martin, J. M. L. Is explicitly correlated double hybrid DFT advantageous for vibrational frequencies? 2022; http://arxiv.org/abs/2211.03105.