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The accurate treatment of non-covalent interactions is necessary to model a wide range of
applications, from molecular crystals to surface catalysts to aqueous solutions and many
more. Quantum diffusion Monte Carlo (DMC) and coupled cluster theory with single, dou-
ble and perturbative triple excitations [CCSD(T)] are considered two widely-trusted meth-
ods for treating non-covalent interactions. However, while they have been well-validated
for small molecules, recent work has indicated that these two methods can disagree by
more than 7.5kcal/mol for larger systems. The origin of this discrepancy remains un-
known. Moreover, the lack of systematic comparisons, particularly for medium-sized
complexes, has made it difficult to identify which systems may be prone to such dis-
agreements and the potential scale of these differences. In this work, we leverage the
latest developments in DMC to compute interaction energies for the entire S66 dataset,
containing 66 medium-sized complexes with a balanced representation of dispersion and
electrostatic interactions. Comparison to previous CCSD(T) references reveals systematic
trends, with DMC predicting stronger binding than CCSD(T) for electrostatic-dominated
systems, while the binding becomes weaker for dispersion-dominated systems. We show
that the relative strength of this discrepancy is correlated to the ratio of electrostatic and
dispersion interactions, as obtained from energy decomposition analysis methods. Finally,
we pinpoint systems in the S66 dataset where these discrepancies are particularly promi-
nent, offering cost-effective benchmarks to guide future developments in DMC, CCSD(T)

as well as the wider electronic structure theory community.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Non-covalent interactions play a crucial role in many areas of science. These interactions gov-
ern the structure of molecular crystals' (e.g., in pharmaceutical drugs), biomolecules” like DNA
and proteins and are relevant to supramolecular’ science and nanotechnology.*> They also under-
lie important processes across chemistry and biology, from protein-ligand binding®, to catalytic
reactions, both on the surface’ and in solution.? Understanding and unlocking new processes for
these applications will increasingly rely on accurate computational modeling tools that can treat

non-covalent interactions.3

Two methods of choice for modeling non-covalent interactions are quantum diffusion Monte
Carlo’ (DMC) and coupled cluster theory!? with single, double and perturbative triple excita-
tions [CCSD(T)]. While these methods may not be as affordable as density functional theory!!
(DFT), the reference data they provide are pivotal for benchmarking and parametrizing the density
functional approximations (DFAs) necessary for practical routine simulations. For example, the
local density approximation (LDA) and many extensions build upon a DMC-based parametriza-
tion of the correlation energy,'”> while CCSD(T) interaction energy datasets have helped aid in
the development of many modern dispersion corrections.!>~'¢ In particular, the applicability of
these methods to larger systems have rapidly expanded in recent years, arising from computer
hardware improvements and, more importantly, algorithmic/methodological developments to both

DMC!7-26 and CCSD(T).2"-34

DMC and CCSD(T) solve the Schrodinger equation to model the systems with distinct ap-

proaches and corresponding approximations. Despite these differences, there are many examples

where DMC and CCSD(T) have come into alignment. For example, besides small molecules,3>—7

agreement has been obtained for graphene bilayer binding energies’®
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, molecular crystal lattice

39-41 and vacancy formation energies.*® Recently, this

energies, molecule-surface interactions
agreement has been shown to start to falter*=? for large dispersion-bound molecules, with differ-
ences as large as 7.5kcal/mol for a buckyball-ring (Cgy @ [6]CPPA) complex.

The origin of the discrepancy between DMC and CCSD(T) for large dispersion-bound molecules

is a topic of current debate,’03-

particularly on the validity of the perturbative triples (T) con-
tribution in CCSD(T). Schiifer e al.’° have suggested that part of this discrepancy arises from
missing contributions in (T) that can be accounted by the (cT) approach. In addition, Semidalas et

al.>® have reported non-trivial discrepancies between CCSD(T) and post-CCSD(T) methods such
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as CCSDT(Q). Conversely, Lambie et al.>* have found that CCSD(T) does not differ signifi-
cantly against CCSDT(Q) using the Pariser-Parr-Pople (PPP) model>’~° for large conjugated
systems. Similarly, Fishman et al.>®> and Lao>> report only a slight overbinding of CCSD(T)

against CCSDT(Q) that cannot explain the discrepancy against DMC.

Understanding these discrepancies between DMC and CCSD(T) for large molecules requires
cross-validating these methods across systematic datasets, particularly those involving medium to

large sized molecules!-60-61

which sample a range of non-covalent interactions. While DMC and
CCSD(T) have both been compared (to great agreement) for the A24%2 and S2263 datasets of small
molecular complexes, DMC has not been frequently applied to study medium-sized datasets. In
particular, it has not been used to study the S66 dataset,* a compilation of 66 dimers that probes
the two major types of non-covalent interactions: dispersion and hydrogen-bonding together with
those of mixed character. As well as covering a range of interactions, many of the molecules
considered form the building blocks for larger biomolecules along different binding configurations.

S

Furthermore, the parallel-displaced benzene dimer® is included in this set of complexes, making

it an interesting modeling challenge. Such a dataset has been pivotal towards benchmarking®®-7

56,75-80

DFAs in DFT as well as lower-level approximations to wave-function methods and even

machine-learning models.?!8?

In this work, we leverage the latest developments in DMC to compute interaction energies
for the entire S66 dataset. When compared to CCSD(T) estimates (taken from the literature),
we reveal a consistent weaker binding of dispersion interactions and consistent stronger bind-
ing of electrostatic interactions in DMC. In particular, we show that their differences are corre-
lated to the ratio of electrostatic and dispersive interactions within the system. The discrepancies
in dispersion-dominated systems are shown to be reduced when utilizing an (empirically fitted)
CCSD(cT) formulation, although notable differences remain. We identify specific systems with
well-defined differences between DMC and CCSD(T) that can serve as model systems for testing

future developments in both methods, setting the stage towards resolving their discrepancies.
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II. METHODS
A. Diffusion Monte Carlo

The DMC interaction energies of the S66%* dataset are computed as:

AEint. - Edimer - Emon. 1= Emon. 2 (1)

where Egimer 15 the total energy of the dimer, and Epnon. 1,Emon. 2 are the total energies of the
constituent monomers. In the S66 dataset, these monomers are kept fixed to their geometry in
the dimer, which is in general different from their equilibrium geometry. In this work, we first
computed the energies of the monomers with DMC at a chosen reference geometry. Subsequently,
we added the deformation energy, i.e. the energy difference between the geometry of the monomer
in the dimer and against this reference geometry using CCSD(T). We provide further details on
these calculations in Sec. S2.1 of the supplementary material, and show for a subset of the S66
complexes that differences between DMC and CCSD(T) predictions of the deformation energies
are within ~ 0.12kcal/mol.

A detailed description of the DMC method can be found in Ref. 9. In this work, we compute
fixed-node DMC interaction energies by using the CASINO code?’. We use energy-consistent
correlated electron pseudopotentials®® (eCEPP) with the determinant locality approximation
(DLA)*2. The trial wave-functions were of the Slater—Jastrow type with single Slater determi-
nants, and the single-particle orbitals obtained from DFT local-density approximation (LDA)
plane-wave calculations performed with PWscf®*8> using an energy cut-off of 600 Ry and re-
expanded in terms of B-splines®®. The Jastrow factor included a two-body electron—electron (e—e)
term, two-body electron—nucleus (e—n) terms, and three-body electron—electron—nucleus (e—e—n)
terms. The variational parameters of the Jastrow have been optimized by minimizing the variance
of each system. The final DMC estimates of AEj,, were extrapolated towards the zero time step
limit (7 — 0) by making a cubic fit to a series of time step estimates from 0.11 au down to 0.003 au.
We have estimated errors on this fit with two approaches: either by taking the 1o standard devia-
tion of the fit at zero time step or the difference w.r.t. the zero time step limit given by a linear fit
from the two smallest (0.01 au and 0.003 au) time steps; the latter accounts for systems where the
time step behavior may change close to the zero time step limit. The final error estimate is taken
to be the larger of the two, as discussed in Sec. S2.4 of the supplementary material.

The parameters chosen within the present work follow from previous DMC calculations for
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large molecules in Ref. 49 as well as molecular crystals in Refs. 40 and 41. Within these studies
of non-covalent interactions, the LDA trial wave-function was shown to be valid, either by com-
parison to experiments or when using trial wave-functions with other DFAs. For the case of the
AcOH dimer system (ID 20), we have performed our own validation tests on the choice of trial

wave-function as well as localization approximation in Sec. S7 of the supplementary material.

B. Coupled Cluster Theory

Several CCSD(T) estimates ®64+7>-77.79-87-91 of the S66 interaction energies are available in the
literature. Here, we compare DMC to the average of three recent CCSD(T) calculations”>8891: the
revised calculations from Reza¢ er al.”; the “SILVER” estimates from Kesharwani et al.®®; and
the “14k-GOLD” estimates from Nagy et al.”!. A brief description of the three different CCSD(T)
calculations is reported in Sec. S3 of the supplementary material.®”

Schifer e al.>® have recently demonstrated that there exists an empirical relationship between
the (cT) and the (T) correlation contributions to the total energy using the CCSD and MP2 corre-
lation energies. The resulting (cT)-fit is of the form:

@D =9 CSD s

2)

where a and b were parameters fitted from comparing CCSD(cT) to CCSD(T) calculations for a set
of dispersion-bound complexes. We have recomputed the CCSD(cT)-fit values from the original
CCSD(T) “SILVER” estimates from Kesharwani et al., adding the difference between (cT) and

(T) to the final (averaged) CCSD(T) estimates, as given in Sec. S4 of the supplementary material.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This dataset comprises of a diverse range of interactions and we have separated the systems
according to the original S66 categories of hydrogen-bonded, dispersion-bonded and “mixed”-
character systems in Figs. 1, 2 and 3, respectively. The corresponding dimer complexes are visu-
alized in Fig. S1 of the supplementary material. We report the DMC estimate of the interaction
energy AE;, above the label of each S66 complex. In all cases, the rrors on AEj, estimates are
below 0.26kcal/mol, with the majority below 0.10kcal/mol, facilitating reliable comparisons to

other CCSD(T).
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FIG. 1. Comparison between DMC interaction energies AEj,. calculated in the present work against
CCSD(T) for a subset of systems in the S66 dataset with hydrogen-bonds. The CCSD(T) estimate is taken

758891 " with corresponding standard deviation as error. The

as an average from three previous calculations
deviation of CCSD(T) from the DMC is plotted with grey crosses, with the statistical errors (corresponding
to one standard deviation o). The complex ID and label are provided below the x-axis, while the number

above each x-axis tick represents the DMC AEj, estimate, with the error on the last reported digit given in

parentheses. The uracil dimer (ID 17) is in its base-pair (BP) configuration.

The strength of AEj, varies significantly across the systems, from as large as —20.17 +
0.11kcal/mol for complex 20 (acetic acid dimer) to as weak as —1.11£0.06kcal/mol for complex
30 (benzene-ethene dimer), being stronger in the H-bonded systems. With gray crosses, we plot
the difference between DMC and CCSD(T) estimates (as described in the Methods) for the three
classes of interactions. We use DMC as the reference (i.e., zero), and plot blue vertical bars along
the horizontal zero-axis representing the errors on the DMC estimates. There is overall excellent
agreement, with a mean absolute deviation (MAD) of 0.21 kcal/mol across the entire S66 dataset.
We find systematic trends in the differences between CCSD(T) and DMC, with CCSD(T) predict-
ing weaker binding compared to DMC for hydrogen-bonded systems in Fig. 1, with an MAD of
~ (.24 kcal/mol, while predicting a stronger binding for dispersion dominated systems in Fig. 2,

with an MAD of ~ 0.24kcal/mol. For the “mixed” character systems in Fig. 3, the MAD is lower
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at 0.14 kcal/mol.
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FIG. 2. Comparison between DMC interaction energies AEj,. calculated in the present work against
CCSD(T) for a subset of systems in the S66 dataset dominated by dispersion interactions. The first 6
dimers are w—7 stacked. Refer to the caption of Fig. 1 for the plot details. The CCSD(T) estimate is taken

as an average from three previous calculations’>88°1

, with corresponding standard deviation as error. Ad-
ditional CCSD(cT)-fit estimates are are reported with golden crosses. These are calculated by scaling the

CCSD(T) estimates based on their MP2 and CCSD contributions with the approach described in Ref. 50.

The stronger binding of DMC over CCSD(T) has not been (systematically) reported before,
with the acetic acid dimer (ID 20) giving the maximum deviation of 0.8 kcal/mol across all S66 sys-
tems. Within Sec. S7 of the supplementary material, we have confirmed that the computed AEjy.
estimate (—20.17 £ 0.11kcal/mol) does not depend on the chosen pseudopotential (eCEPP), lo-
calization scheme (DLA) or trial wave-function (LDA). For example, we have also performed all-
electron calculations, giving an estimate of —20.19 +0.11kcal/mol (at T=0.0015 au that is within
the statistical uncertainties of our original estimate. We have also performed tests using PBE and
PBEQ trial wave-functions, showing that the DMC AE;, has a negligible (<0.15kcal/mol) depen-

dence on the nodal surface for the DFAs considered. Furthermore, we also computed estimates
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FIG. 3. Comparison between DMC interaction energies AEj, calculated in the present work against
CCSD(T) for a subset of systems in the S66 dataset with mixed bonding character. The systems consist
of T-shaped (TS) aromatic ring complexes as well as X-H---w (X = C,0,N) interactions. Refer to the
caption of Fig. 1 for the plot details. The CCSD(T) estimate is taken as an average from three previous

75,8891

calculations , with corresponding standard deviation as error.

for two-other localization schemes: T-move and determinant localization T-move, both of which
were within the statistical uncertainties of our original estimate. It should be noted that while the
absolute value of the difference can be significant for some hydrogen-bonded systems, the rela-
tive difference (normalized against the DMC AFj, ) is significantly smaller, with a mean relative
difference of 2.45% compared to 8.17% for the dispersion-dominated systems (see Sec. S6 of the
supplementary material).

The weaker binding of DMC over CCSD(T) for dispersion-dominated systems is now relatively

well-documented*->0

, and there is evidence that it can be improved by replacing the perturbative
triples (T) contribution with the recent (cT)*? contribution. We plot the difference between an
empirically CCSD(cT)-fit formulation as yellow crosses for the dispersion-dominated systems. In
all cases, CCSD(cT) has a weaker binding than CCSD(T), leaning closer towards DMC, lead-

ing to an MAD of 0.09kcal/mol and mean relative difference of 3.43% However, this does not
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FIG. 4. Error decomposition analysis. We report the absolute difference between DMC and CCSD(T)
relative to the DMC values, i.e. (EDMC — ECCSD(T)) /|Epmc|, as a function of the natural logarithm of the
electrostatic (ELST) to dispersion (DISP) ratio contribution to the binding energy. The ELST to DISP ratio
is determined from the SAPT analysis from Ref. 93. The color code is red for H-bonded systems (ID from
1 to 23), blue for dispersion dominated systems (ID from 24 to 46), and green for mixed systems (ID from

47 to 66).

fully resolve the discrepancies across all of the dispersion systems, with significant discrepancy
of ~0.4kcal/mol remaining for the uracil-cyclopentane dimer (ID 42). Such a significant discrep-
ancy makes this a worthwhile system to investigate further and could give clues on remaining
discrepancies between DMC and CCSD(T) observed in Ref. 50. The analysis reported above
highlights an important outcome of this work: the identification of smaller, simpler systems that
show notable discrepancies between DMC and coupled cluster methods. Specifically, we found
a discrepancy of approximately ~0.9kcal/mol for the hydrogen-bonded acetic acid dimer (ID 20)
and ~0.5kcal/mol for the dispersion-dominated uracil-cyclopentane dimer (ID 43), which con-
tain 64 and 98 (total) electrons, respectively. These medium-sized systems represent an almost

tenfold reduction in electron count compared to the larger Cgo@[6]CPPA buckyball-ring system
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(672 electrons) studied in Ref. 49. Thus, they might offer practical, cost-effective models for
further exploring the discrepancy between DMC and coupled-cluster.

Finally, we now focus on the difference between DMC and CCSD(T) as a function of the
dispersion and electrostatic contribution to the interaction energy. In particular, we find that the
relative differences between DMC and CCSD(T) for each system within the S66 dataset can be
correlated to the relative strength of the dispersion and electrostatic interactions that make up its
AEj,.. We used the Symmetry Adapted Perturbation Theory (SAPT) calculations from Burns et
al.®3, which decomposes AEj,. into contributions from electrostatics (ELST), exchange, induction,
and dispersion (DISP). Notably, we show in Fig. 2 that there is a strong linear trend (R>=0.78)
between the natural logarithm of the ELST and DISP contributions, log (%), and the relative
difference (in %) between CCSD(T) and DMC. This analysis confirms our prior observations on
the trends between DMC and CCSD(T). For example, the more dominant the DISP contribution

to AEj,. (i.e., a more negative log (%)), the more CCSD(T) is found to underbind with respect

ELST
DISP ) );

the more CCSD(T) is found to overbind with respect to DMC. We expect that this cheap descriptor

to DMC. Similarly, the stronger the ELST contribution to AEj, (i.e., a more positive log (

can be used in the future to identify more challenging systems with larger discrepancies between

DMC and CCSD(T).

IV. CONCLUSIONS

To summarize, we have computed highly accurate estimates for the S66 dateset — one of the most
widely used databases for non-covalent interactions in biological and organic molecules — with
fixed-node diffusion quantum Monte Carlo. These estimates have provided new insights into
recent discussions on its discrepancies with another widely-trusted method: coupled cluster the-
ory with single, double and perturbative triple excitations [CCSD(T)]. Our data shows systematic
trends, with DMC predicting stronger binding in hydrogen-bonded systems than CCSD(T), and
weaker binding in dispersion dominated systems. We show that there is a correlation between
the relative strength of these discrepancies with the nature of the interaction, specifically the rel-
ative ratio of the electrostatic and dispersion contributions to the interaction energy as provided
by previous Symmetry Adapted Perturbation Theory (SAPT) calculations.”® In addition, we show
that the discrepancy between DMC and CCSD(T) on dispersion-dominated systems can be re-

duced using a recently proposed CCSD(cT) formulation, albeit with still significant remaining
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differences. While this work does not identify the origin of the disagreement between DMC and
CCSD(T), it has identified the type of interactions where it is particularly prevalent and impor-
tantly, we have identified model systems within the S66 dataset where these errors are prominent.
These results have strong implications for the electronic structure theory community, addressing
the knowledge gap on the trends of DMC interaction energies for non-covalent molecular com-
plexes. Furthermore, the accurate reference data produced within this work is expected to benefit
the wider materials modeling community, being instrumental for benchmarking applications rang-
ing from the development of machine learned interatomic potentials to crystal structure prediction,

drug design, and renewable energy.

SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

See the supplementary material for details on the DMC calculations, comprising the convergence
of the calculations with respect to the time step, the influence of the choice of the monomer geom-
etry on the dimer interaction energy, as well as tests on the pseudopotential localization error and

the Jastrow optimization.
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books (via Google Colab), with links provided in the corresponding GitHub repository.
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We provide here additional supporting data as well as contextual information for the
manuscript “On the systematic discrepancies between reference methods on non-covalent
interaction energies within the S66 dataset”. All output files are provided on GitHub, which
contains a Jupyter Notebook file that analyzes the data. This data can also be viewed and
analyzed on the browser with Colab.

In particular, in this supplemental material we provide:

e a brief description of the three previous CCSD(T) estimates of the binding energy of

the S66 dataset in Sec. S3, with the final estimates given in S4.

e the total energy of each dimer and the corresponding monomers used to compute the

binding energies reported in the main manuscript in Sec. S5;

e an analysis on the mean relative differences between DMC and CCSD(T) on the S66

dataset in Sec. S6;

e a quantitative analysis of the localization error on the binding energy for the case of

acetic acid in Sec. S7;

e the convergence of the DMC estimates with respect to the simulation time step for all

the dimers in Sec. S8.

e an energy decomposition analysis (into electrostatic, dispersive, induction and ex-

change contributions) of the S66 dataset with the SAPT method in Sec. S9.
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S1 The S66 dataset

The entire S66 dataset is visualised in Fig. S1. It consists of 66 dimer complexes, composed
from combinations of 14 monomer molecules. These monomers consist of only carbon, oxy-
gen, nitrogen, and hydrogen — the most commonly encountered elements in biochemistry.
Within the dimers, the monomers are combined and placed at different geometries, for ex-
ample through parallel 7-7 stacking or in a T-shape (TS) or with NH, CH or OH groups
pointing perpendicular to the plane of an aromatic 7 ring, among others. The geometries
of these dimers were obtained from second-order Mgller-Plesset perturbation theory (MP2)
performed with the Dunning cc-pV'TZ basis set.

The dimers of the S66 dataset were chosen to sample a balanced range of non-covalent in-
teractions, consisting of 23 electrostatic-dominated systems [IDs 1-23], 23 dispersion-dominated
systems [IDs 24-46], and 20 systems [IDs 47-66] with mixed (electrostatic/dispersion) inter-
actions. It should be noted all these classifications are rather arbitrary and can differ based
on the choice of energy decomposition analysis schemes. Regardless, they have been cho-
sen to sample some important types of interactions within each category. For examples,
the electrostatic-dominated systems covers all possible combinations of hydrogen bonding
donors and acceptors of the water molecule, hydroxyl group, amine group, and carbonyl
group, alongside the type of hydrogen bonding expected in nucleic acid base pairs. The
dispersion-dominated systems consists of combinations between planar aromatic molecules
and aliphatic hydrocarbons, leading to three types of interactions: 7 stacking (10 systems),

aliphatic—aliphatic (5 systems), and m—aliphatic (8 systems) interactions.
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Figure S1: A visualization of the 66 dimer complexes within the S66 dataset. The IDs for
each system is provided on the top right with additional description of their geometry given

in the bottom right.
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S2 Validating diffusion Monte Carlo

S2.1 Computing the interaction energy

The DMC interaction energies of the S66°! dataset are computed as:

AEDMC EDMC EDMC EDMC (1)

int. dimer mon. 1 mon. 29
where Egimer is the total energy of the dimer, and Epon. 1, Fmon. 2 are the total energies of the

constituent monomers. Here, the constituent monomers take on the geometry they adopt in

the dimer — away from their equilibrium position.

Table S1: Total energy of the 14 monomers which make up the S66 dataset. These geometries
are taken from specific dimer complexes within the S66 dataset that are identified in the table
and the order in which the monomer appears (important for dimers consisting of the same
molecule) is reported. The method (see Sec. S2.4) used to estimate the error on the DMC
estimate is also provided.

Monomer Dimer Geometry Order Total Energy [kcal/mol] Error Type
AcNH, AcNH,- - - AcNH, (ID 21) 1 -25290.3040.03 O eubic fit
AcOH AcOH- - - AcOH (ID 20) 1 -28725.26+0.05 Alinear fit
Benzene Benzene- - - Benzene (7-7) (ID 24) 1 -23624.4240.04 O cubsic fit
Cyclopentane Cyclopentane- - - Neopentane (ID 37) 1 -21586.0640.03 O cubic fit
Ethene Benzene- - - Ethene (ID 30) 2 -8610.424+0.02 O cubsic fit
Ethyne Uracil- - - Ethyne (ID 32) 2 -7823.074+0.02 O cubic fit
MeNH, Benzene- - - MeNH, (NH-r) (ID 56) 2 11671.4840.04  Alinear fi
MeOH Benzene- - - MeOH (OH-7) (ID 55) 2 -15103.82+0.02 O cubsic fit
Neopentane Neopentane- - - Neopentane (ID 36) 1 -22350.0040.04 O cubic fit
Pentane Pentane- - - Pentane (ID 34) 1 -22346.6940.03 O cubic fit
Peptide Benzene- - - Peptide (NH-7) (ID 57) 2 -29604.3340.04 O eubsic fit
Pyridine Pyridine: - - Pyridine (7-m) (ID 25) 1 -25905.64%0.05 Alinear fit
Uracil Uracil- - - Uracil (7-7) (ID 26) 1 -48309.04+0.12 Alincar fit
Water Water- - - Water (ID 1) 2 -10799.444+0.01 O cubic fit

There are a total of only 14 different monomer species (listed in Table S1 that are com-
bined to make up the 66 dimers. Importantly, the above definition requires the calculation

of the total energy of 132 monomers, which can add significant manual expense and cost to
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compute with DMC. We reach an estimate of the energy of each monomer by computing

the DMC total energy at a reference geometry (chosen from a dimer in the S66 dataset)

EDMC

monomer 1/2, ref.’

computed at the CCSD(T) level (details given in section S2.2):

combined with a deformation energy (to reach its geometry in the dimer)

EDMC EDMCL - 4 AECCSDD) (2)

mon. 1 — “~mon. mon. 1, def.*

Thus, this requires DMC estimates on the total energy of only 14 monomers. We give the
final estimate to the DMC total energy for each of the 14 monomers in Table S1, with the
corresponding dimer geometry where this monomer was taken from identified and the type
of extrapolation used to reach the zero time step limit.

Figs. S2— S15 illustrate the time step dependence of the total energy for each individual
monomer. Table S2 illustrates the CCSD(T) deformation energy calculated for each of the
two monomers of the dimers of the S66 dataset with respect to the corresponding geometries
used with DMC. We show in Table S3 that the CCSD(T) deformation energy matches DMC
estimates to within 0.12 kcal/mol for a subset of systems. The DMC estimates were reported

for the 0.01 au time step.

Table S2: Deformation energy for the two monomers within each of the dimers of the S66
dataset. This energy is with respect to the geometry used in Table S1.

ID Dimer Name AESOCS Dl(’T(ief. [kcal /mol] AESSE D2(’T(ie£ [kcal /mol]
1 Water- - - Water 0.031 0.000
2 Water- - - MeOH 0.042 -0.016
3  Water- - - MeNH, 0.109 -0.026
4 Water- - - Peptide 0.087 0.067
5 MeOH---MeOH 0.056 -0.022
6 MeOH-:--MeNH, 0.222 -0.026

Continued on next page

S-7



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

MeOH- - -
MeOH- - -

MeNHy- - -
MeNHj- - -
MeNHs- - -

MeNHs- -

Peptide- - -

Peptide- - -

Peptide- -
Peptide- -
Uracil- - -
Water- - -
MeOH- - -
AcOH- - -
AcNHs- -
AcOH- - -
AcNH,- -
Benzene-
Pyridine-

Uracil- - -

Benzene- - -
Benzene- - -
Pyridine- -

Benzene- - -

Uracil- - -

Table S2: (continued)

Peptide

Water

MeOH

MeNH,
Peptide

- Water

MeOH
MeNH,

- Peptide

- Water

Uracil (BP)
Pyridine
Pyridine

AcOH

- AcNH,

Uracil

- Uracil

-- Benzene (7-7)
-+ Pyridine (7-7)
Uracil (m-)
Pyridine (7-7)
Uracil (7-)

- Uracil (7-)
Ethene

Ethene

S-8

0.147
0.038
-0.003
0.005
0.018
-0.018
-0.048
0.076
0.160
0.050
0.348
0.101
0.208
0.000
0.000
0.070
0.056
0.000
0.000
0.000
-0.002
0.010
0.014
-0.006
-0.318

-0.006
-0.001
-0.033
-0.015
-0.102
0.116
-0.034
-0.016
0.078
-0.003
0.230
0.004
0.008
-0.002
-0.002
0.390
0.500
0.000
-0.003
0.000
-0.005
-0.305
-0.239
0.000
-0.000

Continued on next page



32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
20
o1
52
53
o4
95
26

Table S2: (continued)

Uracil- - - Ethyne

Pyridine- - - Ethene
Pentane: - - Pentane
Neopentane- - - Pentane
Neopentane- - - Neopentane
Cyclopentane- - - Neopentane
Cyclopentane- - - Cyclopentane
Benzene- - - Cyclopentane
Benzene- - - Neopentane
Uracil- - - Pentane

Uracil- - - Cyclopentane
Uracil- - - Neopentane
Ethene- - - Pentane

Ethyne- - - Pentane
Peptide- - - Pentane
Benzene- - - Benzene (TS)
Pyridine- - - Pyridine (TS)
Benzene- - - Pyridine (TS)
Benzene- - - Ethyne (CH-7)
Ethyne- - - Ethyne (TS)
Benzene: - - AcOH (OH-7)
Benzene- - - AcNHy (NH-7)
Benzene- - - Water (OH-7)
Benzene: - - MeOH (OH-7)
Benzene- - - MeNH, (NH-7)

S-9

-0.246
-0.016
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.000
0.007
-0.006
-0.004
-0.338
-0.349
-0.311
-0.003
-0.027
-0.013
-0.003
-0.003
-0.001
0.001
-0.030
0.018
0.042
0.000
0.004
-0.001

0.000
-0.000
-0.000
-0.002

0.000

0.000

0.007

0.011

0.006

0.051

0.024

0.012

0.003

0.035

0.029

0.004

0.002

0.004
-0.017
-0.026
-1.276
-0.646

0.044

0.000

0.000

Continued on next page



57
o8
29
60
61
62
63
64
65
66

Table S2: (continued)

Benzene- - - Peptide (NH-7)
Pyridine- - - Pyridine (CH-N)
Ethyne- - - Water (CH-O)
Ethyne- - - AcOH (OH-7)
Pentane- - - AcOH

Pentane- - - AcNH,

Benzene- - - AcOH

Peptide- - - Ethene

Pyridine- - - Ethyne

MeNH;- - - Pyridine

0.003
0.018
-0.010
0.024
0.033
0.031
0.002
-0.027
-0.006
0.002

0.000
0.018
-0.001
-1.253
-1.330
-0.705
-1.295
0.018
0.029
-0.001
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Table S3: Comparison between DMC (0.01 au time step) and CCSD(T) for the deformation
energy Fqer of a subset of AcNHs, AcOH, cyclopentane, peptide and urcail monomers found
in the S66 dataset. The order in which the monomer appears in the dimer (in the provided
Xyz geometry) is given. The reference monomer configuration to calculate Fqe is given in

Table S2.
Monomer Dimer Geometry Order AEPMC AES;SD(T) Deviation
AcNH, Pentane- - - AcNH, 2 -0.64 £ 0.05 -0.70 -0.07 £ 0.05
AcNH, AcNHs- - - AcNH, 1 0.00 £ 0.00 0.00  0.00 £ 0.00
AcNH, AcNHs- - - Uracil 1 0.10 £0.05 0.06 -0.04 £ 0.05
AcNH, Benzene- - - AcNH, (NH-7) 2 -0.68 +0.04 -0.65 0.03 £ 0.04
AcNH, AcNH,- - - AcNH, 2 -0.07 £ 0.05 -0.00  0.07 £ 0.05
AcOH AcOH- - - AcOH 2 0.07£0.05 -0.00 -0.07 £ 0.05
AcOH Benzene- - - AcOH 2 -1.18 £0.04 -1.29 -0.12 £+ 0.04
AcOH Ethyne- - - AcOH (OH-7) 2 -1.18 £ 0.06 -1.25 -0.07 £ 0.06
AcOH AcOH- - - Uracil 1 0.15+£0.06 0.07 -0.08 £ 0.06
AcOH Benzene- - - AcOH (OH-) 2 -1.18 £ 0.05 -1.28 -0.10 £ 0.05
AcOH AcOH- - - AcOH 1 0.00 £ 0.00 0.00  0.00 £ 0.00
AcOH Pentane- - - AcOH 2 -1.27 £0.05 -1.33 -0.06 £ 0.05
Cyclopentane Cyclopentane- - - Cyclopentane 1 0.06 + 0.05 0.01 -0.05 £ 0.05
Cyclopentane Cyclopentane- - - Cyclopentane 2 0.07 +£0.05 0.01 -0.06 £ 0.05
Cyclopentane Cyclopentane- - - Neopentane 1 0.00 & 0.00 0.00 0.00 £ 0.00
Cyclopentane Uracil- - - Cyclopentane 2 0.08 £0.05 0.02 -0.06 £ 0.05
Cyclopentane Benzene- - - Cyclopentane 2 0.08 £0.05 0.01 -0.07 £ 0.05
Peptide Peptide- - - Peptide 1 0.18 &= 0.05 0.16 -0.02 £ 0.05
Peptide Peptide- - - Ethene 1 0.00 &= 0.05 -0.03 -0.03 4+ 0.05
Peptide Water- - - Peptide 2 0.08 £0.05 0.07 -0.02 + 0.05
Peptide Peptide- - - Peptide 2 0.11 £ 0.05 0.08 -0.03 + 0.05
Peptide Peptide- - - MeOH 1 -0.05 £ 0.06 -0.05 -0.00 £ 0.06
Peptide MeOH- - - Peptide 2 0.11 £0.05 -0.01 -0.11 4+ 0.05
Peptide Peptide- - - Water 1 0.07 £ 0.05 0.05 -0.02 £ 0.05
Peptide Peptide- - - MeNH, 1 014 +£0.05 0.08 -0.06 £ 0.05
Peptide Peptide- - - Pentane 1 0.06 &= 0.05 -0.01 -0.07 & 0.05
Peptide MeNHs- - - Peptide 2 -0.03 £+ 0.05 -0.10 -0.07 £ 0.05
Peptide Benzene- - - Peptide (NH-7) 2 0.00 & 0.00 0.00 0.00 £ 0.00
Uracil Benzene- - - Uracil (7-7) 2 -0.41 £ 0.05 -0.31  0.10 = 0.05
Uracil Uracil- - - Ethyne 1 -0.30 + 0.06 -0.25  0.06 = 0.06
Uracil AcOH- - - Uracil 2 0.33 £0.06 0.39 0.06 £ 0.06
Uracil Uracil- - - Uracil (BP) 2 0.18 £ 0.06 0.23  0.05 £ 0.06
Uracil Uracil- - - Uracil (7-7) 2 -0.02 £ 0.06 0.00 0.02 £ 0.06
Uracil AcNHs,- - - Uracil 2 0.49 £+ 0.06 0.50 0.02 £ 0.06
Uracil Uracil- - - Uracil (7-7) 1 0.00 £ 0.00 0.00  0.00 £ 0.00
Uracil Uracil- - - Uracil (BP) 1 0.25+0.06 0.35 0.10 £ 0.06
Uracil Uracil- - - Ethene 1 -0.43 £+ 0.05 -0.32  0.12 £ 0.05
Uracil Pyridine- - - Uracil (7-7) 2 -0.34 £0.06 -0.24  0.10 = 0.06
Uracil Uracil- - - Pentane 1 -0.34 £ 0.05 -0.34  0.00 &+ 0.05
Uracil Uracil: - - CyclopentaneS 11 1 -0.42 4 0.06 0.35  0.07 £ 0.06
Uracil Uracil- - - Neopentane 1 -0.36 &= 0.05 -0.31  0.05 &+ 0.05




S2.2 Setup for the CCSD(T) calculations used to evaluate the

deformation energy

The deformation energy, appearing in Eq. 2, had been estimated using the Orca program sys-
tem®? version 4.2.1. In particular, we performed Domain-Based Local Pair Natural Orbital
Coupled Cluster with Single, Double, and Perturbative Triple excitations,*%* or DLPNO-
CCSD(T), calculations. We used Dunning’s correlation consistent polarized valence triple-
zeta (cc-pVTZ) and quadruple-zeta (cc-pVQZ) basis sets, and we extrapolated the complete
basis set limit independently for the self-consistent field energy, with the scheme defined
in Ref. S5, and for the correlation energy, with the scheme defined in Ref. S6, using the

exponents given in Ref. S7.
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Figure S2: The time step dependence of the AcNHy monomer in the AcNH,- - - AcNHy dimer
(ID 21) geometry.
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Figure S3: The time step dependence of the AcOH monomer in the AcOH--- AcOH dimer
(ID 20) geometry.
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Figure S4: The time step dependence of the Benzene monomer in the Benzene- - - Benzene
(m-7) dimer (ID 24) geometry.
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Figure Sb: The time step dependence of the Cyclopentane monomer in the

Cyclopentane- - - Neopentane dimer (ID 37) geometry.
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Figure S6: The time step dependence of the Ethene monomer in the Benzene- - - Ethene
dimer (ID 30) geometry.
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Figure S7: The time step dependence of the Ethyne monomer in the Uracil- - - Ethyne dimer
(ID 32) geometry.
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Figure S8: The time step dependence of the MeNH,; monomer in the Benzene- - - MeNHy
(NH-7) dimer (ID 56) geometry.
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Figure S9: The time step dependence of the MeOH monomer in the Benzene--- MeOH
(OH-7) dimer (ID 55) geometry.
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Figure S10: The time step dependence of the Neopentane monomer in the

Neopentane- - - Neopentane dimer (ID 36) geometry.
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Figure S11: The time step dependence of the Pentane monomer in the Pentane- - - Pentane
dimer (ID 34) geometry.
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Figure S12: The time step dependence of the Peptide monomer in the Benzene- - - Peptide
(NH-7) dimer (ID 57) geometry.
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Figure S13: The time step dependence of the Pyridine monomer in the Pyridine- - - Pyridine
(m-7) dimer (ID 25) geometry.
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Figure S14: The time step dependence of the Uracil monomer in the Uracil- - - Uracil (7-7)

dimer (ID 26) geometry.
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Figure S15: The time step dependence of the Water monomer in the Water- - - Water dimer
(ID 1) geometry.
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S2.3 Brief summary

In this section, we briefly describe the fixed node DMC algorithm and the main factors
affecting its accuracy within practical calculations.

Fixed-node DMC, is a stochastic projector method for solving the imaginary-time many-
body Schrodinger equation, where a trial many-electron wave-function U(R), where R is
the electronic configuration, is chosen and used to define a trial many-electron nodal surface
(the hyper-surface where Wr(R) = 0). With the given nodal surface, fixed-node DMC will
project out the lowest-energy many-electron state. The trial wave-function has a critical
role in determining the accuracy of fixed-node DMC. The trial wave-function is the product
Ur(R) = D(R) xexp{J(R)} of an antisymmetric function D(R) and a symmetric (bosonic)
function exp{J (R)}, called the Jastrow factor, describing the dynamical correlation between
the electrons by including explicit functions of the electron-electron distances and electron-
nucleus distances. The common practice for the Jastrow factor is to decide a functional form
for J and optimize its parameters by minimizing either the energy or the variance, using
the variational Monte Carlo (VMC)®® scheme. The stochastic optimization of the Jastrow
factor implies an optimization uncertainty on its parameters.

When dealing with large systems (> 100 atoms), fixed-node DMC employs pseudopoten-
tials to substantially improve its efficiency. To deal with nonlocal terms of pseudopotentials,
the fixed-node DMC algorithm must use an additional approximation, leading to the so-
called localization error. The first approximation to solve the localization error consisted of
“localizing” nonlocal pseudopotential operators using the trial wave function,® or part of
the wave function.%'® Currently there are four schemes based on this approach: the local-
ity approximation (LA),% the T-move (TM),5'15!2 the determinant locality approximation
(DLA),5" and the determinant locality T-move (DTM).5!® Here, we use the DLA scheme,

and report additional tests against TM and DTM in Table S4.
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Table S4: Comparison of the extrapolated interaction energy AFE;, for the TM and DLA
localization schemes for the HyO- - - HoO (ID 1) and AcOH- - - AcOH dimers (ID 20).

AE;y. [keal /mol]

H20.--H20 T™ -5.06+=0.04
DLA -5.17£0.03
AcOH:---AcOH TM -19.98+0.06
DLA -20.16£0.11
DTM -20.30+0.09

S2.4 Reaching the time step limit and estimating errors

A key aspect affecting the accuracy of DMC is the simulation time step. In fact, as mentioned
above, in DMC a propagation according to the imaginary time Schrédinger equation is
performed to project out the exact ground state from a trial wave-function. A time step 7
must be chosen, but the projection is exact only in the continuous limit 7 — 0. The bias
due to the finite time step is usually called the time step error. We note that the time step
dependence can be affected by the chosen Jastrow, the trial wave-function as well as the
algorithm used to perform the walker propagation. Many such algorithms exist and we use
the ZSGMAS4515 DMC algorithm.

We extrapolate to the zero time step limit (7 — 0) using a set of time steps (0.1, 0.08,
0.06, 0.05, 0.04, 0.03, 0.02, 0.01 and 0.003 au). In calculating any of the energy terms, for
all the time steps up until and including 0.1 au, we fit a curve to a cubic polynomial of the
form:

E(t)= A+ Bt +C7* + D7, (3)

where A, B, C, and D are fit parameters, with A being the value in the limit of 7 — 0. Here

EDMC EDMC

DMC
dimer> mon. E

DY) or an interaction energy

E can be either a total energy (i.e., ; and
AFE;y. For the two smaller time steps (0.01 and 0.003 au), we also fit a (linear) line.

We use the zero time step estimate from the cubic fit for all of our estimates. For the
majority of systems, we set the error on this estimate to the predicted standard deviation

of the cubic fit at zero time step: oeunic at. However, for some systems, the predicted zero
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time step prediction with the linear fit can be outside the standard deviation of the cubic
fit, indicating that there is a significant change in behavior at smaller time steps. Here,
we instead estimate the error as the difference in the zero time step prediction between the

. . . linear fit
linear and cubic fits: A i &

S3 CCSD(T) estimates from the literature

Reference values at the CCSD(T) level for the S66 dataset has been computed within several
studies. The largest dimer of S66 dataset — the uracil dimer — can reach up to 34 atoms and
116 electrons (of which 84 are valence). This can pose considerable difficulty with performing
CCSD(T) on the calculations, particularly when aiming to reach the complete basis set (CBS)
limit. For example, the uracil dimer with a saug-ano-pVQZ basis set calculation ‘took eight
days wall clock time running in parallel on 96 CPUs with a total of 1.5 TB RAM and 18 TB of
solid state scratch disk’. In fact, reaching accurate estimates at the CBS limit requires going
beyond the above quadruple-¢ (QZ) basis set. As such, the previous studies take on various
composite schemes to approximate the CBS limit, performing larger basis set or extrapolated
calculations for the MP2 or CCSD contribution to the binding energy, with the remaining
contributions to CCSD(T) performed at a smaller basis set. In particular, they exploit the
decomposition of the CCSD(T) binding energy into a Hartree-Fock (HF) component A Eyp,
a MP2 correlation component A Fyps, a CCSD correction to MP2 A Eccsp-mpe alongside a
final (T) contribution AFEy:

A ECCSD(T) — AEHMF L AEMP2 | A JCCSD-MP2 +A E.(T). (4)

int int int int int

Each of these components has a differing dependence on the basis set, with higher order
correlations [i.e., (T)] typically requiring smaller basis sets.
The most common class of basis sets used to treat non-covalent interactions are the

Dunning cc-pVXZ and aug-cc-pVXZ (augmented with diffuse functions) basis, which we

S-20



will refer to as X7 and aXZ respectively. In many studies, The X7 basis sets are used on
the H atoms, with aX7Z on the remaining elements, leading to the heavy-aug-cc-pV XZ basis
set, shortened to haX7Z. The cardinal number X can be either a double-¢ (DZ), triple-¢
(TZ), quadruple-¢ (QZ) or quintuple-¢ (5Z) basis set, in order of increasing basis set size.
Adjacent pairs of basis sets can be combined within a two-point extrapolation scheme to
approximate the CBS limit, which we shall indicate with CBS(DZ/TZ) for the DZ and TZ
pair. Additionally, there is the choice of employing a counterpoise correction, where within
the calculation of Ay, the energies of the individual monomers are computed together
with ‘ghost’ basis functions from the other monomer, removing some errors arising from
basis-set superposition error. Calculations can either employ no counterpoise correction (no-
CP), counterpoise correction (CP) or the average of the two (half-CP). Regardless all these
estimates should reach the same value in the CBS limit.

In this work, we reach a final CCSD(T) estimate which takes the average of CCSD(T)
estimates from three separate studies, all of which approximate the CCSD(T) CBS limit

with differing treatments. These differences are summarized below:

e Rezaé et al.5'® — The S66 dataset and its first CCSD(T) estimates were introduced
by Rez4¢ et al. in Ref. S1, and these CCSD(T) estimates were subsequently revised and

improved in Ref. S16. Here, both AEY and AEMP? were computed with a two-point

int

extrapolation using the aTZ and aQZ basis sets [i.e., CBS(aTZ/aQZ)]. The remain-

ing AECCSDMP2 and AED contributions were computed with a CBS(haDZ/haTZ)

int

treatment. All contributions utilised CP corrections.

l S17

e Kesharwani et al.”'" — Kesharwani et al. re-evaluated the S66 dataset using explic-

itly correlated F12-based methods. They came up with four different tiers which trade
accuracy for cost, namely the ‘GOLD’, ‘SILVER’, ‘BRONZE’ and ‘STERLING’ levels.

As GOLD was only feasible for a subset of 18 systems, we focus here on the SILVER

EMP2

int

estimates, which were computed for the entire dataset. The AENY and A om-

ponents were computed using MP2-F12 with the cc-pV5Z-F12 basis set, with further
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(minor) corrections to the HF treatment using a complementary auxiliary basis set
(CABS) treatment. The AESSPMP2 contribution was computed with CCSD(F12%)

employing the aug-cc-pVTZ-F12 basis set. The final AE™ contribution did not em-

int

ploy any F12 treatment and was reached using a CBS(haDZ/haTZ) extrapolation. All

contributions utilised a half-CP correction.

e Nagy et al.5'® — Nagy et al. reported an improvement upon the previous S66

CCSD(T) references — termed ‘14k-GOLD’. Here, AE!Y was treated with using the

int

aQZ-F12 basis set together with a CABS treatment, while AEMP? was treated using

int

a CBS(aTZ-F12/aQZ-F12) two-point extrapolation. The AESSP-MP2 contribution
was computed with CCSD(F12*) and MP2-F12 using a CBS(haDZ-F12/haTZ-F12)
extrapolation. The final AES;) contribution did not employ any F12 treatment and
was reached using a CBS(haTZ/haQZ) extrapolation. The AEHF was performed with

half-CP while all other contributions were performed with (full) CP correction.

Table S5: CCSD(T) references for the S66 dataset. The final CCSD(T) and CCSD(cT)-fit
values are computed as the average of the values from the three references. The error is
computed as twice the standard deviation of the values from the three references.

)

=
QU -
= = ik
o = q . ~
& s 8 3 <
s 'g < 2 2
= g - O O
E ) ch © O O
o g = &% E &
2 Q o) < A= i=
n o' e Z. =3 e
1 Water- - - Water -5.01  -498 -499 -4.99+0.01 -4.96+0.01
2  Water- - - MeOH -5.70  -5.67 -5.67 -5.68%+0.01 -5.63+0.01
3  Water---MeNH, -7.04 -699 -7.00 -7.01+£0.02 -6.944-0.02
4  Water- - - Peptide -8.22  -8.18 -8.19 -8.204+0.02 -8.15+0.02

Continued on next page
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11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29

MeOH. - -
MeOH- - -
MeOH- - -
MeOH- -

MeNHs- - -
MeNHy- - -
MeNHs- - -

MeNHs- -

Peptide- - -
Peptide- - -

Peptide- - -

Peptide- -
Uracil- - -
Water- - -
MeOH- - -
AcOH- - -
AcNH,- -
AcOH- - -
AcNH,- -
Benzene-
Pyridine-
Uracil- - -
Benzene-
Benzene-

Pyridine-

MeOH
MeNH,

Peptide

- Water

MeOH

MeNH,
Peptide

- Water

MeOH

MeNH,
Peptide

- Water

Uracil (BP)
Pyridine
Pyridine

AcOH

-AcNH,

Uracil

- Uracil

-~ Benzene (7-7)
-+ Pyridine (7-7)
Uracil (7-)

.- Pyridine (m-)
- Uracil (7-m)

-+ Uracil (7-m)

Table S5: (continued)

-5.85  -5.82
-7.67  -7.62
-8.34  -8.31
-5.09  -5.06
-3.11  -3.09
-4.22  -4.18
-0.48  -5.44
-7.40  -7.35
-6.28  -6.25
-7.56  -7.52
-8.72  -8.69
-5.20  -5.18
-17.45 -17.41
-6.97  -6.93
-7.51  -7.47
-19.41 -19.36
-16.52 -16.47
-19.78 -19.74
-19.47 -19.42
-2.72 -2.68
-3.80  -3.75
-9.75  -9.67
-3.34 -3.30
-9.59  -5.92
-6.70  -6.63

S-23

-2.83
-7.62
-8.31
-5.07
-3.09
-4.19
-5.44
-7.36
-6.25
-7.52
-8.69
-5.18
-17.40
-6.93
-7.46
-19.38
-16.48
-19.75
-19.42
-2.69
-3.76
-9.72
-3.30
-5.54
-6.66

-5.83+£0.01  -5.78=+0.01
-7.64+0.02  -7.55+0.02
-8.32£0.01  -8.25%+0.01
-5.08+£0.01  -5.03£0.01
-3.10£0.01  -3.05+0.01
-4.20+£0.01  -4.13£0.01
-5.45+0.02  -5.37+£0.02
-7.37+£0.02  -7.29+0.02
-6.26£0.01  -6.20%0.01
-7.53+£0.02  -7.44+0.02
-8.70+£0.01  -8.61+£0.01
-5.19£0.01  -5.15%0.01
-17.42+£0.02 -17.29£0.02
-6.94+0.02  -6.87£0.02
-7.484+0.02  -7.39+£0.02
-19.39+£0.02 -19.27£0.02
-16.49+0.02 -16.40£0.02
-19.75£0.02 -19.64£0.02
-19.44+0.02 -19.33£0.02
-2.70+£0.02  -2.46+0.02
-3.77+£0.02  -3.51+£0.02
-9.71£0.03  -9.39+0.03
-3.31+£0.02  -3.07+£0.02
-5.55£0.03  -5.25+0.03
-6.66+0.03  -6.37£0.03
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30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
90
51
52
93
54

Table S5: (continued)

Benzene: - - Ethene -1.36
Uracil- - - Ethene -3.33
Uracil- - - Ethyne -3.69
Pyridine- - - Ethene -1.80
Pentane- - - Pentane -3.76
Neopentane- - - Pentane -2.60
Neopentane- - - Neopentane -1.76
Cyclopentane- - - Neopentane -2.40

Cyclopentane- - - Cyclopentane — -2.99

Benzene- - - Cyclopentane -3.51
Benzene- - - Neopentane -2.85
Uracil- - - Pentane -4.81
Uracil- - - Cyclopentane -4.09
Uracil- - - Neopentane -3.69
Ethene- - - Pentane -1.99
Ethyne- - - Pentane -1.72
Peptide: - - Pentane -4.26
Benzene- - - Benzene (TS) -2.83
Pyridine- - - Pyridine (TS) -3.51
Benzene- - - Pyridine (TS) -3.29
Benzene- - - Ethyne (CH-7) -2.86
Ethyne- - - Ethyne (TS) -1.54
Benzene- - - AcOH (OH-7r) -4.73
Benzene- - - AcNHy (NH-7) -4.40
Benzene- - - Water (OH-7) -3.29
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-1.36
-3.29
-3.65
-1.78
-3.74
-2.58
-1.74
-2.38
-2.97
-3.49
-2.82
-4.76
-4.05
-3.65
-1.97
-1.70
-4.22
-2.80
-3.47
-3.26
-2.83
-1.52
-4.69
-4.38
-3.27

-1.34
-3.31
-3.68
-1.78
-3.73
-2.58
-1.75
-2.38
-2.96
-3.48
-2.82
-4.77
-4.06
-3.66
-1.98
-1.70
-4.22
-2.81
-3.48
-3.27
-2.84
-1.53
-4.69
-4.38
-3.26

-1.35+£0.01  -1.24+£0.01
-3.31£0.02  -3.17+0.02
-3.67+£0.02  -3.54+£0.02
-1.79+£0.01  -1.66=£0.01
-3.74+£0.01  -3.63£0.01
-2.59£0.01  -2.50%0.01
-1.75£0.01  -1.6940.01
-2.38£0.01  -2.30%+0.01
-2.97+£0.01  -2.87£0.01
-3.49+£0.01  -3.33£0.01
-2.83+£0.01  -2.71+£0.01
-4.78+0.02  -4.59+0.02
-4.07+£0.02  -3.90+£0.02
-3.67£0.02  -3.53+0.02
-1.98+£0.01  -1.91+0.01
-1.71£0.01  -1.63+0.01
-4.23£0.02  -4.09+0.02
-2.81£0.01  -2.68+0.01
-3.49+0.02  -3.35+£0.02
-3.27£0.01  -3.15%+0.01
-2.84+0.01  -2.76£0.01
-1.53£0.01  -1.4940.01
-4.70+£0.02  -4.59+0.02
-4.38+£0.01  -4.29+£0.01
-3.27£0.01  -3.21+0.01

Continued on next page



Table S5: (continued)

55 Benzene: - - MeOH (OH-7) -4.17 414 414 -4.15%+0.02  -4.04£0.02
56 Benzene- - - MeNH, (NH-7) -3.20  -3.17  -3.17  -3.18%0.01  -3.07£0.01
57 Benzene- - - Peptide (NH-7) -5.26  -5.22 -5.22  -5.23%£0.02  -5.08+£0.02

58 Pyridine- - - Pyridine (CH-N) -4.24 419  -419 -4.214+0.02 -4.12£0.02

59 Ethyne- - - Water (CH-O) -2.93  -290 -291 -2.92+40.01 -2.89+0.01
60 Ethyne---AcOH (OH-7) -4.97  -492  -493 -4.94+0.02 -4.86%0.02
61 Pentane--- AcOH -291 -2.88 -288 -2.89+0.02 -2.79£0.02
62 Pentane--- AcNH, -3.53  -3.49 -3.50 -3.51£0.02  -3.39£0.02
63 Benzene--- AcOH -3.75 =371 -3.772  -3.72+0.02  -3.59+£0.02
64 Peptide- - - Ethene -3.00 -2.97 -298 -29840.01 -2.90£0.01
65 Pyridine- - - Ethyne -4.10  -4.06 -4.07 -4.084£0.02 -4.02+0.02
66 MeNHs- - - Pyridine -397  -3.93  -393 -3.94£0.02 -3.83£0.02

S4 Final CCSD(T) and CCSD(cT)-fit estimates

As discussed above, in this work, we arrive at a final estimate of CCSD (T') taking the average
of the CCSD(T) estimates from Kesharwani et al., Reza¢ et al. and Nagy et al.. The resulting
error bars are the standard deviation of the three references. The final CCSD(T) estimates
are reported in Table S5. In addition, we also give an estimate at the CCSD(cT) for the
dispersion-dominated systems. CCSD(cT) incorporates additional higher-order terms to the
triples excitation amplitudes compared CCSD(T), crucial for studying systems with large

polarizability. In particular, it has been shown that CCSD(cT) can be approximated from

the AMP2 A CCSD-MP2

int > int

and Afj;) values. Specifically, it is given by the following expression:

(T) MP2

Ain Ain
(c{“) =a+b- Acc?sm (5)

int int
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where a = 0.7764 and b = 0.2780 were fitted to CCSD(cT) data.

S5 Final DMC estimates

We report the final DMC estimates in Table S6. This calculates the interaction energy as
given in Eq. 1 with deformation energies computed as in Eq. 2 and Table S2. We note that
the extrapolation towards the zero time step limit is performed directly on AFE;,; rather than

the individual total energy components. In Table S7, we have computed the deviation of

these final estimates to the CCSD(T) estimates in Table S5.

Table S6: Final DMC AFE, estimates for the S66 dataset. The method (see Sec. S2.4) used

to estimate the error on the DMC estimate is also provided.

System AFEiy [kcal/mol] Fit type
1 Water- - - Water -5.17+0.03  ocubic fit
2  Water---MeOH -5.8240.04  Oeubic fit
3 Water- - - MeNH, S7.1840.04  Teupic fit
4 Water- - - Peptide -8.59+0.06  Ocubic it
5  MeOH---MeOH -5.9340.10  Alnear fit
6 MecOH- - - MeNH, -7.8340.07  Alinear fit
7  MeOH- - - Peptide -8.57£0.07  Ocubic it

MeOH- - - Water -5.2440.08  Alnear fit
9  MeNH,-: - - MeOH -3.1240.08  Alinear fit
10 MeNH,- - - MeNH, -4.2040.10  Alinear fit
11  MeNH,- - - Peptide -5.4240.12 Al i
12 MeNH,- - - Water -7.53£0.05  Ocubic it
13 Peptide- - - MeOH -6.3240.07  Alinear fit
14  Peptide- - - MeNH, -7.5040.10  Alnear fit

Continued on next page
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15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39

Table S6: (continued)

Peptide- - - Peptide
Peptide- - - Water

Uracil- - - Uracil (BP)
Water- - - Pyridine

MeOH- - - Pyridine

AcOH- - - AcOH

AcNH,- - - AcNH,

AcOH- - - Uracil

AcNH,- - - Uracil

Benzene- - - Benzene (7-7)
Pyridine- - - Pyridine (7-7)
Uracil- - - Uracil (7-7)
Benzene- - - Pyridine (7-7)
Benzene- - - Uracil (7-7)
Pyridine- - - Uracil (7-7)
Benzene: - - Ethene

Uracil- - - Ethene

Uracil- - - Ethyne

Pyridine- - - Ethene
Pentane- - - Pentane
Neopentane- - - Pentane
Neopentane- - - Neopentane
Cyclopentane- - - Neopentane
Cyclopentane- - - Cyclopentane

Benzene- - - Cyclopentane

S-27

-8.8840.08  Ocubic fit
5.3740.06  Teubic fit
-17.7940.26  Alincar fit
-7.3040.09  Alinear fit
-7.8840.07  Teubic fit
-20.1740.11  Alincar fit
-16.8340.07  Geupic st
-20.4040.09  Alincar fit
-19.8240.09  Geubic fit
-2.33+0.08  ocubic fit
-3.5340.07  Teubic fit
-9.3340.08  Teupic &t
-3.042+0.08  ocubic fit
-5.1540.11  Alinear fit
-6.4040.17  Alinear fit
-1.11£0.06  oeubic fit
-3.1840.09  Alnear fit
-3.5940.08  Teubic &t
-1.691+0.07  ocubic fit
-3.5340.07  Teubic fit
-2.4640.08  Teupic £t
-1.674£0.08  Teupic fit
22.1740.07  Teubic fit
-2.7540.07  Teubic &t
-3.1440.08  Teupic fit
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40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
o1
52
93
o4
95
56
o7
58
99
60
61
62
63
64

Table S6: (continued)

Benzene- - - Neopentane
Uracil- - - Pentane

Uracil- - - Cyclopentane
Uracil- - - Neopentane
Ethene- - - Pentane

Ethyne- - - Pentane
Peptide- - - Pentane
Benzene- - - Benzene (TS)
Pyridine- - - Pyridine (TS)
Benzene- - - Pyridine (TS)
Benzene- - - Ethyne (CH-7)
Ethyne- - - Ethyne (TS)
Benzene- - - AcOH (OH-)
Benzene- - - AcNH, (NH-7)
Benzene- - - Water (OH-7)
Benzene- - - MeOH (OH-7)
Benzene- - - MeNH, (NH-7)
Benzene- - - Peptide (NH-7)
Pyridine- - - Pyridine (CH-N)
Ethyne- - - Water (CH-O)
Ethyne- - - AcOH (OH-7)
Pentane- - - AcOH

Pentane- - - AcNH,
Benzene- - - AcOH

Peptide- - - Ethene
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-2.68+0.08  Alinear fit
-4.4640.09  Teupic fit
-3.5940.09  Teupic fit
-3.5140.16  Alinear fit
-1.7940.06  Oeupic fit
-1.5740.06 ~ Alinear fit
-3.8240.11  Alinear fit
22.6140.08  Teupic fit
-3.4440.08  Teubic fit
-3.11£0.08  oeubic fit
-2.9040.06  Teupic fit
-1.540.08  Alinear fit
-4.6440.16  Alinear fit
4.2540.08  Teupic fit
-3.204£0.06  Teupic fit
-3.934+0.07  Ocubic fit
-3.034£0.07  Teupic fit
-5.104£0.10  Alinear fit
-4.2240.22  Alinear fit
-3.0440.04  Teupic fit
-4.9840.07  Alinear fit
-2.6340.18  Alinear fit
-3.0840.07  Teupic fit
-3.5240.08  Teubic fit
2.7740.07  Ceupic fit

Continued on next page



Table S6: (continued)

65 Pyridine- - - Ethyne -4.26£0.06

O cubic fit

66 MeNH,: - - Pyridine -3.814£0.09  AJE &

Table S7: Final DMC and CCSD(T) AE,. estimates for the S66 dataset in kcal/mol, with
their deviation of CCSD(T) from DMC given.

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

20

System AEPMC [keal /mol] AESSSD(T) [kcal/mol] Deviation [kcal/mol]
Water- - - Water -5.1740.03 -4.99£0.01 0.184+0.03
Water- - - MeOH -5.82+0.04 -5.68+0.01 0.14+0.04
Water- - - MeNHy -7.18+0.04 -7.01+0.02 0.18+0.05
Water- - - Peptide -8.59+0.06 -8.20+0.02 0.39+0.06
MeOH- - - MeOH -5.93£0.10 -5.83£0.01 0.09£0.10
MeOH- - - MeNHj, -7.83+0.07 -7.64+0.02 0.1940.07
MeOH- - - Peptide -8.57£0.07 -8.32+0.01 0.25+0.07
MeOH- - - Water -5.24+0.08 -5.08+0.01 0.1640.08
MeNHs- - - MeOH -3.1240.08 -3.10£0.01 0.02£0.08
MeNHs;- - - MeNH»> -4.20+£0.10 -4.20+£0.01 0.00+£0.11
MeNHs- - - Peptide -5.4240.12 -5.4540.02 -0.04+0.13
MeNHs,- - - Water -7.53%£0.05 -7.37£0.02 0.16+0.05
Peptide- - - MeOH -6.32+0.07 -6.26+0.01 0.06+£0.07
Peptide- - - MeNH, -7.50£0.10 -7.53£0.02 -0.03£0.10
Peptide- - - Peptide -8.88+0.08 -8.70+£0.01 0.18+0.09
Peptide- - - Water -5.37%£0.06 -5.19£0.01 0.1940.06
Uracil- - - Uracil (BP) -17.79£0.26 -17.4240.02 0.37+£0.27
Water- - - Pyridine -7.30£0.09 -6.9410.02 0.35£0.09
MeOH- - - Pyridine -7.88+0.07 -7.484+0.02 0.40+£0.08
AcOH--- AcOH -20.17£0.11 -19.39+0.02 0.78+0.11
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21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47

AcNHsy- - - AcNH»

AcOH- - - Uracil

AcNHs- - - Uracil

Benzene- - - Benzene (7-7)
Pyridine- - - Pyridine (7-)
Uracil- - - Uracil (7-)
Benzene: - - Pyridine (7-7)
Benzene- - - Uracil (7-7)
Pyridine- - - Uracil (7-)
Benzene- - - Ethene

Uracil- - - Ethene

Uracil- - - Ethyne

Pyridine- - - Ethene
Pentane: - - Pentane
Neopentane- - - Pentane
Neopentane- - - Neopentane
Cyclopentane- - - Neopentane
Cyclopentane- - - Cyclopentane
Benzene- - - Cyclopentane
Benzene- - - Neopentane
Uracil- - - Pentane

Uracil: - - Cyclopentane
Uracil- - - Neopentane
Ethene- - - Pentane

Ethyne- - - Pentane
Peptide- - - Pentane

Benzene- - - Benzene (TS)

Table S7: (continued)

-16.83+0.07
-20.40£0.09
-19.82+0.09
-2.33+0.08
-3.53+0.07
-9.33+0.08
-3.04£0.08
-5.15£0.11
-6.40+£0.17
-1.11+£0.06
-3.1840.09
-3.59+0.08
-1.6940.07
-3.53+0.07
-2.46+0.08
-1.67+0.08
-2.17£0.07
-2.75+0.07
-3.14+£0.08
-2.68+0.08
-4.46+0.09
-3.59+0.09
-3.51+£0.16
-1.7940.06
-1.57+0.06
-3.82+0.11

-2.61£0.08
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-16.4940.02
-19.7540.02
-19.4440.02
-2.701+0.02
-3.77+0.02
-9.71+0.03
-3.31+0.02
-5.55+0.03
-6.66+0.03
-1.35£0.01
-3.31+0.02
-3.67£0.02
-1.79+0.01
-3.74+£0.01
-2.59+0.01
-1.75+0.01
-2.38+0.01
-2.97+0.01
-3.4940.01
-2.83£0.01
-4.78+0.02
-4.07+0.02
-3.67£0.02
-1.98+0.01
-1.71+£0.01
-4.231+0.02

-2.81£0.01

Continued on next page

0.34£0.07

0.65+0.09

0.39+0.09
-0.37+0.08
-0.24+0.08
-0.39+0.09
-0.28+0.08
-0.40+0.12
-0.27+£0.17
-0.24+0.06
-0.13£0.09
-0.09+0.08
-0.10£0.07
-0.22+0.07
-0.13£0.08
-0.08+0.08
-0.21+£0.07
-0.23+0.07
-0.36+0.08
-0.15+0.08
-0.32+0.09
-0.47£0.09
-0.15+0.16
-0.19£0.06
-0.14+£0.07
-0.41+£0.11

-0.20£0.08



48
49
20
51
92
93
o4
95
o6
o7
o8
99
60
61
62
63
64
65
66

Table S7: (continued)

Pyridine- - - Pyridine (TS) -3.44£0.08
Benzene- - - Pyridine (TS) -3.11+0.08
Benzene- - - Ethyne (CH-7) -2.90£0.06
Ethyne- - - Ethyne (TS) -1.5440.08
Benzene- - - AcOH (OH-7) -4.64+0.16
Benzene- - - AcNHy (NH-7) -4.2540.08
Benzene- - - Water (OH-7) -3.20£0.06
Benzene- - - MeOH (OH-7) -3.93+0.07
Benzene- - - MeNHs (NH-7) -3.03+0.07
Benzene- - - Peptide (NH-7) -5.10£0.10
Pyridine- - - Pyridine (CH-N) -4.2240.22
Ethyne- - - Water (CH-O) -3.04+0.04
Ethyne- - - AcOH (OH-7) -4.98+0.07
Pentane- - - AcOH -2.63£0.18
Pentane- - - AcNH, -3.08+0.07
Benzene- - - AcOH -3.5240.08
Peptide- - - Ethene -2.774+0.07
Pyridine: - - Ethyne -4.2640.06
MeNHs;- - - Pyridine -3.81+0.09

-3.4910.02
-3.27£0.01
-2.84+0.01
-1.53£0.01
-4.70+0.02
-4.38+0.01
-3.27+0.01
-4.151+0.02
-3.18+0.01
-5.23£0.02
-4.21+0.02
-2.9240.01
-4.944+0.02
-2.89£0.02
-3.51+0.02
-3.721+0.02
-2.98+0.01
-4.08+0.02

-3.94£0.02

-0.05£0.08
-0.16+0.08
0.06+0.06
0.01+£0.08
-0.07£0.16
-0.13+0.08
-0.08+0.07
-0.22+0.07
-0.16+0.07
-0.13£0.10
0.01+£0.22
0.13£0.04
0.0440.07
-0.26£0.18
-0.4340.07
-0.21+0.08
-0.21+£0.07
0.18+0.06

-0.13£0.09
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S6 Mean relative difference of DMC and CCSD(T)

In the main manuscript, we report the difference between the DMC binding energy computed
in this work and three previous CCSD(T) estimates from Refs. S17,519 and S18. Here, in
Fig. S16 we show the relative difference between DMC and CCSD(T) for each system in
S66. Overall, Fig. S16 confirms the conclusion of the main manuscripts, i.e. the overall
good agreement between CCSD(T) and DMC. The Mean Relative Deviation (MRD) is in
fact 2.4% for H-bonded systems, 8.2% for dispersion dominated systems, and 4.4% for
mixed systems. As shown in the main manuscript, the CCSD(cT) approach®?° significantly
improves the agreement between coupled cluster and DMC for the dispersion dominated

systems, with an MRD of ~ 3.4%.
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H-bonded systems
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Figure S16: Relative difference between DMC and CCSD(T) binding energies of the S66
dataset. We report the difference between previously computed CCSD(T)5!" 5 values and
our DMC estimates of the interaction energies for each system in S66. The DMC statistical
error bar is reported in blue. CCSD(T) estimates from Ref. are reported with grey stars.
CCSD(cT) values estimated in this work according to the approach described in Ref. S20
are reported with golden stars. The interaction energies are split in three different panels
according to the prevalent interaction in the molecular complex: hydrogen bond (top), dis-
persion (centre), and mixed (bottom).
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S7 Validation tests for the AcOH dimer

The acetic acid (AcOH) dimer (entry 20 of the S66 dataset) is found to have the largest
deviation (~ lkcal/mol) between CCSD(T) and DMC. We thus perform additional validation
tests to validate the accuracy of our estimate, utilising the DLA localization schemeS'
with an LDA trial wave-function and the eCEPP pseudopotential.®?! In Fig. S17 we report
the binding energy of acetic acid as a function of the simulation time step computed with
following set-ups: (i) the DLA localization scheme and the eCEPP pseudopotentials with the
CASINO code using an LDA nodal surface (i.e., our original setup); (ii) the TM localization
scheme and the ccECP pseudopotentials with the QMCPACK code using the LDA, PBE and
PBEO nodal surface; (iii) the DTM localization scheme and the eCEPP pseudopotentials with
the CASINO code for an LDA nodal surface; (iv) the all electron (AE) calculation, i.e. with
no pseudopotentials, with the QMCPACK code using the LDA nodal surface. We summarize
the smallest time step estimate in Table S8 for each of the above methods; we did not perform
extrapolations as the AE LDA calculations had large statistical uncertainties which prevented
such extrapolations, and for the rest, estimates with 7 below 0.01 au appear well-converged
to within 0.15 kcal/mol. It can be seen that there is only a small range of only 0.28 kcal /mol
between all of these procedures, suggesting that the results and conclusions reported in the

main manuscript are not influenced by the simulation set up (code, localization scheme and

choice of pseudopotentials) when fully converged.
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Table S&: Validation of the DLA localization scheme with an LDA trial wave-function for the
AcOH- - - AcOH dimer (ID 20). The smallest time step 7 and the corresponding interaction

energy AFEy, are reported using various trial wave-functions, localization schemes as well as
with all-electron LDA

T AEint

LDA//DLA(eCEPP)//CASINO  0.003 -20.27+0.08
LDA//TM(eCEPP)//CASINO 0.003 -19.99+0.08
LDA//DTM(eCEPP)//CASINO  0.003 -20.15+0.10
LDA//TM(ccECP)//QMCPACK ~ 0.002 -20.25+0.14
PBE//TM(ccECP)//QMCPACK ~ 0.010 -20.10+0.06
PBE0//TM(ccECP)//QMCPACK  0.010 -20.17+0.06

LDA//AE//QMCPACK 0.002 -20.19£0.11
-18.0
== CCSD(T) LDA//TM(ccECP)//QMCPACK
-18.5 1 LDA//DLA(eCEPP)//CASINO PBE//TM(ccECP)//QMCPACK
D LDA//TM(eCEPP)//CASINO D PBEO//TM(ccECP)//QMCPACK
-19.0 4 LDA//DTM(eCEPP)//CASINO LDA//AE//QMCPACK
-19.5 B e
200 0
-20.5 1
-21.0 A
-21.5 1
_22.0 1 T 1 I I I I I
om = o~ ™ < LD © -
w2 2 2 2 9 9 ©
m O o o o o o

DMC timestep [a.u.]

Figure S17: Analysis of the localization error for acetic acid. We report the dimer binding
energy as a function of the DMC simulation time step, computed with the CASINO code and
three different localization schemes (TM, DLA, and DTM) using the eCEPP 2! pseudopo-
tentials, respectively in purple, red, and orange. In addition, we show the results with the
TM algorithm for both the ccECP pseudopotentials (gray) and the all electron calculation,
i.e. with no pseudopotentials (black), computed with the QMCPACK code. The quadratic
fits of the DMC data are plotted with dashed lines. The different CCSD(T) estimates used
for comparison with DMC are plotted respectively with a blue,5'? gray,5!'” and gold line®'®
horizontal lines.
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S8 Convergence of the total and binding energy with

respect to the DMC simulation time step

In this section, we show one figure for each dimer in S66, reporting the binding energy (left

panel) and the total energy (right panel) as a function of the simulation time step. In each

binding energy plot we also report the final CCSD(T) estimate obtained as described in

Sec. S3. In each plot of the binding and total energy, we also show a cubic fit (red) over

the range 7 ~ [0,0.1]au and a linear fit (blue) over the range 7 ~ [0,0.01]au. The cubic fit

is always used by the linear fit can be used to gauge the expected level of error for systems

where the time step behavior changes at small time steps, as discussed in Sec. S2.4. We

observe that the 0.003 au estimates are converged to within 0.15 kcal/mol w.r.t. the zero

time step limit estimates across the entire S66 dataset, with an MAD of 0.03 keal /mol.
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Figure S18: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex

for the Water- - - Water (ID 1) dimer.
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Water---MeOH (ID 2)
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Figure S19: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Water- - - MeOH (ID 2) dimer.
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Figure S20: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Water- - - MeNH, (ID 3) dimer.
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Figure S21: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Water- - - Peptide (ID 4) dimer.
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MeOH--MeOH (ID 5)
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Figure S22: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the MeOH- - - MeOH (ID 5) dimer.
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Figure S23: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the MeOH- - - MeNH; (ID 6) dimer.
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Figure S24: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the MeOH.- - - Peptide (ID 7) dimer.
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MeOH---Water (ID 8)
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Figure S25: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the MeOH- - - Water (ID 8) dimer.
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Figure S26: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the MeNHy- - - MeOH (ID 9) dimer.
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Figure S27: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the MeNH;- - - MeNH, (ID 10) dimer.
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MeNH,--Peptide (ID 11)
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Figure S28: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex

for the MeNHs- - - Peptide (ID 11) dim

er.
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Figure S29: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex

for the MeNHy- - - Water (ID 12) dimer.
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Figure S30: The time step dependence
for the Peptide- - - MeOH (ID 13) dimer.
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of AFE;, and the total energy of the dimer complex
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Peptide--MeNH, (ID 14)
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Figure S31: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Peptide- - - MeNHy (ID 14) dimer.
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Figure S32: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Peptide- - - Peptide (ID 15) dimer.
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Figure S33: The time step dependence of AF;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex

for the Peptide- - - Water (ID 16) dimer.
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Uracil---Uracil (BP) (ID 17)
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Figure S34: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Uracil- - - Uracil (BP) (ID 17) dimer.
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Figure S35: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Water- - - Pyridine (ID 18) dimer.
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Figure S36: The time step dependence of AF;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the MeOH.- - - Pyridine (ID 19) dimer.
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AcOH---AcOH (ID 20)
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Figure S37: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the AcOH--- AcOH (ID 20) dimer.
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Figure S38: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex

for the

AcNHsy- - - AcNH, (ID 21) dimer.
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Figure S39: The time step dependence of AF;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex

for the AcOH- - - Uracil (ID 22) dimer.
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AcNH,-Uracil (ID 23)

_________________________ o 5.0
=T 20 {*emme— e £ ¢ omc//pLA
g T T 2.5 == lin-extrap. __73618,69+0.09
= e ———e] X - — — [Ecubicextrap. = 73618,63:0.06
© -22 1 Z 0.0 4~ el
‘f. . pan ’ Te ~
z o, ccsn(T) — = DELCP _19.8240.09 @ 25 A
wr - i e & -25 1 .
3 ¢ DMC//DLA . pplineman _1096,012 = S
= ~
T T 1 1 T T 1 T |9 _5-0 1 1 1 T T 1 1 1
O"P by (] [s2] < LN o - oM o= (] [s2] < LN (e} -
L& g 8 3 8 8 s e 8 8 3 38 8 s
m o © o o o o m © o o o o o

DMC timestep [a.u.] DMC timestep [a.u.]

Figure S40: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex

for the AcNHy- - - Uracil (ID 23) dimer.
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Figure S41: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Benzene- - - Benzene (7-7) (ID 24) dimer.
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Figure S42: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Pyridine- - - Pyridine (7-7) (ID 25) dimer.
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Uracil---Uracil (rr-m) (1D 26)
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Figure S43: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Uracil- - - Uracil (7-7) (ID 26) dimer.
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Figure S44: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Benzene- - - Pyridine (7-7) (ID 27) dimer.
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Figure S45: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Benzene- - - Uracil (7-7) (ID 28) dimer.
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Pyridine---Uracil (mr-) (ID 29)
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Figure S46: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Pyridine- - - Uracil (7-m) (ID 29) dimer.
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Figure S47: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Benzene- - - Ethene (ID 30) dimer.
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Figure S48: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Uracil- - - Ethene (ID 31) dimer.
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Uracil---Ethyne (ID 32)

° 5.0
= e e e e e ] € ¢ DMC//DLA
o TR - == % 2.5 - - Elin. extrap. __56136.06+0.08
E -4 < - = = [Cubicextrap. __56136 00£0.06
T'U — HE= == = ® - A
s} & 0.0-* ~~o
4 ~
_ bic extrap. B \.h
2> == ccsn(m) —-— nE =-3.59:0.08 2 i S«
wi i " w -2.5 \\
< ¢ DMC//DLA  __ pplmexsap 5 eni0m = .y
int B \\
LI T 1 1 T T 1 1 |9 _5-0 T T 1 1 1 T T T
O(’P - (] [s2] < LN o - (e o0 B v (] [s2] < LN o -
WS S 2 2 g 9 S Wwe 2 2 9 ¢ 2 S
o™ o o o o o ™ o o o o o
DMC timestep [a.u.] DMC timestep [a.u.]

Figure S49: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Uracil- - - Ethyne (ID 32) dimer.
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Figure S50: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Pyridine- - - Ethene (ID 33) dimer.

Pentane---Pentane (ID 34)

° 5.0
= -32- £
A I R I =
~ - vy - - — P —
T 3.4 ] - Z o0 lem"" ————
- —all bi 5 ¢ DMC//DLA
£ — = C4SD(T) ==L AES P o3 535007 | 2 i
wE -3.6 1 int IR o -2.5 - == EineRr =-44606.920.06
lin. . .
< $ DMC//DLA  __ pplinexe _5og.000 | = — = ECubicext@p. - _44,606,92:0.05
_________________________ o]
T T 1 1 T T 1 1 |9 _5-0 T 1 1 T T 1 1 1
O’P - [} [s2] < LN o - [ 0.0 B v (] [s2] < LN o -
La & 8 S g 9 S L2 9 © S o 9 S
m O O o o o o m O O o o o o
C

DMC timestep [a.u.] DMC timestep [a.u.]

Figure S51: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Pentane- - - Pentane (ID 34) dimer.

S-47




Neopentane--Pentane (ID 35)

—g 5.0
5 -2.2 4 =
2 ‘* } g 251
< o —e— === — g _
= 2.4 - - - - - = o ————
I e 3 0.0 T
~ el t T ot : ¢
= DMC//DLA
4= = e eCllb - <1}
£ 26 = TCGOm N *=21610.08 S -2.5 - == E"™ P —-44609118+0.07
w ’ DMC//DLA lin. extrap. 5 ’ cubic extra
< )8 == AEjy =-2.50:0.10 < -—F P =-4469916£0.05
-2.8 - 3
) T I I 1 ) T T |9 _5.0 T T I 1 ) T I I
oM = N o < LN O - oM = N o < LN O -
LW e © 9 o o o =} WL e © 9o o o o =}
m o o o o o o m O o o o o o
C

DMC timestep [a.u.] DMC timestep [a.u.]

Figure S52: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Neopentane: - - Pentane (ID 35) dimer.
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Figure S53: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Neopentane- - - Neopentane (ID 36) dimer.
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Figure S54: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Cyclopentane- - - Neopentane (ID 37) dimer.
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Cyclopentane--Cyclopentane (ID 38)
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Figure S55: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Cyclopentane: - - Cyclopentane (ID 38) dimer.
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Figure S56: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Benzene- - - Cyclopentane (ID 39) dimer.
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Figure S57: The time step dependence of AF;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Benzene- - - Neopentane (ID 40) dimer.
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Uracil---Pentane (ID 41)
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Figure S58: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex

for the Uracil- - - Pentane (ID 41)

dimer.
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Figure S59: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Uracil- - - Cyclopentane (ID 42) dimer.
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Figure S60: The time step dependence of AF;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Uracil- - - Neopentane (ID 43) dimer.
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Ethene--Pentane (ID 44)
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Figure S61: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Ethene- - - Pentane (ID 44) dimer.
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Figure S62: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex

DMC timestep [a.u.]

for the Ethyne- - - Pentane (ID 45) dimer.
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Figure S63: The time step dependence of AF;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Peptide- - - Pentane (ID 46) dimer.
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Benzene--Benzene (TS) (ID 47)
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Figure S64: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Benzene- - - Benzene (TS) (ID 47) dimer.
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Figure S65: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Pyridine- - - Pyridine (TS) (ID 48) dimer.
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Figure S66: The time step dependence of AF;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Benzene- - - Pyridine (T'S) (ID 49) dimer.
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Benzene---Ethyne (CH-m) (ID 50)
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Figure S67: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Benzene- - - Ethyne (CH-7) (ID 50) dimer.
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Figure S68: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Ethyne- - - Ethyne (TS) (ID 51) dimer.
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Figure S69: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Benzene- - - AcOH (OH-7) (ID 52) dimer.
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Benzene--AcNH, (NH-m) (ID 53)
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Figure S70: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Benzene- - - AcNHy (NH-7) (ID 53) dimer.
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Figure S71: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Benzene- - - Water (OH-7) (ID 54) dimer.
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Figure S72: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Benzene- - - MeOH (OH-7) (ID 55) dimer.
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Benzene--MeNH, (NH-17) (ID 56)

?ES 5.0
B -2.8 1 ___j—__ % 2.5
E i - + = 1— = .+ 1< '
= - = - — O = 0= = O = @ e
R *T_——' 1 5 00" t———
= ~ ' b ¢ DMC//DLA
b .
‘é’ e _\== _CSD.(-D. —— |c|.:. |c_ext_rap_=__3m.n7_ q:) i ElinA extrap. __35798 97+0.06
o -32 ¢ DMC//DLA lin. extrap. wm -2.5 f T
< —-— AE =3.00:010 | = = = [eubicextrap. __35798 9310.05
1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 E _5-0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
onN - &N ;M 1 © - onN - &N ;M 1 © -
Le @ 9 <o 9 <9 © LW e 2 9 9o 9o o ©
m O O o o o o m O O o o o o
DMC timestep [a.u.] DMC timestep [a.u.]

Figure S73: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Benzene- - - MeNH, (NH-7) (ID 56) dimer.
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Figure S74: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Benzene- - - Peptide (NH-7) (ID 57) dimer.
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Figure S75: The time step dependence of AF;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Pyridine- - - Pyridine (CH-N) (ID 58) dimer.
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Ethyne--Water (CH-0) (ID 59)
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Figure S76: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Ethyne- - - Water (CH-O) (ID 59) dimer.
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Figure S77: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Ethyne- -- AcOH (OH-7) (ID 60) dimer.
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Figure S78: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex

for the Pentane- - - AcOH (ID 61) dimer.
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Figure S79: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Pentane- - - AcNH, (ID 62) dimer.
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Figure S80: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
for the Benzene- - - AcOH (ID 63) dimer.
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Figure S81: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex

for the

Peptide- - - Ethene (ID 64) dimer.
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Figure S82: The time step dependence of AF;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex
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Figure S83: The time step dependence of AFE;,; and the total energy of the dimer complex




S9 Interaction energy decomposition analysis

Table S9: Symmetry-adapted perturbation theory (SAPT) energy decomposition for the S66
dataset taken from Ref. S22 using the SAPTO0S-SA-jadz level of theory. The electrostatic
(ELST), exchange (EXCH), induction (IND) and dispersion (DISP) energy components to
the interaction energy are reported. The natural logarithm of the ratio between the electro-
static and dispersion energy is also reported.

System ELST EXCH IND DISP LOG(ELST/DISP)
Water- - - Water -8.569  6.651 -1.992 -1.222 1.947
Water- - - MeOH -9.517  8.040 -2.456 -1.747 1.695
Water: - - MeNH, -12.719  11.830 -3.785 -2.120 1.792
Water- - - Peptide -13.376  11.329  -3.791 -2.639 1.623
MeOH- - - MeOH -9.547  8.413  -2.586 -2.059 1.534
MeOH- - - MeNH, -13.210 13.167 -4.194 -2.930 1.506
MeOH- - - Peptide -13.224 12,114 -3.984 -3.199 1.419
MeOH- - - Water -8.454  6.853  -2.092 -1.447 1.765
MeNH;- - - MeOH -4.350  4.261  -0.991 -1.622 0.986
MeNHs,- - - MeNH, -5.970  6.435  -1.489 -2.472 0.882
MeNHs;- - - Peptide -7.334  7.561  -1.766 -3.416 0.764
MeNHs;- - - Water -12.935 12.208  -3.900 -2.469 1.656
Peptide- - - MeOH -8.503  7.199  -2.122 -2.687 1.152
Peptide- - - MeNH, -11.186  10.961  -3.310 -3.422 1.184
Peptide: - - Peptide -11.743  10.602  -3.379 -4.002 1.076
Peptide- - - Water -7.371 5350 -1.655 -1.611 1.521
Uracil- - - Uracil (BP) -27.486  26.002 -10.821 -6.076 1.509
Water- - - Pyridine -11.574  10.775  -3.610 -2.482 1.540
MeOH- - - Pyridine -12.117 11904 -3.965 -3.196 1.333
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Table S9: (continued)

System ELST EXCH IND DISP LOG(ELST/DISP)
AcOH--- AcOH -33.623  34.750 -15.334 -6.168 1.696
AcNHs- - - AcNH,y -26.449  24.247  -9.552 -5.031 1.660
AcOH- - - Uracil -32.158  30.809 -13.446 -6.119 1.659
AcNHs;- - - Uracil -30.530 27.251 -11.514 -5.770 1.666
Benzene- - - Benzene (7-7) -1.674  6.316  -0.686 -6.794 -1.401
Pyridine- - - Pyridine (7-7) -3.379  7.458  -0.809 -7.290 -0.769
Uracil- - - Uracil (7-7) -9.511  11.714  -1.645 -9.648 -0.014
Benzene- - - Pyridine (7-m) -2.693  7.030 -0.762 -7.116 -0.972
Benzene- - - Uracil (7-) -5.521 10.078  -1.126 -8.824 -0.469
Pyridine- - - Uracil (7-) -6.619  9.909 -1.215 -8.736 -0.278
Benzene- - - Ethene -0.892  4.271  -0.481 -3.707 -1.425
Uracil- - - Ethene -3.788  5.816 -0.545 -4.334 -0.135
Uracil- - - Ethyne -4.676  5.709  -0.584 -3.999 0.156
Pyridine- - - Ethene -1.712 4.865 -0.521 -3.954 -0.837
Pentane- - - Pentane -1.649  5.536  -0.500 -5.765 -1.252
Neopentane: - - Pentane -1.164 3911 -0.378 -4.014 -1.238
Neopentane- - - Neopentane -0.659  2.637 -0.284 -2.850 -1.465
Cyclopentane- - - Neopentane -1.144  3.890 -0.393 -3.894 -1.225
Cyclopentane- - - Cyclopentane  -1.324  4.371  -0.438 -4.554 -1.235
Benzene- - - Cyclopentane -2.394 5.864 -0.646 -5.972 -0.914
Benzene- - - Neopentane -1.814  4.464  -0.521 -4.635 -0.938
Uracil- - - Pentane -2.468  6.869 -0.813 -6.973 -1.039
Uracil- - - Cyclopentane -1.990  5.843 -0.608 -6.154 -1.129
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Table S9: (continued)

System ELST EXCH IND DISP LOG(ELST/DISP)
Uracil- - - Neopentane -2.350  5.004 -0.490 -4.913 -0.738
Ethene- - - Pentane -1.018  3.218  -0.335 -2.956 -1.065
Ethyne- - - Pentane -1.241  3.069  -0.342 -2.542 -0.717
Peptide- - - Pentane -2.332  6.161  -0.931 -5.673 -0.889
Benzene- - - Benzene (TS) -2.025  4.016 -0.574 -4.277 -0.748
Pyridine- - - Pyridine (TS) -3.033  4.592  -0.723 -4.350 -0.361
Benzene- - - Pyridine (TS) -2.626  4.241  -0.707 -4.330 -0.500
Benzene- - - Ethyne (CH-7) -2.490  3.106 -0.805 -2.798 -0.117
Ethyne- - - Ethyne (TS) -2.111  2.203  -0.521 -0.981 0.767
Benzene- - - AcOH (OH-7) -4.395  5.735 -1.792 -3.786 0.149
Benzene- - - AcNHy (NH-7) -5.326  6.017 -1.515 -3.321 0.473
Benzene- - - Water (OH-7r) -3.360  3.520 -0.976 -2.203 0.422
Benzene- - - MeOH (OH-7) -3.680  5.0561 -1.168 -3.761 -0.022
Benzene- - - MeNH, (NH-7) -2.649  4.407  -0.677 -3.780 -0.356
Benzene- - - Peptide (NH-7) -4.265  6.178  -1.329 -5.458 -0.247
Pyridine- - - Pyridine (CH-N) -4.964  5.017 -1.336 -3.047 0.488
Ethyne- - - Water (CH-O) -4.482  3.051 -0.950 -0.878 1.630
Ethyne- - - AcOH (OH-r) 7787 T.906  -2.401 -2.516 1.130
Pentane- - - AcOH -1.574 4290 -0.533 -3.843 -0.893
Pentane- - - AcNH, -2.141  5.398  -0.992 -4.457 -0.733
Benzene- - - AcOH -3.688  5.718 -0.821 -4.734 -0.250
Peptide- - - Ethene -2.991 4378  -0.804 -2.948 0.015
Pyridine- - - Ethyne -6.249 5446  -1.749 -1.926 1.177
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Table S9: (continued)

System ELST EXCH IND DISP LOG(ELST/DISP)

MeNH,;- - - Pyridine -4.622  6.071 -1.035 -3.863 0.179
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