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Abstract

We calculate complete basis set (CBS) limit extrapolated ionization potentials (IP)
and electron affinities (EA) with Slater Type Basis sets for the molecules in the GW100
database. To this end, we present two new Slater Type orbital (STO) basis sets of
triple- (TZ) and quadruple-¢ (QZ) quality whose polarization is adequate for correlated-
electron methods and which contain extra diffuse functions to be able to correctly
calculate electron affinities of molecules with a positive Lowest Unoccupied Molecular
Orbital (LUMO). We demonstrate, that going from TZ to QZ quality consistently
reduces the basis set error of our computed IPs and EAs and we conclude that a good
estimate of these quantities at the CBS limit can be obtained by extrapolation. With
MADs from 70 to 85 meV, our CBS limit extrapolated ionization potentials are in good
agreement with results from FHI-AIMS, TURBOMOLE, VASP and WEST while they
differ by more than 130 meV on average from nanoGW. With a MAD of 160 meV,
our electron affinities are also in good agreement with the WEST code. Especially
for systems with positive LUMOSs, the agreement is excellent. With respect to other
codes, the STO type basis sets generally underestimate EAs of small molecules with
strongly bound LUMOs. With 62 meV for IPs and 93 meV for EAs, we find much
better agreement to CBS limit extrapolated results from FHI-AIMS for a set of 250

medium to large organic molecules.
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1 Introduction

Over the last years, the GW approximation (GWA)¥ has increasingly been applied to cal-
culate charged excitations in finite systems.?® While formally more rigorous, fully self-
consistent GW (scGW) calculations are relatively expensive and not necessarily very accu-
rate for the calculation of ionization potentials (IP) and electron affinities (EA) for molecular
systems.®Y Instead, the perturbative GyW, approach is often the preferred alternative since
it is computationally less demanding than scGW and can give significantly more accurate
quasiparticle (QP) energies, provided that it is based on a suitable reference.?*40

Ideally, the result of a GyW, calculation should be independent of the particular imple-
mentation of the method. In practice, however, choices regarding the numerical representa-
tion of the involved quantities must be made, including the choice of a single-particle basis as
well as a discretization of frequency and/or time-variables. The choice of the single-particle
basis also entail a choice regarding the representation of the core electrons as well as a treat-
ment of virtual states. Both factors are decisive since it is known that core correlation plays
a major role in GoWj calculations” but also since GW QP energies converge very slowly to
the complete basis set (CBS) limit. ™2 For these reasons, achieving consensus between
different GoW, codes is challenging and requires careful convergence of a calculation with
respect to all technical parameters. Due to limited resources and/or time constraints, it
might not always be possible in applications to only work with converged parameters. In
that case, one would like to know how a certain technical parameter affects the final result.

For these reasons, comparison between different codes through systematic benchmarks is
highly desirable. First, it allows to verify that the results from these codes agree within a
reasonable margin of error. For GoWW, calculations, one usually aims for an accuracy of 100
meV. Second, such benchmarks are crucial in order to quantify the influence of the various
technical parameters on the QP energies. Significant efforts in that direction have been
initiated by van Setten et al.” in 2015 with the publication of the GW100 database for finite

systems. In their work, van Setten et al. compared the IPs and EAs of 100 small and medium-



sized molecules on the GoWy@QPBE level of theory, calculated with three different codes,
the Gaussian type orbital (GTO) based all-electron code TURBOMOLE, %4 the numerical
atomic orbital (NAO) based all-electron code FHI-AIMS, #4159 and the plane wave (PW)
code BerkeleyGW .17 Later, benchmarks for many more codes followed, including the PW
implementations in VASPY 2L in 201742 and WEST2? in 2018, and the real-space finite-
element (RSFE) implementation in nanoGW= in 2019.%% Also the accuracy of many low-
order scaling implementations of the GyW, method were benchmarked against the GW100
database 0

These studies established the choice of single-particle basis as a crucial factor causing
major differences between different implementations. For instance, the results from TUR-
BOMOLE, FHI-AIMS and MOLGW ,*¥ but also from the low-scaling implementations by
Wilhelm et al.“¥ in CP2K*% and by Duchemin and Blase,”” all using the same def2-GTO
type basis sets, agree within a few ten meV on average for GW100, even though these imple-
mentations differ in frequency treatment as well as calculation of four-center integrals. The
differences between codes using different basis sets are considerably larger. The discrepancy
between the TURBOMOLE and BerkeleyGW results of nearly 300 meV on average reported
in ref. [7] for the Highest Occupied Molecular Orbital (HOMO) were not necessarily insight-
ful since the BerkeleyGW results were not CBS limit extrapolated. With only around 60
meV on average, the agreement between the CBS limit extrapolated PW results obtained
with VASP and TURBOMOLE was found to be significantly better.?? However, for EAs
the disagreement between different codes is considerable larger and differences for systems
with a positive LUMO can easily exceed several eV. It has also been pointed out in ref. 22
that the type of GTO-type basis set has a major influence on these EAs and that Dunning’s
correlation consistent basis sets are more suitable than the def2-series which has been used
in ref. [7. Beside the choice of the basis set, the treatment of core electrons (pseudo-potentials
vs. all-electron) also plays a decisive role for many systems.*

Against this background, it seems that further benchmark results for GW100 using dif-



ferent basis set types are useful to advance the current understanding of the dependence of
GW QP energies on the basis set type. Recently, we presented the first production-level
implementation of the GoW, method with Slater type orbitals (STOs) in the Amsterdam
density functional (ADF) module of the Amsterdam modelling suite (AMS).*¥ The Gy,
implementation in ADF is detailed in ref. 29 and is based on the space-time formulation of
the GW method first proposed by Godby and coworkers.“##? It uses non-uniform imaginary
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time and imaginary frequency grids tailored to the system under investigation
treats 4-point correlation functions with the pair-atomic density fitting (PADF) approxima-
tion, resulting in a low-order implementation with a very low prefactor.”® To demonstrate
the correctness of our implementation, we already presented IPs and EAs for the GW100
database in ref. 291 However, our results did not allow a meaningful comparison to im-
plementations with other basis set types. Since it is not always straightforward to obtain

202950 we used rather small imaginary frequency and time grids

converged minimax grids,
which were often not converged. Most importantly, in ref. 29 we used standard Slater type
basis sets optimized for independent-electron methods®® which do not allow a systematic
extrapolation to the CBS limit for correlated methods. %4

To be able to obtain accurate, CBS limit extrapolated IPs and EAs using STOS, we report
here improvements over our original implementation regarding both parameters. For once,
we implemented improved imaginary time and frequency grids which allows a systematic
convergence to the limit of an infinite number of grid points. Second, and most importantly,
we designed two new Slater type basis sets for all elements of the periodic table which
we call (aug)-TZ3P and (aug)-QZ6P. They contain extra diffuse functions to be able to
obtain accurate EAs for systems with LUMO above the vacuum level and in the choice

of polarization functions we follow the requirements of correlated-electron methods“**

as
closely as possible: ADF only supports basis functions with angular momenta up to [ = 3
which is a clear restriction since already for second row atoms, a consistent polarization

on the quadruple-¢ (QZ) level requires angular momenta up to [ = 4 and higher angular



momenta functions are necessary for heavier elements.?" For simplicity, we will refer to these
basis sets as correlation consistent. However, we emphasize that they are not correlation
consistent in a strict sense but rather as correlation consistent as possible in our current
implementation.

Despite these restrictions, as we will demonstrate in the following by comparison to results
from other codes, the new basis sets allow for a reliable extrapolation to the CBS limit.
Consequently, we present here CBS limit extrapolated IPs and EAs for the GW100 database
with STOs. These results are the focus of the current work and are meant to complement
the previous studies on GW100 using GTOs, PWs, and RSFEs. Since GoW,QPBE generally

SlUM2 we will only focus on numerical aspects and abstain

do not give accurate QP energies,
from comparison to experimental or high-level quantum chemistry reference values.**# To
complement our results, we also calculate IPs and EAs of 250 molecules from the GW5000
database.™ This work is organized as follows: In section [2] we shortly outline the GoWjy
implementation in ADF and describe our new basis sets. We then present our IPs and EAs

for GW100 and point out similarities and differences to other codes in section [3] Finally,

section 4l summarizes and concludes this work.

2 Theory

We start this section by reviewing shortly the GoWj approximation (in the following, we
refer to this approximation as GWA for simplicity) and describe the main features of the
implementation in ADF. For more details we refer to ref. 29. Here, we mostly focus on the
two factors which are most decisive for this work: The newly designed basis sets and the

treatment of imaginary frequency and imaginary time.



2.1 The GW Approximation

The GW approximation is an approximation to the self-energy ¥ which appears in the
Dyson equation.*? It is defined as the difference between a dynamical one-body Hamiltonian
H and a static reference Hamiltonian ~%% corresponding to a non-interacting Fermi system

(in practice, h will be the Hamiltonian of generalized*” KS# %% problem),

$(1,2) = H(1,2) — h(1,2). (1)

H is defined by H(w) = w — G(w)™", where G is the Green’s function of the interacting
Fermi-system. 1 = (r1,01,w;) collects space-, spin- and frequency coordinates of a particle
but, as we do not consider spin-orbit coupling in the current work, we will omit spin for
simplicity in the following. If one approximates ¥ as diagonal and real and transforms to a

molecular orbital representation, the Dyson equation becomes

wn = (n|h|n) + (n| Re (E(wn)) [n) (2)

where n labels a single-particle state. In case n refers to the HOMO (LUMO) level, —w,, is
equal to the IP (EA) of the system. In the GWA,

$(1,2) = iGo(1,2) * Wo(1,2) — vge(1,2) (3)

where * denotes convolution, v,. is the exchange-correlation potential of generalized KS-
DFT, W, is the dynamically screened Coulomb interaction which is related to the bare

Coulomb interaction V' via a Dyson equation,

Wo(1,2) = V(L,2) + V(1,3)Po(3, ) Wp(4,2) , (4)



and

Go(w) = (w—h)~" (5)

is the one-body Green’s function corresponding to the non-interacting reference system.
Integration over repeated indices is implied. The kernel of this Dyson equation, the polar-
izability Py, is in turn calculated from the non-interacting Green’s function in the random

phase approximation (RPA) 4

In principle, the RPA is distinct from the GWA but when referring to the GW method in a
quantum chemistry context it is usually implied that the RPA is made for F,.

The GoWy method in ADF is implemented in the space-time formalism introduced by
Godby and coworkers.®#35 This means, eq. is solved in imaginary frequency, while P
and X are calculated in imaginary time. From the imaginary time domain, > is brought
to the imaginary frequency axis. Since Y is analytic in the upper half plane, it can be
analytically continued to the real axis. In practice this requires discrete grids to sample the
imaginary time and imaginary frequency axes. In the absence of numerical noise we can use
our knowledge of the self-energy on N, points on the imaginary frequency axis to interpolate
the input data with a rational function using the Padé technique as outlined by Vidberg et
al.®¥ The crucial assumption in this approach is that knowledge of ¥ at a small number
of points on the imaginary frequency axis allows for an accurate interpolation. In case the
single QP picure is valid, this assumption is reasonable for states in the vicinity to HOMO
and LUMO energy since the interacting Greens-function has qualitatively the same structure
as the non-interacting one (See for example ref. 52 or ref. [63)) and thus the self-energy (by
definition) will be smooth.”® The G,W, implementation in ADF follows the work flow shown

in figure [1}
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Figure 1: Schematic work flow for the calculation of the self-energy in the whole complex
plane in ADF. FT denotes Fourier transform and AC denotes analytical continuation.

2.2 Imaginary Time and Frequency Grids

To discretize imaginary frequency and imaginary time in a suitable way, we follow Kresse

5% and Hackbusch and coworkers®®) and

and coworkers (building on earlier work by Almlo
use non-uniform grids for both domains and switch between them using non-unifom Fourier
transforms (FT).%%% The grid points are selected at run-time and are tailored to the
system under investigation. Our implementation of these grids closely follows Kresse and
coworkers?¥8537 and is outlined in appendix [A}

Similar grids in space-time method implementations have been used by other researchers
as well#02850 to implement the GoW, method for finite systems. Recently, Wilhelm et. al.
benchmarked the convergence of QP energies in the GW100 database with respect to the
grid sizes. In our older work,?? our frequency grids were restricted to not more than 19
grid points and ref. 28| clearly shows such grids to be insufficient to convergence all IPs and
EAs in GW100. Consequently, we calculated new frequency grids which allow us to use up
to 40 imaginary frequency points which ensures that the results are converged with respect
to this parameter.?® In ref. 28, Wilhelm et al. could also reproduce the results obtained
by van Setten et al.” with the TURBOMOLE code with an accuracy of a few meV. Since
TURBOMOLE performs the frequency integration fully analytically, we conclude that the
frequency integration is a numerical parameter which is well under control in our updated

implementation.



2.3 Discretization of Real Space

To discretize real space, we use a basis of Nyo STOs, § = {X“}u—l which are related

=1,... ,Nao’

to the molecular orbitals (MO) ¢ by

(bn = Z bnuXu<'r) ) (7)

All quantities which occur in (4)) are 4-point correlation functions and to this end, solution of
([4) would scale as N when expanding these quantities in terms of S. In the density-fitting

57H63

(DF) approximation, one approximates the product basis of atomic orbitals P = S Q) S

with an auxiliary basis A = {f.},_; Nouy» Where N, grows linearly with system size, and

introduces a basis transformation,
C:P A, Xulr)xo(T) =D Cunpf(T) . (8)
p

The equations which need to be solved now are

Pogir =CuvpLuvinsCirg = —iCuvp [GO]W,T [GO]VA,T CrAq (9)
[Wo]pq,w :‘/j”q + ‘/177" [Po]rs,w [Wo]sq,w (1())
[ZIC];LV,T =i Z Z [GO]I{)\,T Curg [Wo]pq,T Curg - (]'1)

KA Pq

The computational bottlenecks in these equations are now the basis transformations in eqs.
@D and which both scale as N* with system size. However, when the map C from
eq. () is constrained such that the number of non-zero-elements in C only grows linearly
with system size, both equations only require N? operations.?™? PADF is a way to achieve
this goal by way of restricting the density fit to pairwise sums only and by subsequently
introducing distance cut-offs. Also other schemes to introduce sparsity into C have been

o708

applied successfully to achieve low-order scaling GoW, implementations (we refer to



ref. 28 for a detailed discussion of the pros and cons of different techniques), but PADF is
arguably the best practical method to make the map C as sparse as possible. Constructing
C in that way only requires evaluation of a small number of integrals compared to other
approaches®® which makes this approach especially suitable for localized basis functions
for which Coulomb integrals can not be calculated analytically, such as STOs or numerical
atomic orbitals. In fact, the compute time spent on evaluating the remaining integrals in our
implementation is negligible compared to the time needed to complete a GoW, calculation.

In PADF, only the fit functions centred on atoms A and B are used to expand a product
of AOs which are centred on atoms A and B. This translates into a matrix c¢ for which
Cup # 0 only if p,v,p € (A, B). One further introduces a cut-off so that for 2 AOs p, v
centred on atoms far away from each other, all corresponding matrix elements c,,,, are set to
zero. Employing PADF, standard auxiliary basis sets designed for global density fitting are
not suitable (they are simply too small) and dedicated fit sets are needed. For an in-depth
discussion of challenges in the design of these fit sets for correlated-electron methods we refer
the reader to ref. 29 and for a more explicit description of the fit sets, a list of exponents of

the fit functions and more technical details to ref. [64.

2.4 Slater Type Orbital Basis Sets

In eq. [7, p is a composite index, collecting the five defining parameters of a Slater type

function

Xu(Ta (97 ¢) = XA,a,n,l,m<T7 97 gb) = C(av n)Tn_le_aTZlm(ea ¢> ) r= |'I° - RA| ) (12)

the exponent o and the quantum numbers (n,l,m), as well as the nucleus A on which the
function is centred. In (12), C(o,n) is a normalization constant and Z,, denotes a real
spherical harmonic. The main difference to Gaussian type functions is in the dependence on

r in the exponential instead of r? which mainly results in a different behavior close to the
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atomic nuclei and a slower decay for large r. While STO-type basis sets are well developed for

independent-electron methods®®65768

we are not aware of any attempt to construct general
Slater type basis sets which are consistent with the requirements of correlated-electrons
methods. Here, we make a first attempt to present such basis sets for the whole periodic

table. The concept of correlation-consistency has also been applied to NAO basis sets for

RPA total energy calculations.®”

2.4.1 Correlation Consistent Atomic Basis Sets

In the construction of our basis sets we make two assumptions: First, we assume that the
principles guiding the construction of GTO-type basis sets for correlated-electron methods
which have been developed over the last decades should be applicable to STO-type basis
sets as well. This can be justified as follows: Based on numerical experiments on correlation

consistent GTO-type basis sets, Helgaker et al. ™ established the relation

Eggrr . ;?TT — CI,X73 (13>

between the correlation energy F" at the CBS limit and the correlation energy E§""
calculated with a given correlation consistent basis set with cardinal number X = [,,,, + 1.
Conceptually, their formula is based on earlier work by Schwartz™ and the mathematical
more rigorous work by Hill”™ on the convergence of the ground state of the Helium atom in a
full configuration interaction calculation with respect to the single-particle basis. Later on,
Kutzelnigg and Morgan™ generalized that result to arbitrary n-electron systems for MP2
calculations.

In principle, is only valid in the limit of large X, however, there is numerical evidence
that it is already a good approximation for X = 3 and X = 4.3%7 Since is independent of
the type of localized basis functions, ™ this should also be the case for STO-type basis sets

provided that they are also constructed in a correlation consistent fashion as first defined by

11



Dunning;*' such that the total basis set incompleteness error is distributed equally between
the different angular momenta functions. This requires that polarization functions are added
in well-defined sequences.”” There is numerical evidence®” that the consistent polarization
for correlated methods is 1(l,.. +1) on the double-¢ (DZ), 2(lpee + 1)1(loee +2) on the TZ and
3(loce + 1)2(Loce + 2)(loee + 3) on the QZ level, where l,.. denotes the angular momentum of
the highest occupied orbital in an atom. This requirement is usually only followed strictly
for the first three rows of the periodic table*” and the design of correlation consistent basis

sets for heavier elements might follow different principles. ™

2.4.2 Construction of Correlation Consistent Slater-Type Basis sets

Based on the considerations above, we construct correlation consistent basis sets of TZ and
QZ quality. We name these basis sets TZ3P and QZ6P, respectively. We also augment these
basis sets with additional diffuse functions and we name these basis sets aug-TZ3P and aug-
QZ6P, respectively. The acronym xP refers to the number of polarization functions we use
for the elements of the first three rows of the periodic table. This choice is consistent with
the requirements for correlation consistent basis sets stated above.

At this point, we introduce our second assumption: Since the ADF code only supports
basis functions up to [ = 3, for second- and third-row elements we chose the polarization
2d1f and 3d3f for TZ and QZ respectively, and for consistency also 2pld and pd3d for
Hydrogen and Helium. A good justification for the validity of this approximation can not
be given and as we will see later, our results indeed suggest that the replacement of a g with
another f functions negatively affects the QP energies for small molecules. Generalization
of ADF to accommodate use of higher angular momenta functions is therefore desirable.

The TZ2P and QZ4P basis sets which have been described in detail in ref.”® serve as
starting points for our new basis sets. TZ2P (QZ4P) is of DZ (TZ) quality in the core region
and of TZ (QZ) quality in the valence region. For the TZ3P and QZ6P basis sets, we chose

not to optimize exponents but rather to add additional polarization functions in an ad-hoc
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manner. This approach can be justified by the observation that precise values of exponents

become less important as a basis set approaches completeness. 46

This is especially true
for molecules as opposed to isolated atoms. The latter case generally requires larger and
more optimized basis sets than the molecular case. Instead, we rather focus on choosing
the exponents in a way that their overlap is small and linear dependency problems are more
likely to be avoided.

TZ3P is simply obtained by augmenting the TZ2P basis set by another [,.. + 1-function
for all elements. The exponent is chosen so that it is twice as large as the exponent of
the l,.. + 1-function in the TZ2P basis set. This is due to the fact that the exponents of
the polarization functions in the TZ2P and QZ4P basis sets are chosen in a way that the
basis sets become more accurate in the valence region, which is favorable for the calculation
of bonding energies. The calculation of IPs also requires the accurate representation of
the electron density closer to the core, and TZ3P should yield a major improvement over
TZ2P in that respect. The same reasoning has also been followed in ref. [79. In complete
analogy, the QZ6P basis set is obtained by adding an additional tight [,.. + 1-function and
an ly.. + 2-function for all elements. For Fluorine and Chlorine we added an additional shell
of d-function since we found exceptionally slow convergence of QP energies to the CBS limit.
This will be discussed in more detail in section 3l

The exponents aq, ay of the polarization functions in the QZ4P basis set fulfill 3—; ~ 2
for each [. Thus, the polarization functions in the TZ3P and QZ6P basis sets loosely follow

an even-tempering scheme,®"

a=mpt, i=2,....M, B=2, (14)

with M being equal to two (three) for l,.. + 1 in TZ3P (QZ6P) and one (three) for l,.. + 2.
The value of § is rather large to avoid linear dependency problems, and in conjunction with

a rather small o ensures that the exponents span a rather wide range of values in the QZ6P
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case.®! Ren et al. recently used a similar reasoning to chose the exponents of Slater type

functions for GoWj calculations for periodic systems.®?

2.4.3 Adding Diffuse Functions

It is known from electron scattering experiments that molecular electron affinities are some-
times negative, i.e. their anion state at the geometry of the neutral molecule is unsta-
ble.B983 This corresponds to a positive LUMO QP energy which formally corresponds to a
non-normalizable continuum orbital. However, as an artefact of working with a finite basis,
the orbital will always be constrained to be normalizable.®® Very diffuse functions are then
needed to mimic the continuum state, and for this reason we augment our basis sets with
additional diffuse functions (See also ref. 87/ and ref.88). The resulting basis sets are denoted
as aug-TZ3P and aug-QZ6P and are obtained from TZ3P and QZ6P, respectively by adding
diffuse s, p and d-functions for all element types, with the important exceptions of first row
atoms where we only add diffuse s and p functions.®” We decided to chose the exponents of
the diffuse functions in line with , except for a small shift. More precisely, the exponent
of the most diffuse function for a given angular momentum is o ,, the exponents of the

diffuse function is chosen to be

A dif fuse = Ov/l,min/2 + 0~05al,min (15)

The exceptions are the elements Hydrogen to Beryllium for which we chose the already
optimized exponents by Chong et al.” These exponents are very close to fulfilling . Our
choice of exponents is a compromise between two requirements: We would like the additional
functions to be as diffuse as possible but we still want to be able to fit them accurately with
a large auxiliary basis set. As discussed for instance in ref. 29 this is already challenging.
In practice, this means that 20y g;ffuse should be at least equal or preferably slightly larger

(for this reason we added the shift in ((15))) than the exponent of the most diffuse function
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in the auxiliary basis set.

3 Results

3.1 Computational Details

All calculations have been performed with a locally modified development version of ADF2020%*
using the implementation as described in ref. 29 and using the updated imaginary frequency

grids as described in this work.”2

3.1.1 GW100

We follow the protocol for GW100 as described by van Setten et al.” and perform non-
relativistic GoWo@PBE» calculations. We use the structures as available on the webpage
for the GW100 database and also use the updated structures for Phenol and Vynilbromide.?
For consistency with other benchmarks for GW100, we always use the QP energy obtained
from the KS LUMO energy, which is usually, but not always, the energetically lowest virtual
QP energy. For a detailed discussion of the effect of orbital reordering we refer the reader to
ref. 261

We performed calculations with the augmented versions of the basis sets described in
this work and extrapolated them to the CBS limit as described for instance in ref. 6: We
calculate the QP energies €, with the aug-TZ3P and aug-QZ6P basis sets and estimate the
CBS limit as

1 EQZ _ 6TZ
CBS — QZ _ n n <16)
€n €n NOZ L 1

bas Nb%f ij:lf

where €97 (¢14) denotes the value of the QP energy using aug-QZ6P (aug-TZ3P) and N, @z

n bas

and NLZ denote the respective numbers of basis functions. Since we work with spherical har-

monics, there are 5 d and 7 f functions. In all calculations, we set the numericalQuality key

to Good and used 32 imaginary time and 32 imaginary frequency points each. As explained
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in section [A] this should be understood as the upper bound for the number of grid points.
We report the number of grid points actually used in each calculation in the supporting
information. Per default we also used the Good auxiliary basis set. However, for all systems
in GW100 containing fourth- or fifth-row elements and for all systems smaller than 4 atoms
we used the Normal auxiliary basis set to prevent issues with over-fitting (see ref. [64). For
systems with a positive LUMO we used the veryGood fit set. This fit set contains additional
diffuse fit functions which are necessary to accurately represent the diffuse electron densities
of these systems. These fit sets are discussed in ref.[64. Also for Guanine, Uracil, Pentasilane
and Ethoxyethane we used the VeryGood fit set since we observed inconsistencies with the
Good fit set. I all calculations, we set Dependency Bas=5e-4 in the AMS input as described

in ref. 291

3.1.2 GW5000

We also performed GoW,QPBE0”7 calculations for a subset of of 250 molecules from the
GW5000 database™ using the zeroth order regular approximation (ZORA).® L Calcula-
tions are performed with the non-augmented TZ3P and QZ6P basis sets. Eq. is used
for CBS limit extrapolation. We use 24 points in imaginary frequency and imaginary time
each, numericalQuality Good and the Normal auxiliary basis set which is sufficient for

non-augmented basis sets.*” We set Dependency Bas=5e-4.

3.2 Basis Set Errors

Before we discuss in detail the comparison of the STO results to the ones from other codes,
we consider the basis set errors and basis set convergence properties of aug-TZ3P and aug-
QZ6P. Using eq. , one implicitly assumes that when going to a larger basis set, each
additional basis function reduces the basis set error on average by the same amount. In
other words, one assumes uniform convergence of the basis set expansion, a natural property

of finite elements in real- or reciprocal space. It is clear that such an assumption will only
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be justified for rather large basis sets and, for the same reason, extrapolation is generally
more reliable for larger systems. Usually one would also like to use three or even more data
points instead of using . It has, however, been pointed out®? that including a calculation
with a basis set of quality lower than TZ will detoriate the quality of the fit. Therefore, we

calculate QP energies at the CBS limit from TZ and QZ results only.
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Figure 2: Basis set errors with respect to the CBS limit extrapolated IPs in the GW100
database using the aug-TZ3P and aug-QZ6P basis sets. The univariate plots show the
distributions of errors with respect to the CBS limit extrapolated values. All values are in

eV.

To demonstrate the accuracy of an extrapolation scheme, one would ideally compare the
extrapolated result to one obtained with a very large basis which already gives a result very
close to the CBS limit. Due to the limitations of our basis sets to angular momenta < 3,
this is not possible for us. As a rule of thumb, extrapolation with basis sets of cardinality X

and X — 1 can provide the accuracy of a calculation using a basis set of accuracy X + 1.40
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Figure 3: Basis set errors with respect to the CBS limit extrapolated EAs in the GW100
database using the aug-TZ3P and aug-QZ6P basis sets. The univariate plots show the

distributions of errors with respect to the CBS limit extrapolated values. All values are in
eV.

Recently, Bruneval et al.’2 found basis set errors of about 60 meV for the IPs of a large set
of small to medium organic molecules with the cc-pV5Z basis set. This is of the same order
as the typical accuracy in a photo-ionization experiment® and considerably lower than the
150 meV for IPs which are usually found using the cc-pVQZ basis set. 12 For EAs, one can
usually expect errors of the same order of magnitude than IPs when augmented basis sets
are used.102 Tt is thus reasonable to use this number as an estimate of the average error in
our extrapolation.

The distributions of basis set errors with respect to the CBS limit extrapolated IPs and
EAs (excluding noble gases and the hydrogen molecule in the latter) for the GW100 database

are shown in figures [2| and , respectively. The average basis set error reduces from 300 (290)
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Figure 4: Correlation between differences between the aug-TZ3P and aug-QZ6P results Ar_q
for EAs (y-axis) and IPs (x-axis). The univariate plots show the corresponding distributions.

The blue straight line is a linear fit and the dotted line is defined by A;p = Aga. All values
are in eV.

meV to 170 (170) meV for IPs (EAs), i.e. there seems to be no qualitative difference in
the convergence to the CBS limit for IP and EA as one would expect for augmented basis
sets. We also notice that with one exception of the IP of BeO, the basis set error on the
TZ level is always lower than the one on the QZ level. In both plots, we also highlight
some systems for which the convergence to the CBS limit seems to be rather slow, ie. The
difference between QP energies on the TZ and QZ level are very large. For these systems,
CBS limit extrapolation will be less accurate. Without exception, the problematic systems
are composed of only a few atoms.

Also a good correlation between the basis set errors for IPs and EAs is desirable since it

implies a fast convergence of the HOMO-LUMO QP gap to the CBS limit. Fast convergence
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of this quantity with basis sets augmented with diffuse functions has been demonstrated
before.??102 At first glance, the distributions of IP and EA BSEs appear rather similar, sug-
gesting that such an error cancellation might also be found for our basis sets. To investigate
this further, we plot all pairs (A(QZ — TZ)rp,, A(QZ — TZ)g4,) (bivariate plot) together
with the corresponding error distributions (univariate plots) in figure || (omitting again all
noble gases and H,). The blue solid line is a linear fit, the dotted black line is defined by
the equation A(QZ — TZ)p, = A(QZ — TZ)ga,, and Gaussian kernels are fitted to the
univariate distributions. A few molecules with large BSE for the IP but small basis set error
for the EA (Cu,) or vice-versa (BN, TiF,, F,, All,) aside, most systems cluster around the
dotted line in the grey shaded area in which IP and EA BSEs should cancel each other to a

large extent.

3.3 Comparison to GTO-Type Basis Sets

Additional insight into the convergence properties of the STO type basis sets is provided
when comparing them to GTO type ones of the same cardinality. Such a comparison is
made in figure [5| for results on the TZ and and for the QZ level. The univariate plot on
top of figure [5[ shows the deviation of the aug-TZ3P IPs to the ones obtained with def2-
TZVP and the univariate plot on the right side of figure [5| shows the same for aug-QZ6P
and def2-QZVP (here and in the remainder of this paper, we use the results calculated with
the TURBOMOLE code whenever we refer to def2-GTO basis sets. We could have equally
well used results obtained with other codes like FHI-AIMS or MOLGW). Again, Gaussian
kernels are fitted to the univariate distributions. The bivariate plot shows the individual
pairs (Ar;, Ag,;), with Ap; (Ag;) being the differences between the IPs calculated with
aug-TZ3P and def2-TZVP (aug-QZ6P and def2-QZVP) for the ith datapoint in the GW100
database. The dotted line is defined by Ap; = Ag ;. The systems for which the QP equations
can have multiple solutions (CI,, KBr, NaCl, BN, O, BeO, MgO, Cu,, and CuCN) are

excluded from this comparison.*? Also Ag, is not shown since the deviations on the TZ and
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Figure 5: Distribution of deviations of the ADF IPs to the def2-GTO IPs for the GW100
database for TZ and QZ basis sets (Ax,; ,X = TZ,QZ). The univariate plots show the
distribution of the Az, (upper histogram) and the Agyz; (left histogram). The bivariate
plots shows the pairs (Arz;, Agz,:) and the blue line is a linear fit. The dotted line is defined
by Ap = Ag. Systems containing 5th row elements are highlighted in red. All values are in
eV.

QZ level are exceptionally large.

We observe, that the maximum of the Gaussian kernel function is close to zero eV for
the TZ and closer to 0.1 eV for the QZ basis sets. In other words, the aug-QZ6P IPs are
consistently smaller than the def2-QZVP IPs (with a mean deviation (MD) of 120 eV), while
the aug-TZ3P ones are with a MD of 60 meV only slightly smaller than the def2-TZVP 1Ps
on average. The missing [,.. + 3 function in the aug-QZ6P basis set might be a reason for
this discrepancy. We will see in the next subsection that the CBS limit extrapolated IPs
calculated with our basis sets are on average lower than the def2-GTO results. This section

clearly shows that this discrepancy is mostly caused by the differences on the QZ level.
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The deviations of the STO-type to the respective def2- basis sets are strongly correlated.
In cases in which the aug-TZ3P IPs are considerably smaller than their def2-TZVP coun-
terparts, also the aug-QZ6P IPs will be much smaller than the def2-QZVP ones. Good
examples are the five molecules represented by the points in the upper right corner of the
bivariate plot. Since it is known that the GTO-type basis sets allow for a reliable CBS
limit extrapolation, this fact is highly important since it guarantees that the same CBS limit
extrapolation can be performed using our STO-type basis sets.

We also shortly comment on the systems containing 5th-row elements, highlighted in red.
With the exception of one of them (Rb,), the agreement on the TZ is rather good, while
they agreement on the QZ level is significantly worse. This is again due to the inconsistent
polarization for the heavier elements mentioned above; approaching the CBS limit for heavier
elements becomes difficult without Slater functions with angular momentum larger than
l=3.

To summarize the key points of this section, our STO type basis sets seem to behave
qualitatively similar to the GTO-type basis sets, although the improvement when going from
T7Z to QZ is smaller for the STO- than for the GTO-type basis sets. Together with the good
correlation of deviations on the TZ and QZ level, this indicates that our basis sets allow
indeed for a meaningful CBS limit extrapolation. However, the CBS limit extrapolated IPs
from the STO-type basis sets will on average be lower than their counterparts calculated

using GTOs.

3.4 Comparison to Other Codes
3.4.1 KS Eigenvalues

Before we dive into our comparison of the GW QP energies, we shorty compare our KS eigen-
values for the systems in GW100 to the ones from other codes. Here and in the following, we
do not include Phenol and Vynilbromide in the statistical analysis since different structures

have been used in the past for both systems.*® Our results (see supporting information for
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the raw data for all 100 systems) only confirm what is already well known; For KS eigenval-
ues, the agreement between different codes is generally excellent. For example, the CBS limit
extrapolated KS HOMO energies from the WEST code agree with the ones obtained from
def-GTO calculations within 30 meV on average, with a maximum deviations of 176 meV.*4
These figures reduce to 24 meV and 92 meV when the plane-wave results are compared to
def2-QZVP.** With only 19 meV, the agreement from VASP to def2-QZVP is even better.*
One should keep in mind that the extrapolation schemes for correlated-electron methods
and localized basis functions are not necessarily useful to extrapolate KS eigenvalues as has
already been pointed out in ref. 22 and in ref. 24l Such a comparison should rather be based
on non-extrapolated results 03104

Our KS HOMO eigenvalues calculated on the aug-QZ6P level of theory show a MAD of
26 meV to the ones on the def2-QZVP level and of 22 meV to the CBS limit extrapolated
values calculated with the WEST code. Our LUMO eigenvalues only differ to the ones from
WEST by 35 meV on average. Major deviations of more than 150 meV are only found for
Helium (340 meV), H, (280 meV) and Ag, (340 meV). With deviations of more than 420
meV to WEST and 490 meV to def-QZVP, the latter system is also the only outlier for
IPs. However, when the ZORA is made, the deviations to WEST reduce to 15 meV for the
HOMO and 17 meV for the LUMO, respectively. Also, the deviation to the def2-QZVP IP
reduces to an acceptable value of 50 meV which is rather strange, given that the latter has

been calculated without relativistic corrections.

3.4.2 Ionization Potentials

We now turn our attention to the IPs calculated within the GWA. In addition to Phenol
and Vynilbromide, we again exclude the systems for which the QP equations can have
multiple solutions (CI,, KBr, NaCl, BN, O, BeO, MgO, Cu,, and CuCN)** from the fol-
lowing statistical comparison, but also TiF, and OCS for which no IPs from the WEST

code are available. Due to large discrepancies between WEST and VASP, we also exclude
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the systems containing lodine, Gallium and Xenon. Finally, we also exclude all remaining

systems containing 5th-row elements from our analysis since for these systems (especially

the ones containing lodine and Ag,) the different treatment of relativistic effects have been

shown to significantly affects QP energies.“® This leaves us with a set of 81 molecules whose

IPs we include in the statistical analysis in this section.

Table 1: GoW,@QPBE ionization potentials (IP) for the GW100 database (third column)
Columns four to seven denote deviations of the ADF IPs to the ones from reference X,
Ax = IPx — IP,pr. All values are in eV.

Name ADF  Age f2—GTO Avasp Awest  Ananoaw
1 Helium 23.31 0.18 0.07 0.11 —-0.11
2 Neon 20.06 0.27 0.11 0.27 0.39
3 Argon 15.26 0.02 0.06 0.11 0.19
4 Krypton 13.71 0.18 0.22 0.05 —0.06
5 Xenon 11.88 0.45 0.26 1.24 0.23
6 Hydrogen 15.88 —0.03 —-0.03 —-0.04 —0.13
7 Lithium dimer 5.08 —0.02 0.01 —0.04 —0.04
8 Sodium dimer 4.89 0.02 0.04 0.09 0.05
9 Sodium tetramer 4.25 —0.04 —0.08 —0.01 —0.03
10  Sodium hexamer 4.30 0.04 0.04 0.07 0.05
11  Potassium dimer 3.99 0.09 0.13 0.15 0.07
12 Rubidium dimer 3.78 0.10 0.24 0.23 0.08
13 Nitrogen 14.79 0.26 0.14 0.15 0.04
14 Phosphorus dimer 10.26 0.12 0.09 0.17 0.06
15  Arsenic dimer 9.58 0.08 0.01 —0.03 —0.09
16  Fluorine 14.99 0.12 —0.06 0.01 0.03
17  Chlorine 11.18 0.13 0.14 0.23 0.13
18  Bromine 10.46 0.10 0.11 —0.02 —-0.17
19  Iodine 9.04 0.54 0.48 1.37 0.23
20  Methane 13.89 0.11 0.13 0.10 0.26
21  Ethane 12.35 0.11 0.15 0.09 —0.19
22 Propane 11.85 0.04 0.05 —=0.01 —0.32
23 Butane 11.52 0.07 0.09 -0.11 —-0.27
24 Ethylene 10.28 0.12 0.14 0.11 —-0.01
25  Acetylene 11.14 —0.05 —-0.07  —0.05 —-0.21
26  Tetracarbon 10.74 0.17 0.15 0.16 0.06
27 Cyclopropane 10.63 0.02 0.09 0.04 —0.15
28  Benzene 9.07 0.03 0.04 0.01 —0.11
29  Cyclooctatetraene 8.16 0.02 0.03 0.00 —0.14
30  Cyclopentadiene 8.43 0.02 0.04 0.01 —-0.13
31 Vinyl fluoride 10.24 0.08 0.04 0.05 —0.06
32 Vinyl chloride 9.82 0.08 0.10 0.12 —-0.01
33 Vinyl bromide 9.03 0.11 0.72 0.61 0.49
34 Vinyl iodide 8.93 0.26 0.34 0.88 0.09
35  Tetrafluoromethane 15.43 0.17 —0.02 0.08 —0.04
36  Tetrachloromethane 11.24 —0.03 —0.04 0.05 0.00
37  Tetrabromomethane 10.05 0.17 0.20 0.06 —0.01
38  Tetrailodomethane 8.74 0.31 0.37 0.07
39  Silane 12.37 0.02 0.03 0.05 —-0.12

Continued on next page
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Name ADF  Agero—cro Avase Awrsr  Apanocw
40  Germane 12.09 0.03 0.04 0.23 —0.18
41  Disilane 10.46 —0.05 —0.02 0.06 —0.14
42  Pentasilane 9.07 —0.02 0.06 0.12 —0.08
43  Lithium hydride 6.52 0.07 —0.06 0.11 0.15
44  Potassium hydride 4.88 0.09 0.09 0.09 —0.20
45  Borane 12.93 0.03 0.02 0.02 —-0.15
46 Diborane(6) 11.92 0.01 0.02 0.00 —0.25
47  Amonia 10.27 0.12 0.05 —-0.09 —0.20
48  Hydrazoic acid 10.44 0.11 0.06 0.04 —0.26
49  Phosphine 10.27 0.08 0.08 0.16 0.04
50  Arsine 10.31 —0.11 —0.05 0.02 —-0.11
51  Hydrogen sulfide 10.12 0.01 —0.01 0.11 0.07
52 Hydrogen fluoride 15.14 0.23 0.23 0.09 0.12
53 Hydrogen chloride 12.36 0.00 0.09 0.12 0.11
54  Lithium fluoride 10.03 0.24 0.04 0.08 0.03
55  Magnesium fluoride 12.44 0.07 —0.03 0.02 —0.14
56  Titanium tetrafluoride  13.93 0.15 0.08 0.00
57  Aluminum fluoride 14.33 0.15 0.00 0.07 —-0.13
58  Boron monofluoride 10.59 0.14 —0.13 —0.03 —0.17
59  Sulfur tetrafluoride 12.34 0.05 —0.14 —0.02 —0.18
60  Potassium bromide 7.85 —0.24 —0.05 —0.74
61  Gallium monochloride 9.81 —0.07 0.08 0.36 —0.06
62  Sodium chloride 8.32 0.03 0.15 —0.14
63  Magnesium chloride 11.07 0.12 0.12 0.18 0.04
64  Aluminum iodide 9.38 0.20 0.20 0.93 —0.07
65  Boron nitride 10.94 0.15 0.25
66  Hydrogen cyanide 13.10 0.22 0.19 0.12 0.12
67  Phosphorus mononitrid 11.10 0.20 0.14 0.16 0.11
68  Hydrazine 9.40 —0.03 —-0.07 -0.13 —0.30
69  Formaldehyde 10.46 0.00 —-0.04 —0.05 —0.25
70  Methanol 10.54 0.13 0.07 0.07 —0.23
71  Ethanol 10.17 0.10 0.04 0.04 —0.20
72 Acetaldehyde 9.61 0.05 0.02 0.00 —0.22
73  Ethoxy ethane 9.41 0.02 0.02 —-0.02 —0.30
74  Formic acid 10.84 0.03 —-0.03 —-0.03 —-0.13
75  Hydrogen peroxide 10.96 0.14 0.00 0.04 0.02
76 Water 11.94 0.11 -0.10 —-0.07 —0.12
77  Carbon dioxide 13.37 0.09 —0.01 0.00 —0.25
78  Carbon disulfide 9.80 0.15 0.16 0.25 0.09
79  Carbon oxide sulfide 10.90 0.21 0.16 0.26 0.08
80  Carbon oxide selenide 10.40 0.03 0.02 —0.03 —0.22
81  Carbon monoxide 13.66 0.05 —0.04 0.00 —0.18
82  Ozone 11.74 —-0.23 0.33
83  Sulfur dioxide 11.86 0.20 0.05 0.10 0.05
84  Beryllium monoxide 8.99 —0.48 0.76
85  Magnesium monoxide 6.82 —0.07 0.24
86  Toluene 8.72 0.00 0.03 —0.01 —0.14
87  Ethylbenzene 8.65 0.01 0.04 0.01 —0.16
88  Hexafluorobenzene 9.70 0.04 —0.07 —0.05 —0.13
89  Phenol 8.47 0.04 —0.09 —0.24
90  Aniline 7.72 0.07 0.06 0.01 —0.14
91  Pyridine 9.18 0.00 —-0.02 —0.05 —0.19
92  Guanine 7.77 0.10 0.08 0.05 —0.12
93  Adenine 8.14 0.01 —-0.02 —0.05 —0.20

Continued on next page
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Name ADF  Agero—cro Avase Awrsr  Apanocw

94  Cytosine 8.44 0.01 —-0.04 —0.04 —-0.19
95  Thymine 8.86 0.01 —0.03 —0.04 —0.22
96  Uracil 9.26 0.12 0.10 —0.07 —0.02
97  Urea 9.25 0.21 0.10 0.14 —0.03
98  Silver dimer 7.06 0.91 0.77 0.98 0.81
99  Copper dimer 8.20 —1.57 —1.01 —0.33
100 Copper cyanide 10.25 —0.73 0.40

Table [1] shows the results for all 100 IPs in the GW100 database obtained with our code
next to the deviations to def2-GTO, VASP, WEST and nanoGW, if available. To facilitate a
discussion of the data, figures[6] shows MADs and maximum absolute errors (MAE) between
all codes, while figure [7] visualizes the distribution of the deviations of the ADF IPs to the
ones from other codes. The IPs from ADF, def2-GTO, VASP and WEST are all in good
agreement with each other, with MADs between 56 and 86 meV, while the deviations to
nanoGW are about twice as large. Figure [7] also shows, that the deviations of the ADF IPs
to the ones from other codes (again, with the exception of nanoGW) show a small spread
and no outliers can be found. We note again, that we assume the CBS limit extrapolation
error to be of the order of at least 60 meV on average and all the values reported and
compared here should only be interpreted with these error bars. For the plane-wave codes,
the CBS limit extrapolation error is likely smaller than for the localized basis sets, but there
are additional sources of error, most notably pseudo-potentials and box-size effects. In light
of these uncertainties, the agreement between all four codes can be considered as excellent.

Looking at the mean deviations to the other codes in the lower triangle of figure [0] as
well as at the boxplots in figure [7} we see that ADF IPs are generally smaller than the ones
from def2-GTO, VASP and WEST. The reasons for the discrepancy between ADF and def2-
GTO have already been discussed above. We also see that the nanoGW IPs are on average
much smaller than the ones from all others codes. This is in line with the fact that the
nanoGW results were apparently obtained without basis set extrapolation,“® although the
numerical parameters determining the convergence to the CBS limit (grid spacing, chosen

cut-off for virtual states and radius of the sphere around a given finite systems) where tested
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Figure 6: MADs, (upper triangle) and mean deviations (MD) (lower triangle) of the CBS
limit extrapolated IPs in the GW100 database (18 molecules have been excluded from the
comparison, see explanations above) computed with different codes. All values are in meV.

for convergence separately. Still, our data analysis suggests that the nanoGW IPs are not
as well converged as the ones from the other codes.

Systems containing Fluorine and Nitrogen generally show rather pronounced disagree-
ments between different codes (For example, consider the following deviations from ADF
to def2-GTO: N,: 260 meV, HCN: 220 meV, TiF,: 150 meV, AlF;: 150 meV, LiF: 240
meV, HF: 230 meV). For Fluorine, this has already been observed by Maggio and Kresse
in ref. 22, who pointed at the default pseudo-potentials in VASP as a potential source of
these discrepancies. Another possible explanation might be found in a a recent study by
Bruneval et al.’2 which suggests, that molecules predominantly composed of Carbon and
Hydrogen converge to the CBS limit rather quickly, whereas the convergence is considerably
slower for systems to a large part composed of Fluorine and Nitrogen. For this reason, we

also used stronger polarized basis sets for Fluorine and Chlorine (For the latter, the basis
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Figure 7: Deviation of IPs calculated with ADF to different codes. Black dots denote the
individual data points. The horizonal line in each box denotes the median deviation, the
box contains all data points between the first quartile (Q1) and third quartile (Q2) and the
whiskers are at Q1 + %|Q1 — Q3| (in case of a normal distribution, the whiskers include 99.3
% of all data points). All values are in eV.

set convergence is also rather slow, but less pronounced than for Fluorine).

Finally, we shortly comment on some systems which we have excluded from the statistical
comparisons in figures [6] and figures [/} We find large differences for system containing 5th
row elements, e.g. Xe, ceAg2, I,, or Cl,. Here, the ADF IPs are considerably lower than the
ones from other codes, indicating that the ADF results are not properly converged to the
CBS limit which is due to the missing basis functions with angular momentum higher than
l=3.

With 1.57 eV, the by far largest deviation reported in table [1| can be found between
ADF (8.20 ¢V) and TURBOMOLE (6.63 ¢V) for Cu,. FHI-AIMS gives an IP of 7.78 eV
for this system,” which is in considerably better agreement with ADF. FHI-AIMS relies on
an analytical continuation from the imaginary to the real frequency axis with 16 sampling
points (AIMS-P16), not much different from the procedure in ADF. We can conclude, that

for this particular system, the large deviation of ADF and FHI-AIMS to TURBOMOLE
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are caused by inaccuracies in the frequency grids, which are not converged. The ADF IP
reported in table(l|has been obtained from aug-TZ3P and aug-QZ6P calculation with 24 and
27 imaginary frequency points, respectively. When 24 imaginary frequency points are used
for the aug-QZ6P calculation as well, the IP of Cu, reduces to 8.05 eV, which is already in
reasonable agreement with FHI-AIMS. Similar conclusions can be drawn for CuCN. Another
interesting case is BeO, with deviation of 0.48 eV to def-GTO. Again, the large deviation
is due to non-converged frequency grids. the ADF IP is with 8.99 eV very close to the 9.07
eV obtained by AIMS-P16. With 128 imaginary frequency points (AIMS-P128), FHI-AIMS
gives an [P of 9.63 eV which is then in perfect agreement with TURBOMOLE. Furthermore,
in ref. [7, three solutions are reported for BeO, while ADF only recovers one of them. These
three examples show, that the current frequency treatment in ADF can not properly describe

the IPs of systems for which the single QP picture breaks down in the valence region.

3.4.3 Electron Affinities

We now turn our attention to the EAs. As for the IPs, table [2 shows the EAs calculated
with ADF and the differences to the other four codes excluding all noble gases and H,.
However, it is known, that the def2-GTO basis sets sometimes severely overestimate positive
LUMO energies which then deviate from results from plane-wave codes by more than 1 eV.
Furthermore, since EAs converge slower to the CBS limit than [Ps when non-augmented basis

sets are used,142?

also basis set extrapolation errors are larger for the remaining systems.
On the other hand, plane-wave calculations require very large box sizes for these systems
which makes it harder to converge the EAs with respect to this parameter and for this reason

results from VASP are often not available.*
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Table 2: GoW,QPBE electron affinities (EA) for the GW100 database (third column)
Columns four to seven denote deviations of the ADF EAs to the ones from reference X,
Ax = FAx — EA pr. All values are in eV.

Name ADF  Agero—cro Avase Awrst  Ananocw

7 Lithium dimer 0.52 0.23 0.09 0.12 0.14
8 Sodium dimer 0.64 0.02 —-0.04 -0.03 0.00
9 Sodium tetramer 0.92 0.23 0.15 0.16 0.20
10 Sodium hexamer 0.95 0.18 0.12 0.09 0.11
11 Potassium dimer 0.59 0.16 0.15 0.16 0.16
12 Rubidium dimer 0.67 0.07 0.06 0.07
13 Nitrogen —2.40 0.28 0.25 0.17
14 Phosphorus dimer 0.64 0.44 0.35 0.45 0.38
15 Arsenic dimer 1.08 0.44 —0.01 0.01 —0.04
16 Fluorine 0.54 0.69 0.52 0.58
17 Chlorine 0.83 0.57 0.42 0.55 0.52
18 Bromine 1.40 0.56 0.59 0.48 0.29
19 Iodine 1.56 0.65 1.65

20 Methane —0.78 —-1.25 0.15 0.02 —0.10
21 Ethane —0.77 —1.16 —0.01 —0.11
22 Propane —0.72 —-1.15 —0.03 —0.11
23 Butane —0.70 —-1.13 —0.04 —0.13
24 Ethylene —-1.91 0.09 0.11 —0.04
25 Acetylene —2.48 —0.08 —0.02 —0.20
26 Tetracarbon 2.62 0.53 0.47 0.48 0.52
27 Cyclopropane —0.73 —1.23 —0.02 —-0.14
28 Benzene —0.96 0.07 0.03 —0.10
29 Cyclooctatetraene 0.03 0.09 0.02 0.04 —0.10
30 Cyclopentadiene —-0.91 0.06 0.01 —0.15
31 Vinyl fluoride —1.92 0.04 0.03 —0.09
32 Vinyl chloride —1.31 0.14 0.12 0.10 0.00
33 Vinyl bromide —1.23 0.12 0.17 0.09
34 Vinyl iodide —0.77 0.40 0.55 0.44
35 Tetrafluoromethane —0.88 -3.00 0.05 —0.10
36 Tetrachloromethane 0.04 0.50 0.28 0.37 0.41
37 Tetrabromomethane 0.99 0.57 0.48 0.46 0.41
38 Tetralodomethane 2.16 0.28 0.88 0.32
39 Silane —0.72 —1.54 —0.04 —0.11
40 Germane —0.47 —1.38 —0.14 —0.36
41 Disilane —0.75 —0.76 —0.02 —0.83
42 Pentasilane —0.08 0.08 0.05 0.15 —0.02
43 Lithium hydride 0.05 0.11 0.02 0.02 0.13
44 Potassium hydride 0.17 0.15 0.08 0.08 0.35
45 Borane —0.26 0.23 0.23 0.25 0.21
46 Diborane(6) —0.87 0.13 0.15 0.00
47 Amonia —0.76 —1.24 —0.05 —0.09
48 Hydrazoic acid —1.40 0.30 0.25 0.23
49 Phosphine —0.67 —1.59 —0.03 —0.06
50 Arsine —0.58 —1.36 —0.08 —0.16
51 Hydrogen sulfide —0.73 —1.52 —0.05 —0.11
52 Hydrogen fluoride —1.06 —0.98 —0.05 —-0.12
53 Hydrogen chloride —1.19 —0.34 0.10 —0.03
54 Lithium fluoride —0.04 0.05 —0.13 —0.03 0.11

Continued on next page
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Name ADF  Agero—cro Avase Awrsr  Apanocw

55 Magnesium fluoride 0.26 0.05 0.03 0.07 0.18
56 itanium tetrafluorid 0.09 0.97 0.83 1.14
57 Aluminum fluoride 0.06 0.17 —0.14 0.10 0.01
58 Boron monofluoride —1.21 0.16 0.28 0.24
59 Sulfur tetrafluoride —-0.29 0.39 0.22 0.37 0.35
60 Potassium bromide 0.34 0.08 —0.02 0.06 0.59
61 Gallium monochloride  0.02 0.37 0.17 0.42 0.20
62 Sodium chloride 0.42 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.61
63 Magnesium chloride 0.68 0.00 —0.07 0.02 0.05
64 Aluminum iodide 1.18 —0.16 0.48 0.02
65 Boron nitride 4.05 —0.10 0.03 0.05
66 Hydrogen cyanide —2.31 0.09 0.06 —0.06
67 hosphorus mononitrid ~ 0.12 0.47 0.40 0.35
68 Hydrazine —0.70 —0.98 —0.02 —0.08
69 Formaldehyde —1.06 0.35 0.30 0.15
70 Methanol —0.81 —1.00 —0.10 —0.19
71 Ethanol —-0.73 —0.94 —0.11 —-0.19
72 Acetaldehyde —1.16 0.33 0.29 0.29 0.25
73 Ethoxy ethane —0.62 —1.08 —0.09 —0.18
74 Formic acid —1.82 0.23 0.18 0.18 0.04
75 Hydrogen peroxide —2.06 0.11 0.26 0.28
76 Water —0.88 —1.13 —0.16  —0.03 —0.08
77 Carbon dioxide —1.03 0.10 0.06 —0.03
78 Carbon disulfide 0.10 0.45 0.32 0.40 0.32
79 Carbon oxide sulfide —1.22 0.39 0.28 0.20
80 arbon oxide selenide  —0.93 0.41 0.29 0.22
81 Carbon monoxide —0.84 0.47 0.40 0.38
82 Ozone 2.03 0.66 0.47 0.53 0.52
3 Sulfur dioxide 0.86 0.63 0.39 0.51 0.36
84 Beryllium monoxide 1.99 0.73 0.74 0.52 0.54
85 Magnesium monoxide 1.74 0.39 0.31 0.21 0.52
86 Toluene —-0.91 0.08 0.04 —0.09
7 Ethylbenzene —0.87 0.00 —0.03 —0.18
88 Hexafluorobenzene —0.03 —0.33 0.00 —0.08
&9 Phenol —0.78 0.04 —0.07 —0.18
90 Aniline —0.91 —0.03 —0.07 —0.19
91 Pyridine —0.44 0.14 0.08 —0.05
92 Guanine —0.48 0.02 —0.03 —0.15
93 Adenine —0.28 0.07 —0.01 —0.13
94 Cytosine —0.18 0.17 0.06 0.09 —0.03
95 Thymine 0.02 0.16 0.04 0.08 —0.06
96 Uracil 0.05 0.20 0.06 0.10 —0.02
97 Urea —0.49 —0.68 —0.04 —0.12
98 Silver dimer 0.91 0.44 0.58 0.41
99 Copper dimer 1.00 0.23 0.24 0.41 0.25
100 Copper cyanide 1.47 0.38 0.44 0.51 0.34
MAD 0.48 0.21 0.16 0.21

Thus, for the full database, only comparison to WEST and nanoGW is possible. Exclud-
ing again all compounds containing Iodine, Copper, Gallium and Xenon as well as remaining

systems containing 5th row elements, we find a MAD of 160 meV to the former and of 210
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meV to the latter code. These MADs are about twice as large as for IPs but in light of the
difficulties mentioned above certainly not surprising and in line with the previous benchmark
studies on GW100.7222426 Figyre [§ shows that the ADF EAs, as for the IPs, are on average
smaller than the ones from WEST while no trend in that direction can be observed when

comparing to nanoGW.

Energy [eV]

-3 ¢
def2-GTO WEST nanoGW

Figure 8: Deviation of EAs calculated with ADF to different codes. Black dots denote the
individual data points. The horizonal line in each box denotes the median deviation, the
box contains all data points between the first quartile (Q1) and third quartile (Q2) and the
whiskers are at Q1 =+ 2|Q1 — @3] (in case of a normal distribution, the whiskers include 99.3
% of all data points). All values are in eV. The deviations to VASP have been excluded due
to the lack of reference values for too many systems in GW100.

One furthermore clearly sees that for a group of molecules with significant deviations
from ADF to def2-GTO of up to several eVs. These are the already mentioned systems
with positive LUMO. Contrariwise, the raw data in table 2| shows that the agreement with
WEST is especially good for systems with positive LUMO. As an example, consider the
series of linear alkane chains, C,Hy, 1 for n = 1,... 4. With deviations from 10 to 40 meV,
the agreement with WEST is excellent, while def2-GTO overestimates the EAs of these

systems by more than 1 eV. In this context, it is interesting to investigate the effect of the
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Table 3: Comparison of EAs for selected molecules from the GW100 database calculated

with ADF with and without diffuse functions. All values are in eV.

aug. nomn.aug.

Index T Q Ex. ATQ T Q Ex. ATQ ATT AQQ AEE
13 N -2.65 -2.54 -240 -0.11 -3.00 -2.58 -2.15 -042 0.36 0.04 -0.25
20 CfrI -097 -0.89 -0.78 -0.08 -2.20 -1.59 -095 -0.61 1.23 0.70 0.17
21 C2ﬁ6 -0.96 -0.88 -0.77 -0.08 -2.13 -1.52 -087 -0.62 1.17 0.64 0.10
22 C,Hg -0.92 -083 -0.72 -0.08 -2.06 -1.44 -0.78 -0.62 1.14 0.61 0.06
23 c,H, -089 -0.81 -0.70 -0.08 -2.04 -1.41 -0.74 -0.63 1.15 0.60 0.04
24 C,H, -2.12 -203 -1.91 -0.09 -240 -2.12 -1.81 -0.28 0.28 0.09 -0.10
25 C,H, -2.76 -2.65 -248 -0.11 -3.24 -287 -244 -0.37 048 0.22 -0.04
27 C,;H, -0.98 -0.88 -0.73 -0.10 -2.29 -1.61 -087 -0.68 131 0.73 0.14
31 C,H,F -221 -2.09 -192 -0.12 -250 -2.22 -191 -0.28 0.29 0.13 -0.01
39 Si2H4 -0.92 -0.83 -0.72 -0.09 -1.75 -1.42 -1.08 -0.33 0.83 0.59 0.36
47 NH -0.93 -0.85 -0.76 -0.08 -1.85 -1.35 -0.85 -0.51 0.93 0.50 0.09
66 HCf\I -2.59 -248 -2.31 -0.12 -296 -2.61 -223 -0.35 0.37 0.14 -0.08
70 CH,O0 -1.05 -095 -0.81 -0.10 -2.00 -1.49 -0.93 -0.52 0.95 0.54 0.12
71 02ﬁ60 -097 -0.87 -0.73 -0.10 -190 -1.39 -0.84 -0.51 093 0.52 0.11
76 H,0 -1.02 -096 -0.88 -0.06 -1.75 -1.34 -0.89 -0.41 0.73 0.38 0.01

MD 0.09 048 081 0.43 0.05

diffuse functions. This is shown in table |3| for some systems with LUMO well above the
vacuum level. Only comparing the basis set extrapolated values, the effect of the diffuse
functions seem to be rather small; for N, the EA calculated from the basis set without the
diffuse functions is with 250 meV even higher than the augmented basis sets, and overall,
the average difference is only 50 meV which is well within the expected error range from
the CBS limit extrapolation. However, comparing the results form the finite basis sets,
the differences are exorbitant. Especially, on the TZ level, the addition of diffuse functions
results in a lowering of the EAs by nearly 1 eV on average. For the non-augmented basis
sets, the average difference between TZ and QZ basis set is 480 meV, resulting in differences
of sometimes more than 1 eV between the EAs on the TZ and on the extrapolated level.
In light of these differences the good agreement between the CBS limit extrapolated EAs is
remarkable. Despite this good agreement, the augmented basis sets should be the preferred
choice to calculate EAs of systems with unbound LUMOs since the extrapolation procedure
is generally less reliable when the differences between the results for the finite basis sets are
larger.

Finally, we compare our EAs for systems with a bound LUMO to WEST, nanoGW,
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Figure 9: MADs, (upper triangle) and mean deviations (MD) (lower triangle) of the CBS
limit extrapolated EAs of the subset of systems with bound LUMO and medium sized organic
molecules (in total 48 data points) in the GW100 dataset computed with different codes.
All values are in eV.

and def-GTO results. The MADs and MDs in figure [ show that def2-GTO, nanoGW and
and WEST are generally in good agreement for these systems while the MADs to ADF
are large. As the MDs show, ADF significantly overestimates these EAs compared to the
other codes, which indicates that the results are not entirely converged to the CBS limit.
This interpretation is also in line with the raw data in table 2| showing that the deviations
are generally largest for di- and triatomic systems as well as molecules containing Fluorine
and Chlorine, while the agreement for the medium organic molecules like the nucleo-bases
is satisfactory. Adding additional diffuse or tight functions would possible not result in an
improved description of the EAs of the former systems. Instead, reaching the CBS limit is
most likely only possible using basis functions with higher angular momenta than [ = 3 which
are not available to us. However, we can try to simulate the effect of these functions by adding

additional off-center Slater functions to the basis set which can be achieved conveniently by
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adding ghost atoms. This approach is reminiscent of bond-centred basis functions which

have for example been used by Dunlap and coworkers.1"

Table 4: Effect of the addition of additional off-center Slater functions via Ne ghost atoms
on the EAs of selected systems form GW100. All values are in eV.

system T Q ex. ex. (nogh.) def2-GTO WEST

F 020 051 090 054 1.23 1.06
ci, 074 095 121 083 1.40 1.38
Br 127 145 169 140 1.96 1.88
Tif, -0.33 -0.10 0.19 0.09 1.06 0.92
SO,  0.84 1.07 138 086 1.49 1.37

As examples, we consider the dihalogens F,, Cl, and Br,, SO,, as well as TiF, and we
augment these structures with Ne ghost atoms for which we use the same basis set than for
the real atoms. For each atom A in a systems, we place two ghost atoms G, G’ on a straight
line defined by the position of A and every neighboring atom B so that the distance between
A and G (G') equals one third (minus one third) of the distance between A and B. The
results of this augmentation is shown in table [4] and we clearly see that it reduces the basis
set error considerably, as compared to the other codes. Of course, such an augmentation
should not be seen as a practical solution but it shows that agreement between ADF and

the other codes can in principle be reached also for these systems.

3.5 Ionization Potentials and Electron Affinities for a Subset of

GW5000

For the GW100 database, discrepancies to other codes are more pronounced for smaller
systems while the agreement for medium systems is significantly better. To confirm this
observation for a larger number of systems, we also calculated IPs and EAs of a subset of
250 medium to large organic molecules from the GW5000 database*! for which CBS limit
extrapolated references values calculated with FHI-AIMS using the def2-GTO basis sets are
available. We have already considered this subset in ref.?® We used here the TZ3P and

QZ6P basis sets without diffuse functions since the LUMOs of the considered systems are
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negative. As expected, we find better agreement with FHI-AIMS than for GW100: For IPs,
ADF deviated to FHI-AIMS by 62 meV on average as opposed to the 86 meV for GW100.
For EAs, the MAD is with 93 meV slightly worse but the agreement is much better than for

GW100.

4 Conclusions

The GW100 benchmark by van Setten et al.” has become the most important resource
for comparing different implementations of the GW method for finite systems. IPs and EAs

2224 and real-

calculated with implementations using def2 GTO-type basis sets,” plane waves,
space finite elements“® have been compared in the recent past and good agreement between
CBS limit extrapolated results has been found for IPs and EAs of molecules with bound
LUMO. In this work, we extended the list of available results and calculated the IPs and
EAs in the GW100 dataset using Slater type orbitals. For this purpose we have developed
new Slater type basis sets which allow us to extrapolate our results to the CBS limit. These
basis sets are available online.t"

Our study confirms once more that it is possible, though difficult, to reach consensus
between different implementations. All implementations compared in this work do not only
implement the GWA with different basis sets, but they also differ in other technical param-
eters like frequency treatment, description of core electrons, the algorithm used to solve the
QP equations and the numerical treatment of 4-point correlation functions. In light of these
differences, the observed agreement between 55 to 85 meV on average for IPs between STO-
def2-GTO- and plane-wave results is excellent. Reaching the CBS limit is more difficult
for EAs than for IPs. Still, EAs calculated with ADF are in excellent agreement with the
place-wave results from the WEST code for systems with positive LUMOs, with an overall

MAD between both codes of 160 meV. These deviations mostly stem from large basis set

errors for the EAs of small molecules with bound LUMO with the ADF code. For larger,
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organic molecules, agreement to def2-GTO results is with a MAD of 93 meV significantly
better.

We observe that ADF tends to give lower EAs and IPs than the def2-GTO and plane-
wave results. This is an indicator that the results are not entirely converged with respect
to the CBS limit. Our STO-type basis sets are restricted to angular momenta smaller or
equal to | = 3 which sets a limit to the accuracy currently attainable with STOs. It would
be desirable to obtain results for the GW100 database using even larger STO type basis sets
containing also functions with higher angular momenta. This would enable a more accurate
estimate of the CBS limit and might hopefully lead to an even better agreement with other
implementations. On the other hand, the best IPs for GW100 in our earlier work showed a
MAD of more than 300 meV to def-GTO and nanoGW.?? Thus, the improvements which are
due to our improved basis sets and imaginary time and frequency grids are already immense.

The close agreement between different codes is highly important in practice since it
allows researchers to interpret the results of their GW calculations, without worrying that
they might be skewed by technical aspects. The slow convergence of GW calculations to the
CBS limit remains an obstacle in practical applications. Especially for GW calculations for
finite systems with hundreds of atoms, which have become the focus of much research in the

4050 calculations at (or even close to) the CBS limit for individual QP energies

last years,
are currently often out of reach and will most likely not become routine anytime soon. To
overcome this issue, finite basis set corrections™?1Y710 hold much promise and it is to hope
that these techniques will be further developed and become more widespread available in
the near future. For differences of QP energies, the situation is already much better. When

augmented basis sets are used, basis set errors usually cancel to a large extent and already on

the DZ level fundamental gaps are often sufficiently converged to the CBS limit, #1021107113
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A Implementation of Imaginary Time and Frequency
Grids

In this appendix we state the formulas we use to calculate imaginary time and imaginary
frequency grids. For derivations, we refer to ref. 36l Since we want to switch between
imaginary time and imaginary frequency, we write the discrete Fourier transform f(iwy) of

an arbitrary function f(i7;) as

N»

Fliwn) = =i > {0 costwnry) (Flimy) + F(=ir)) = i) sin(wrs) (i) — F(=imy) | -
J th
Fourier transform from imaginary frequency to imaginary time can be done by inverting
the matrices with the elements 7,2? cos(wyT;) and 7,(;-) sin(wg7;) (In case N, # N, a pseudo-
inverse can be calculated). At the beginning of a GW calculation, we find optimal sets of
imaginary frequency {wg)},_; y, and imaginary time points {Tj)}j:h._ w,- For imaginary

time, we use the algorithm described in ref. 114/ to minimize

N.
T T 1 - —2xT;
Hn( )(x;aaT)HQO ) 77( )(Z';Oé,T):g—;aje T (18)
and for imaginary frequency, we first minimize

1 1 20\’
I @;o,w), . 1“@ow)=—==3 o <—w2> ’ o
k k

using a Levenberg-Marquardt algorithm (LMA). In both minimizations, = denotes the
electron-hole pair transition energy Both, 77(7) and 17(‘”) are minimized in the interval [1, Z,in/Tmaz) s
With Zin (Tmae) being the smallest (largest) considered electron-hole transition energy. In
both optimizations, the interval [Zmin, Tmaz] is represented on a logarithmic grid. After min-
imizing the L, norm on the logarithmic grid, we minimize the L, norm for the positions of

the minima and maximima and repeat this procedure until self-consistency is reached. The
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coefficients {ox)},_, y, and {a;)},_, . are byproducts of this optimization but they can
be used to evaluate MP2 or RPA correlation energies.

n“) has multiple minima and especially for larger N, the LMA only converges to a
useful minimum when it is initialized with ¢ and w which are already sufficiently close to the
parameters which minimize n). In practice, we found that at a useful (but not necessarily
global) minimum, n“) has 2N,, or 2N,, — 1 extrema. This behaviour can be exploited to find
good starting points for the LMA for different ratios @i, /Zmae: and N,,. We always start the
LMA from pretabulated values.*t? These values have been obtained by a simple metropolis
algorithm for several z,,;, /Tmar and for N, between 1 and 40 and are chosen so that n“) has
2N, or 2N, — 1 extrema for a given N,. In a GWA calculation, the LMA is then initialized
with the pretabulated parameters which are closest to the X, /®mas of the calculation.

To avoid unnecessarily large grids, the N, and N, are determined at run-time and the
user only specifies an upper limit of points for both, imaginary time and frequency grids.
More precisely, for small N,,, grid points and weights are calculated and the Ly norm of n“
is calculated. Then we increase the imaginary frequency grid until the least square error is
smaller than e, = 1le~!°. The number of points which are required to reach that accuracy
strongly depends on Z,,in/Tmez.- In our experience, the QP energies converge faster with
respect to the imaginary time grid than with respect to the w-grid, Since we find it convenient
to work with grids of the same size (although this is not necessary), we set N, = N,. For
example, for a Hydrogen-molecule in a triple-¢ (TZ) basis, N,, = 7 will already be sufficient
to reach the desired accuracy, while for the Iodine molecule in a QZ basis N, = 31 will be
necessary.

To calculate the matrices v(®) we minimize

17 (4 ) ||, 0 (2,9)) =

N

21’ - c —ZTj

T — Z 7,(”) cos(wyT;)e 7, (20)
j=1
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for all wy, and for v(*), we minimize

2 .
17 (A )y 0 (2A) = — :Ldkwk Z%q sin(wery)e 7 (21)

with a LMA. The procedure is the same as described in ref. 21l In all cases, the algorithm

converges smoothly from arbitrary starting values.
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The following three tables contain additional information on the calculation we have per-
formed. The first table contains the KS eigenvalues calculated with PBE, and the second and
third table contain the quasi-particle energies at the aug-TZ3P and aug-QZ6P level of theory,

respectively. They also list technical parameters which we have used in the calculations.

Table 1: PBE HOMO and LUMO energies at finite basis sets (all values in eV). TZ denotes
aug-T7Z3P and QZ denotes aug-QZ6P

HOMO LUMO
Name TZ QZ TZ QZ
1 Helium —15.76 —15.76 141 0.34
2 Neon —13.36 —13.35 0.59 —0.02
3 Argon —10.29 —-10.29 0.29 —0.28
4 Krypton -9.30 —9.28 —0.16 —0.40
5 Xenon —-830 —8.29 —0.30 —0.43
6 Hydrogen —10.39 —-10.38 0.29 0.26
7 Lithiumdimer —-3.23 =322 —-1.79 —-1.79
8 Sodiumdimer -3.13 -3.13 —-1.78 —1.78
9 Sodiumtetramer —-2.68 —2.68 —2.09 —2.09
10  Sodiumhexamer —2.99 —299 —-1.89 —1.89
11  Dipotassium —2.56 —2.56 —1.61 —1.61
12 Dirubidium —244 —244 —154 —1.54
13 Nitrogen —10.27 —-10.27 —1.96 —1.96
14 Phosphorusdimer —7.14 —-7.13 —3.43 —-3.43
15  Arsenicdimer —6.59 —6.57 —3.45 —3.44
16  Fluorine —-9.46 —9.45 —-5.82 —5.80
17  Chlorine —7.30 —7.31 —4.24 —4.24

Continued on next page




HOMO LUMO

Name TZ QZ TZ QZ
18  Bromine —6.86 —6.85 —4.48 —4.46
19  Todine —6.34 —6.33 —4.33 —4.32
20  Methane —9.46 —9.46 —0.39 —0.39
21 Ethane —8.16 —8.16 —0.44 —-0.45
22 Propane —-7.76 —7.76 —0.48 —0.49
23 Buthane —7.58 —7.58 —0.49 —0.50
24 Ethylene —6.78 —6.78 —1.07 —1.07
25  Acetylene —7.20 —7.20 —0.42 —-0.42
26 Tetracarbon =727 =726 —6.12 —6.11
27  Cyclopropane —-7.05 =7.05 —0.34 —0.36
28  Benzene —6.34 —6.34 —1.26 —1.25
29  Cyclooctatetraene —5.31 =530 —2.32 —-2.32
30  Cyclopentadiene —5.41 =541 —-1.49 —-1.49
31 Vynilfluoride —6.55 —6.55 —0.97 —0.97
32 Vynilchloride —6.44 —6.44 —1.43 —1.44
33 Vynilbromide —5.86 —5.85 —1.37 —1.37
34 Vyniliodide —-6.10 —6.09 —1.71 —1.70
35  Carbontetrafluoride —10.43 —10.41 —-0.42 —-0.43
36  Carbontetrachloride —7.67 —=7.68 —2.78 —2.77
37  Carbontetrabromide —7.00 —6.99 —3.56 —3.53
38  Carbontetraiodide —6.29 —6.28 —4.29 —4.28
39  Silane —8.53 —8.52 —0.47 —0.49
40  Germane —8.38 —8.37 —0.67 —0.68
41  Disilane —-7.30 =729 —0.68 —0.69
42  Pentasilane —6.59 —6.58 —1.68 —1.67
43  Lithiumhydride —4.36 —4.36 —1.62 —1.64
44 Potassiumhydride —3.46 —3.46 —1.62 —1.62
45  Borane —8.50 —8.49 —-3.07 —-3.07
46  Diborane6 —7.87 =7.87 —2.04 —2.04
47  Amonia —6.19 —6.18 —0.74 —0.75
48  Hydrogenazide —6.81 —6.80 —2.10 —2.10
49  Phosphine —6.72 —6.72 —0.67 —0.67
50  Arsine —6.73 —6.74 —-0.77 —0.77
51  Hydrogensulfide —-6.30 —6.30 —0.86 —0.87
52 Hydrogenfluoride -9.66 —9.66 —0.97 —-0.97
53  Hydrogenchloride -8.04 —-8.04 —-1.12 —-1.12
54  Lithiumfluoride —6.13 —6.13 —1.53 —1.52
55 Magnesiumfluoride —8.30 —8.30 —2.58 —2.58
56  Titaniumfluoride —10.45-10.44 —4.19 —4.19
57  Aluminumtrifluoride —9.72 —9.71 —254 —-2.54
58  Fluoroborane —6.79 —6.78 —2.15 —2.14
59  Sulfertetrafluoride —8.25 —8.24 —2.97 —2.96
60  Potassiumbromide —4.76 —4.76 —1.87 —1.87
61  Galliummonochloride —6.53 —6.53 —2.44 —2.43
62  Sodiumchloride —5.29 =529 —224 —-2.24
63  Magnesiumchloride —7.63 —7.63 —2.55 —2.54
64  Aluminumtriiodide —6.72 —6.71 —2.71 —2.70
65  Boronnitride —7.46 —7.46 —7.29 —7.29
66  Hydrogencyanide —-9.04 —-9.04 —-1.11 —1.11
67  Phosphorusmononitride —7.77 —7.76 —3.41 —3.40
68  Hydrazene —5.30 —5.30 —0.96 —0.96
69  Formaldehyde —6.28 —6.27 —2.71 -—-2.71
70  Methanol —6.35 —6.35 —0.65 —0.66
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HOMO LUMO

Name TZ QZ TZ QZ

71  Ethanol —6.16 —6.16 —0.67 —0.68
72 Acetaldehyde —5.98 —598 —2.16 —2.16
73 Ethoxyethane —5.81 —5.80 —0.51 —0.53
74 FormicAcid —6.95 —6.94 —1.56 —1.56
75  Hydrogenperoxide —6.46 —6.45 —1.69 —1.68
76 Water —-7.26 —7.25 —0.94 —-0.93
77  Carbondioxide —-9.10 —9.09 —0.91 —-0.95
78  Carbondisulfide —6.81 —6.80 —2.86 —2.86
79  Carbonoxysulfide —-749 —-748 —-1.95 —1.95
80  Carbonoxyselenide —6.99 —6.98 —2.07 —2.07
81  Carbonmonoxide —-9.35 —9.34 —-3.35 —3.35
82  Ozon —-7.96 —7.96 —6.16 —6.16
83  Sulferdioxide —8.09 —8.08 —4.41 —4.40
84  Berylliummonoxide —6.14 —6.14 —4.81 —4.81
85  Magnesiummonoxide —4.80 —4.80 —4.29 —4.29
86  Tuloene —6.01 —6.01 —1.23 —1.23
87  Ethybenzene —6.01 —-6.01 —1.16 —1.16
88  Hexafluorobenzene —6.66 —6.66 —2.22 —2.22
89  Phenol —5.64 —5.64 —1.37 —1.36
90  Aniline —-5.03 —=5.03 —1.12 —1.12
91  Pyridine —-5.96 —5.95 —1.91 —1.90
92  Guanine —5.30 —5.29 —1.43 —1.43
93  Adenine —5.53 =553 —1.71 —-1.71
94  Cytosine —5.73 —=5.73 —2.07 —-2.07
95  Thymine —6.06 —6.05 —2.29 —2.28
96  Uracil —6.29 —6.28 —2.45 —2.44
97  Urea —-5.94 —-593 —1.01 —1.02
98  Silverdimer —4.75 —4.77 —=2.75 —-2.76
98  Silverdimer (ZORA) —5.21 —3.11

99  Copperdimer —4.78 —4.78 —2.94 —3.00
100 Coppercyanide —6.69 —6.72 —4.00 —4.04

Table 2: IPs and EAs on the aug-TZ3P level of theory (in eV) and technical parameters
used in the calculations: Number of grid points, number of orbitals and fit set (N = Normal,
G = Good, VG = VeryGood).

Name IP EA N, N, Ny fit set
1 Helium 2326 —2.80 10 10 18 N
2 Neon 20.09 —1.77 15 15 40 N
3 Argon 14.49 —-227 18 18 48 N
4 Krypton 13.20 —1.52 22 22 70 N
5 Xenon 11.70 —1.18 27 31 100 N
6 Hydrogen 1559 —-090 7 7 36 N
7 Lithiumdimer 478 036 17 17 74 N
8 Sodiumdimer 474 041 20 20 90 N
9 Sodiumtetramer 4.15 092 22 22 180 N
10  Sodiumhexamer 420 095 21 21 270 N
11 Dipotassium 3.89 048 24 24 116 N
12 Dirubidium 3.75 0.53 27 30 168 N
13 Nitrogen 1466 —2.65 16 16 80 N
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Name IP EA N, N, Ny fit set
14 Phosphorusdimer 9.88 038 20 20 96 N
15  Arsenicdimer 9.07 050 24 24 140 N
16  Fluorine 1462 —-0.14 17 17 &0 N
17  Chlorine 1073 033 21 21 96 N
18  Bromine 991 090 24 24 140 N
19  Iodine 9.01 128 27 29 200 N
20  Methane 13.80 —0.97 14 14 112 VG
21  Ethane 12.23 —096 15 15 188 VG
22 Propane 11.64 —0.92 15 15 264 VG
23  Buthane 11.37 —0.89 15 15 340 VG
24  Ethylene 10.09 —2.12 16 16 152 VG
25 Acetylene 10.83 —2.76 16 16 116 VG
26  Tetracarbon 1056 227 19 19 160 G
27 Cyclopropane 10.39 —0.98 16 16 228 VG
28  Benzene .82 —1.26 17 17 348 G
29  Cyclooctatetraene 792 —0.30 18 18 464 G
30  Cyclopentadiene 8.13 —1.17 18 18 308 G
31  Vynilfluoride 998 —2.21 18 18 174 G
32 Vynilchloride 948 —1.61 20 20 182 G
33 Vynilbromide .76 —1.50 23 23 204 N
34  Vyniliodide 8.82 —1.06 27 32 234 N
35  Carbontetrafluoride 15.10 —0.92 16 16 200 G
36  Carbontetrachloride 10.68 —0.41 20 20 232 G
37  Carbontetrabromide 964 062 24 24 320 N
38  Carbontetraiodide 863 1.64 27 31 440 N
39 Silane 12.17 —-0.92 17 17 120 VG
40  Germane 11.85 —1.00 22 22 143 G
41  Disilane 10.11 —-0.93 18 18 204 G
42 Pentasilane 873 —0.39 19 19 456 G
43  Lithiumhydride 598 —0.02 16 16 55 N
44 Potassiumhydride 4.83 006 23 23 76 N
45  Borane 1268 —048 15 15 94 G
46  Diborane6 11.75 —1.07 16 16 188 G
47  Amonia 10.00 —093 17 17 94 G
48  Hydrogenazide 10.16 —1.67 16 16 138 G
49  Phosphine 9.99 —0.84 19 19 102 G
50  Arsine 987 —0.84 22 22 124 G
51  Hydrogensulfide 973 -094 19 19 &4 N
52 Hydrogenfluoride 1488 —1.22 16 16 58 N
53  Hydrogenchloride 11.81 —-1.38 19 19 66 N
54  Lithiumfluoride 980 —-0.08 15 15 77 N
55 Magnesiumfluoride 12.16  0.08 17 17 128 N
56  Titaniumfluoride 13.67 —0.89 20 20 223 N
57  Aluminumtrifluoride 14.04 —-0.21 18 18 168 G
58  Fluoroborane 10.21 —149 16 16 80 N
59  Sulfertetrafluoride 11.78 —-0.73 19 19 208 G
60  Potassiumbromide 724 023 24 24 128 N
61  Galliummonochloride 928 —0.24 24 24 119 N
62  Sodiumchloride .02 030 21 21 93 N
63  Magnesiumchloride 10.67 027 19 19 144 N
64  Aluminumtriiodide 917 039 27 30 348 N
65  Boronnitride 10.95 3.09 24 24 80 N
66  Hydrogencyanide 13.01 =259 14 14 98 N
67  Phosphorusmononitride 10.91 —0.16 19 19 88 N
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Name IP EA N, N, Ny fit set
68  Hydrazene 894 —0.82 18 18 152 G
69  Formaldehyde 10.13 —-1.34 19 19 116 G
70  Methanol 10.32 —1.05 18 18 152 VG
71  Ethanol 9.89 —097 18 18 228 VG
72 Acetaldehyde 936 —143 19 19 192 VG
73  Ethoxyethane 912 —-0.83 17 17 380 VG
74  FormicAcid 10.46 —2.12 18 18 156 G
75  Hydrogenperoxide 10.69 —2.38 18 18 116 G
76 Water 11.50 —1.02 18 18 76 N
77  Carbondioxide 13.05 —1.03 17 17 120 N
78  Carbondisulfide 942 —-0.17 19 19 136 N
79  Carbonoxysulfide 10.62 —1.52 19 19 128 N
80  Carbonoxyselenide 9.88 —1.25 24 24 151 N
81  Carbonmonoxide 13.23 —-1.16 18 18 80 N
82  Ozon 11.63 1.70 20 20 120 N
83  Sulferdioxide 11.61 0.58 20 20 128 N
84  Berylliummonoxide 9.16 1.85 20 20 80 N
85  Magnesiummonoxide 6.76 1.55 23 23 88 N
86  Tuloene 848 —1.15 18 18 424 G
87  Ethybenzene 833 —1.17 17 17 500 G
88  Hexafluorobenzene 9.26 —0.46 17 17 480 G
89  Phenol 821 —1.13 17 17 388 G
90  Aniline 749 —1.30 18 18 406 G
91  Pyridine 882 —0.77 16 16 330 G
92  Guanine 7.55 —087 19 19 530 VG
93  Adenine 7.77 —0.66 18 18 490 G
94  Cytosine 8.04 —0.56 19 19 410 G
95  Thymine 851 —0.36 19 19 468 G
96  Uracil 9.03 —-0.34 19 19 392 VG
97  Urea 899 —0.64 18 18 232 G
98  Silverdimer 6.99 070 27 31 178 N
99  Copperdimer 713 0.64 24 24 126 N
100 Coppercyanide 9.58 1.08 24 24 143 N




Table 3: IPs and EAs on the aug-QZ6P level of theory (in eV) and technical parameters
used in the calculations: Number of grid points, number of orbitals and fit set (N = Normal,
G = Good, VG = VeryGood).

Name IP EA N, N, Ny fit set
1 Helium 2328 —0.84 14 14 33 N
2 Neon 20.08 —1.22 19 19 68 N
3 Argon 1481 —082 24 24 82 N
4 Krypton 1341 —0.75 27 31 120 N
5 Xenon 11.76 —0.68 27 32 150 N
6 Hydrogen 15.72 —-090 14 14 66 N
7 Lithiumdimer 490 043 18 18 128 N
8 Sodiumdimer 4.79 050 24 24 146 N
9 Sodiumtetramer 419 092 24 24 292 N
10  Sodiumhexamer 424 095 24 24 438 N
11 Dipotassium 3.93 053 24 24 198 N
12 Dirubidium 3.76  0.59 27 28 274 N
13 Nitrogen 1471 —254 18 18 140 N
14 Phosphorusdimer 10.05 049 24 24 172 N
15  Arsenicdimer 928 0.74 24 24 238 N
16  Fluorine 1478 0.15 21 21 140 N
17  Chlorine 1093 056 24 24 174 N
18 Bromine 10.15  1.12 27 32 248 N
19  Iodine 902 136 27 31 274 N
20  Methane 13.84 —0.89 17 17 196 VG
21  Ethane 1228 —0.88 18 18 326 VG
22 Propane 11.73 —-0.83 18 18 456 VG
23  Buthane 1144 —0.81 18 18 586 VG
24  Ethylene 10.17 —2.03 18 18 260 VG
25  Acetylene 10.95 —2.65 17 17 194 VG
26  Tetracarbon 10.63 240 22 22 256 G
27  Cyclopropane 1049 —0.88 18 18 390 VG
28  Benzene 892 —1.14 19 19 582 G
29  Cyclooctatetraene 8.01 —0.17 20 20 776 G
30  Cyclopentadiene 825 —1.07 19 19 518 G
31 Vynilfluoride 10.09 —2.09 20 20 297 G
32 Vynilchloride 9.62 —1.49 24 24 314 G
33 Vynilbromide 887 —1.39 27 32 351 N
34 Vyniliodide 8.86 —0.95 27 32 372 N
35  Carbontetrafluoride 15.24 —-090 19 19 344 G
36  Carbontetrachloride 10.93 —0.21 24 24 412 G
37  Carbontetrabromide 981 0.78 27 29 560 N
38  Carbontetraiodide 866 1.81 27 32 644 N
39  Silane 12.26 —0.83 22 22 213 VG
40  Germane 11.95 —-0.77 24 24 251 G
41  Disilane 1026 —0.85 24 24 360 G
42  Pentasilane 888 —0.26 24 24 801 G
43  Lithiumhydride 6.21 001 14 14 97 N
44  Potassiumhydride 485 0.11 24 24 132 N
45  Borane 1278 —-0.39 17 17 163 G
46  Diborane6 11.83 —0.99 18 18 326 G
47  Amonia 10.12 —-0.85 19 19 169 G
48  Hydrogenazide 10.28 —1.55 19 19 243 G
49  Phosphine 10.12 —0.76 24 24 185 G
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Name IP EA N, N, Ny fit set
50  Arsine 10.06 —0.73 24 24 218 G
51  Hydrogensulfide 9.90 —0.85 24 24 148 N
52 Hydrogenfluoride 1499 —-1.15 19 19 103 N
53  Hydrogenchloride 12.06 —-1.30 24 24 120 N
54 Lithiumfluoride 9.90 —0.06 21 21 134 N
55 Magnesiumfluoride 12.27 0.15 20 20 213 N
56  Titaniumfluoride 13.78 —0.48 27 27 384 N
57  Aluminumtrifluoride 14.16 —0.10 22 22 291 G
58  Fluoroborane 10.36 —1.38 21 21 134 N
59  Sulfertetrafluoride 12.02 —0.55 24 24 362 G
60  Potassiumbromide 7.50 0.27 27 32 223 N
61  Galliummonochloride 9.50 —0.13 24 24 206 N
62  Sodiumchloride 814 035 24 24 160 N
63  Magnesiumchloride 10.84 044 24 24 247 N
64  Aluminumtriiodide 9.24 064 27 31 516 N
65  Boronnitride 10.95 347 24 24 134 N
66  Hydrogencyanide 13.06 —248 17 17 167 N
67  Phosphorusmononitride 10.99 —0.04 24 24 156 N
68  Hydrazene 9.14 —-0.77 19 19 272 G
69  Formaldehyde 10.26 —1.22 21 21 195 G
70  Methanol 10.41 —-0.95 19 19 261 VG
71  Ethanol 10.01 —-0.87 20 20 391 VG
72 Acetaldehyde 946 —1.32 21 21 325 VG
73 Ethoxyethane 924 —0.74 20 20 651 VG
74 FormicAcid 10.61 —2.00 20 20 260 G
75  Hydrogenperoxide 10.80 —2.25 19 19 196 G
76 Water 11.69 —-0.96 19 19 131 N
77  Carbondioxide 13.17 —1.03 19 19 194 N
78  Carbondisulfide 9.58 —0.06 24 24 228 N
79  Carbonoxysulfide 10.73 —1.40 24 24 211 N
80  Carbonoxyselenide 10.08 —1.13 24 24 248 N
81  Carbonmonoxide 13.39 —1.04 20 20 129 N
82  Ozon 11.67 1.83 23 23 195 N
83  Sulferdioxide 11.71 0.69 24 24 212 N
84  Berylliummonoxide 9.10 1.90 23 23 129 N
85  Magnesiummonoxide 6.78 1.62 24 24 138 N
86  Tuloene 858 —1.05 19 19 712 G
87  Ethybenzene 846 —1.05 19 19 842 G
88  Hexafluorobenzene 9.44 —0.29 21 21 804 G
89  Phenol 831 —0.99 20 20 647 G
90  Aniline 7.58 —1.14 20 20 685 G
91  Pyridine 8.96 —0.64 19 19 555 G
92  Guanine 764 —0.71 21 21 900 VG
93  Adenine 7.92 —0.50 20 20 835 G
94  Cytosine 820 —0.40 21 21 696 G
95  Thymine 8.6 —0.20 20 20 788 G
96  Uracil 9.13 —0.18 21 21 658 VG
97  Urea 9.10 —0.58 20 20 401 G
98  Silverdimer 7.02 078 27 31 284 N
99  Copperdimer 7.56 0.78 27 32 210 N
100 Coppercyanide 9.85 1.24 27 29 239 N




Table 4: Ionization potentials and electron affinities for the subset of 250 molecules from
the GW5000 database using TZ3P and QZ6P basis sets as well as complete basis set limit
extrapolated values. All values are in eV.

IP EA
Name TZ3P QZ6P extra TZ3P QZ6P extra
16 720 739 7.63 —0.20 0.05 0.36

212 8.01 814 830 034 059 0.90
389 829 846 866 0.33 0.55  0.84
o84 10.30 1043 10.60  1.44 1.65  1.92
964 816 822 830 027 050 0.78
1145 7.30 748  7.69  0.51 0.73 1.01
1304 8.58 870 886 1.27 1.44  1.65
1415 783 800 822 -—-0.30 -0.02 0.33
1627 7.50 770 795 1.34 1.56 1.84
1761 8.05 8.24 848 0.12 0.35 0.6
1942 707 792 810 —-0.29 —-0.05 0.24
2142 8.07 826 849 057 082 1.14
2403 7.14 732 754 0.65 0.86 1.12
2686 7.71 787 8.08 1.16 1.38  1.66
2869 858 871 886 0.80 1.00  1.25
3133 10.76 10.90 11.06  1.51 1.74  2.03
3387 7.51 7.68 7.88 0.50 0.73 1.01
3793 8.71 8.88  9.08 —0.06 0.20  0.53
4002 793 806 823 201 220 245
4257 8.23 832 845 —-0.10 0.17  0.54
4465 787 809 836 0.32 0.56  0.86
4727 7.73 792 816 —0.18 0.07  0.37
4986 8.52 8.64 880 —0.17 0.13 0.51
5179 7.16 734 7.58 0.83 1.07  1.37
2330 828 847 870 0.35 0.57  0.84
5760  10.49 10.61 10.75  0.13 041  0.74
2948 6.73 691 7.14 -0.10 0.17  0.49
6247 7.74 7.89  8.08 —0.08 0.17  0.47
6527 8.48 865 887 1.00 1.23  1.53
6838 8.71 8.87 9.08 —0.13 0.10  0.39
7071 737 753 772 017 040  0.68
7348 8.07 833 866 —0.18 0.05 0.33
7474 814 832 854 045 0.68  0.96
7729 866 880 896 064 086 1.14
7902 8.04 826 852 007 035 0.70
8115 790 808 829 0.53 0.78 1.10
8314 8.88  9.06 9.27 —0.26 0.01  0.34
8509 893 9.10 932 0.19 042  0.71
8740 793 812 836 —0.02 0.26  0.62
9040 6.85 6.97 712 -0.22 -0.04 0.19
9202 8.11 8.28 848 091 1.10  1.33
9538 836 855 879 1.27 148  1.73
9844 8.35 8.48 864 0.08 036  0.71
10214 10.05 10.20 10.38  2.06 225 248
10450  7.64 779 797 0.05 0.30  0.60
10698  9.21 941 965 054 078 1.08
10978 717 735  7.57 —0.10 0.15 0.46
11151 789  8.05 825 0.55 0.77 1.05
11403 11.14 11.26 1141 —-040 -0.17  0.12
11661 833 843 856 —0.18 0.07  0.37
12004  7.39 7.58 7.81 0.15 0.39  0.70
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IP EA
Name TZ3P QZ6P extra TZ3P QZ6P extra

12143 825 843 865 052 0.74 1.01
12405 789 803 820 0.13  0.37  0.66
12569 932 946 9.64 020 043  0.72
12919  7.51 7720 797 018 042 0.73
13151  7.82 798 817 —0.02 021  0.49
13321 788 803 821 1.04 1.28  1.58
13505 749 766 788 0.17 041  0.70
13702 6.72 691 714 -035 -—-0.06 0.30
13712 7.71 7.86  8.04 0.82 1.02  1.26
13722 785 805 830 0.29 052 0.80
13736  7.03 718 736 0.00 019 0.43
13760 717 733 754 019 046  0.80
14098 689 7.09 733 034 058 0.87
14226 759 778 801 —-0.06 0.18 048
14670 798 817 841 048 0.73  1.05
14979 866 885 9.08 —-0.24  0.07 047
15273 7.35 7.50  7.68 0.01 0.25 0.54
15429 640 658 680 058 0.84 1.15
15634 829 846 867 —-027 -—-0.03 0.27
15938 785 800 818 0.08 036 0.71
16245  7.45 768 796 —0.12 0.14 047
16444 820 839 863 062 084 1.11
16704  6.21 6.37  6.58 0.93 1.16 145
16849 778 797 819 0.08 032 0.62
16982 766 781 802 0.11 0.31  0.57
17264 714 730 7.50 0.78 1.04  1.37
17502 837 853 873 040 0.64 0.95
17807 746 753 7.62 —-0.02 0.16 0.39
18111  7.01 714 731  0.15 039 0.69
18255 865 879 897 0.96 1.20 149
18460 697 7.19 746 0.75 098  1.28
18611 854 869 883 —0.28 —-0.01  0.33
18825 718 735 758 047 071 1.02
19062 757 7775 798 —0.03  0.23  0.57
19347 836 845 857 1.64 1.88  2.18
19664 857 876 9.00 069 098 1.34
19910 948 961 977  1.03 1.27  1.56
20065 790 806 826 058 080 1.08
20311 8.63 878 897 —-0.17  0.08 0.38
20649 767 781 799 —-0.23 001 0.29
20821 815 833 856  0.82 1.06 1.36
21105 8.06 824 846 196 216 241
21210 792 807 826 0.13 037 0.67
21361 824 838 856 1.20 142 1.69
21611 6.53 6.69 690 050 0.73  1.02
21895  9.28 942 959 0.03 0.25 0.52
22078 720 734 753 1.24 1.47  1.76
22407 866 881 9.00 1.19 142 1.70
22699 815 829 845 1.19 1.40  1.66
22875 739 758 783 —-0.17  0.07  0.38
23028 866 879 896 0.39 0.60 0.86
23303 734 748 7.66 1.31 1.51  1.76
23652 7.8 802 823 017 042 0.72
23853 741 759 781 010 034 0.64
24031  6.23 640 6.62 0.11 037  0.70
24201  6.68 6.87 7.10 —-0.19 0.06 0.36
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IP EA
Name TZ3P QZ6P extra TZ3P QZ6P extra

24419 852 869 892 —-0.17  0.08 0.40
24722 7.1 7.26 746 010 033  0.61
24951 736 752 .73 022 047  0.78
25240 945 964 983 —-0.14 0.10 041
25412 774 78 794 047 0.71  1.00
25789 860 877 898 0.08 0.32 0.62
25995  7.21 739 7.61 0.01 0.25  0.55
26246 783 799 818 0.69 090 1.17
26458 758 775 797 —-0.04 021  0.51
26685  7.82 799 820 041 0.65 0.94
26821 793 807 824 0.12 036 0.66
27000 746 7656 790 —-0.02 0.22 0.53
27374 780 795 813 —-0.08 0.16 0.46
27595 937 950 9.66 1.05 1.24 149
27801  7.81 8.00 823 —0.08 020 0.53
28006 750 767 7.8 033 057  0.88
28162 723 733 745 —0.01 0.15 0.35
28450 733 742 753 073 090 1.11
28674  8.08 823 841 -0.08 0.18 0.51
28988 756 777 803  0.15 043 0.78
29288 934 943 955 —-0.09 0.20 0.57
29484 78 807 830 042 0.67 097
29738  7.84  8.00 822 —-0.17  0.08 0.40
30014  6.81 6.98 7.20 091 1.16 147
30240 710 730 755 —-0.19  0.06 0.37
30510  6.64 6.8 7.13 010 037 0.71
30647 7.72 7.86 8.04 0.01 0.26  0.58
30833 759 778 801 0.75 097 1.23
31114 756 775 799 025 049 0.78
31332 779 794 814 024 049 081
31529 769 787 8.08 —-0.22 -0.03 0.19
3183 767 774 783 0.69 0.8  1.06
32294 6.55 6.76 7.03 1.36 1.61 191
32571 897 9.10 927 -0.09 0.18 0.52
32947 709 720 733 062 082 1.06
33146 9.04 9.18 935 —-0.08 0.16 0.46
33372 748 761 775 —=0.19  0.02  0.29
33531 743 757 T4 029 0 052 0.80
33692 840 856 877 042  0.67 0.99
34005 740 758 781 0.08 036 0.70
34307  7.42 761 784 097 123 1.56
34564  6.52  6.72 696 042 0.68 1.00
34913 7.08 724 745 028 052 0.84
35225 799 812 829 -0.23 0.06 043
35442 6.91 707 727 053 078 111
35790 720 737 758 0.16 046  0.82
36205 835 850 870 0.72 096  1.26
36515 776 798 826 035 0.60 0.92
36735  7.15 733 755 1.10 1.34 1.64
37128 840 855 874 194 211 232
37381 817 831 848 —-0.26 —-0.02 0.28
37765 9.23 936 951 —-0.06 016 0.43
38018  7.08 727 751 014 040 0.72
38315 849 866 887 041 0.64 093
38639  6.41 6.58 6.79 007 032 0.63
38920 6.89 7.06 726 0.69 094 1.24
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Name TZ3P QZ6P extra TZ3P QZ6P extra

39175 659 679 7.05 0.02 029 0.62
39418 794 812 834 066 091 1.21
39685  7.75 792 814 0.82 1.02  1.27
39917 780 793 809 -0.19 0.06 0.36
40143  7.87 808 834 0.66 091 1.22
40494 7.8 804 826 039 0.61 0.90
40764 844 856 870 1.73 1.96  2.25
40978  8.71 889 9.12 —-0.38 -—-0.15 0.14
41377 824 838 857 0.13 040 0.74
41571 644  6.62 6.85 055 0.83 1.17
41897 769 790 815 0.65 0.77  0.93
42090 754 774 799 015 042  0.75
42424 782  8.03 829 —-0.23 0.05 0.40
42754 7.05 724 747 045 070 1.01
42908 720 740 764 025 049  0.80
43090  6.59 6.70  6.85  0.83 1.01  1.24
43385 730 747 768 049 073 1.04
43634 776 796 821 020 045 0.74
43905  7.45 766 793 007 031 0.62
44205 717 723 731 028  0.40  0.56
44586  6.15 631  6.51 057  0.78  1.04
44870 815 833 857 —-0.03 0.22  0.53
45218  8.04 822 845 0.23 042 0.66
45485  7.91 810 835 1.13 1.37  1.67
45666 8.63 876 892 —-0.12 0.14 047
45995  7.67 7.88 815 026 0.52 0.84
46362 857 872 891 —-0.20 0.03 0.32
46610 842 859 881 0.01 0.30  0.67
46821 697 714 735 0.71 094 1.22
46991 869 881 897 047 0.72 1.03
47200 704 715 727 032 057 0.87
47575 768  7.87 812 054 080 1.13
4797 710 732 759 046  0.73  1.06
47960 593  6.17 647 1.15 1.39  1.70
48162 8.03 818 836  0.81 1.06  1.37
48399  7.68 7.86 8.08 091 1.13 140
48653 749 765 7.84 1.29 1.50  1.75
48947  6.89 7.09 735 —-0.10 0.14 044
49106 764 781 801 0.66 091 1.22
49471  6.01 6.19 6.42 1.46 1.70  2.00
49946 766 783 803 026 050 0.80
00224 839 855 875 035 061 095
50401  7.72 791 814 —-0.14 0.10 041
50771 776 791  8.09 —-0.08 0.16 045
51045 749 770 797 -0.07 0.14  0.39
51317 6.98 718 743 040 0.66 0.98
51639  7.67 783 8.02 1.04 1.25  1.51
51981 830 845 864 0.21 046  0.78
02259 823 841 862 048 0.76 1.10
292590 650 6.69 692 069 082 098
52978 817 833 852 —-0.40 -0.15 0.15
53229 852 865 881 0.16 0.47 0.86
23566  9.70  9.77 9.8 —-0.41 -—-0.15 0.16
03842  8.08 822 840 0.96 1.17 143
54009  7.61 7.78 8.00 —-0.27 —-0.02  0.30
54233 760 777 797 —-0.24  0.00 0.31

Continued on next page
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IP EA
Name TZ3P QZ6P extra TZ3P QZ6P extra

04412 848 862 880 0.89 1.10  1.36
54680  7.16 741 772 —-0.04 0.21  0.52
54908  6.95 715 739  1.60 1.80  2.06
55110  8.31 849 873 —-0.10 0.15 045
55259 757 73 793  0.66 087 1.13
55516 898 912 931 019 042 0.72
55803 893 9.09 929 064 087 1.14
56050 872 88 9.04 -0.18 0.07 0.39
56219  8.67 883 914 058 0.81 1.10
06406  7.22 739 760 046 070 0.98
06584  9.88  9.99 10.14  1.05 1.26  1.52
06782 859 872 887 0.13 037  0.65
orl4ar 710 728 749 037 059 087
27383  9.26 937 950 1.02 1.22 146
27610 795 811 831 —-0.27 001 0.35
27896 759 768 780 054 076 1.04
58206  6.85 702 724 060 083 1.12
08443 882 896 913 —-024 001 0.34
58653  9.14 930 949 0.09 032 0.61
58846  8.03 815 830 —0.01 0.23  0.53
09124  7.06 723 743 114 1.33  1.57
59304  9.51 9.60 9.71 141 1.58  1.78
09631  7.32 747 765 058  0.80 1.06
59849 858 876 899 —-0.04 021 0.51
60181 780 795 813 0.74 097 1.25
60360 846 869 895 044 0.66 0.92
60545 777 795 818 0.13 036 0.64
60749  7.67 782 801 0.78 1.01  1.31
60961 7.8 797 810 097 119 1.46
61133 717 735 756 013 035 0.63
61346 774 790 811 —-0.05 0.21 0.54
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