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Adsorption energies are necessary but not sufficient to identify good catalysts
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As a core technology for green chemical synthesis and electrochemical energy storage, electrocatal-
ysis is central to decarbonization strategies aimed at combating climate change. In this context,
computational and machine learning driven catalyst discovery has emerged as a major research fo-
cus. These approaches frequently use the thermodynamic overpotential, calculated from adsorption
free energies of reaction intermediates, as a key parameter in their analysis. In this paper, we explore
the large-scale applicability of such overpotential estimates for identifying good catalyst candidates
by using datasets from the Open Catalyst Project (OC20 and OC22). We start by quantifying the
uncertainty in predicting adsorption energies using ab initio methods and find that ~0.3-0.5 eV is a
conservative estimate for a single adsorption energy prediction. We then compute the overpotential
of all materials in the OC20 and OC22 datasets for the hydrogen and oxygen evolution reactions. We
find that while the overpotential allows the identification of known good catalysts such as platinum
and iridium oxides, the uncertainty is large enough to misclassify a broad fraction of the datasets
as “good”, which limits its value as a screening criterion. These results question the reliance on
overpotential estimation as a primary evaluation metric to sort through catalyst candidates and
calls for a shift in focus in the computational catalysis and machine learning communities towards

other metrics such as synthesizability, stability, lifetime or affordability.

I. INTRODUCTION

The transition to a low-carbon economy hinges in part
on advances in catalytic processes such as green hydro-
gen production and the conversion of atmospheric carbon
dioxide into fuels to decarbonize sectors lacking sustain-
able alternatives [1-3]. Consequently, the design or dis-
covery of stable, efficient, sustainable and cost-effective
catalysts is attracting growing interest from the compu-
tational materials science and machine learning commu-
nities [4-6].

Assessing and predicting what a good catalyst con-
stitutes is central to that endeavor. The overpotential
of an electrocatalytic reaction, which strongly correlates
to catalytic activity, is widely used to measure catalytic
performance. In a method established by Ngrskov and
co-workers, the thermodynamic overpotential (1) can be
computed as a function of the adsorption free energies
of reaction intermediates, typically obtained with den-
sity functional theory (DFT) calculations [4, 7-9]. This
approach assumes that the activation energy of each re-
action step correlates with the difference in adsorption
energies between its reactants and products, as described
by the Bronsted—Evans—Polanyi (BEP) relationship. Us-
ing this approach, adsorption energy calculations have
been used both to successfully explain experimental ob-
servations and to predict trends in catalytic efficiency
across small sets of selected materials [8—16].

Recently, the Open Catalyst Project has drawn sig-
nificant attention to the field of catalyst materials dis-
covery with the release of several large-scale datasets

of adsorption energy calculations [17-19]. Their stated
goal is to accelerate the discovery of new catalyst mate-
rials through the use of machine learning (ML) [6]. In
practice, the rise of high-throughput ML-based catalyst
screening has made Ngrskov-style overpotential calcula-
tions the default way to assess catalytic performance.

ML models trained on these large datasets can not
only speed up adsorption energy calculations, but can
also open up the possibility of generating new materials.
Several methods have emerged to generate realistic sta-
ble crystal structures with specific properties [20-23], in-
cluding catalysts specifically [24]. In this inverse design
paradigm, materials are generated and often optimized
according to a certain useful property. When it comes
to discovering new high performance catalysts, overpo-
tential seems like a natural optimization objective, but
can it really serve as a purely predictive, high-throughput
metric for identifying the best candidates?

In this paper, we test whether overpotential is indeed
a suitable metric to identify the best catalysts for these
reactions. To do so, we use existing DFT data from the
OC20[17] and OC22[18] datasets to compute and ana-
lyze the overpotential for two major electrocatalytic re-
actions: the hydrogen and oxygen evolution reactions
(HER and OER). We start by quantifying the uncer-
tainty of DFT-based adsorption free energy calculations
and its effect on the predicted overpotential. Then, we
compute the overpotentials and filter all materials in both
datasets according to this metric. We find that very large
portions of the datasets are predicted as ideal catalysts
within the uncertainty of the estimation. Although good
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catalysts such as platinum (for HER) can be correctly
identified, overpotential lacks selectivity to pinpoint top
performing materials. We discuss the implications of this
finding and suggest that Pourbaix stability might be a
much more selective filter.

II. RESULTS

A. Quantifying uncertainty in adsorption free
energy calculations

The first step in assessing the usefulness of overpoten-
tial as a screening metric is to quantify the uncertainty
associated with its prediction. Analogous to resolution
in optics (Rayleigh criterion), uncertainty determines the
smallest difference in the predicted overpotential that can
reliably distinguish the performance of two materials. In
other words, if two catalyst surfaces have predicted over-
potential that are within each other’s uncertainty, it is
not possible to confidently predict which one is better. A
lower uncertainty therefore corresponds to a higher abil-
ity to discriminate small variations in performance. The
closer the predicted overpotential of various materials is
to each other, the smaller the uncertainty needs to be to
meaningfully order them in terms of performance.

The adsorption free energies AG,qs of the HER and
OER intermediates are calculated at standard pressure
and temperature (STP, 298.15 K, 1 bar, pH = 0). This
involves first computing the adsorption energy AE, s at
0 K with DFT and then adding a Gibbs free energy cor-
rection term AG .. to it.

AG45(STP) = AE45(0 K) + AG corr (1)

The uncertainty (u) on AGygs is the sum of the un-
certainties on AFE,qs and AGeorr (Ugds and Ueorr respec-
tively).

Calculating A E, 45 requires making choices about DFT
parameters such as k-point density, energy cutoff, and
convergence criteria, as well as assumptions about the
physical system, including surface terminations, cover-
ages and adsorption sites. Literature practices vary
widely, and while parameters can be tuned to reproduce
experiments, predictive studies cannot rely on such ad-
justments.

To estimate the uncertainty of adsorption energy
AFE,y in the context of HER, we evaluated AFE,y for
nine metal surfaces while varying six different parameters
within ranges of values found in the literature. These sets
of parameters all represent reasonable choices to repre-
sent the system without any prior knowledge. We then
recorded the maximum difference in AFE,y that could
be obtained across all sets of parameters and calcula-
tions from the literature (when available). We call this
uncertainty uP2™™) and its value for HER (AE,p) is
reported in Table I. See Section S2 A in the SI for a de-
tailed analysis of these calculations.

TABLE I: Summary of adsorption free energy (AG,qs)
uncertainty quantification in the context of HER and
OER. All values are in eV.

Reaction (ufli’;ram) or uf:';jm)) + Ucorr > u
HER 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.3
OER 0.5 0.4-0.7 0.2-0.3 0.5

For OER, we computed adsorption energies of *OH,
*Q, and *OOH on four oxide surfaces while varying five
different parameters. Then, for each adsorbate combina-
tion we recorded ugziram) The range of values for the
three OER adsorbates is reported in in Table I. See Sec-
tion S2B in the SI for a detailed analysis of these calcu-

lations.

We also quantified statistically the effect of some of
these parameters (surface termination, coverage, and ad-
sorption site) by measuring the variance of calculations
that used identical bulk structures and Miller indices in
the OC20 and OC22 datasets. For example, if two cal-
culations in OC22 have the same slab identifier and the
same number of adsorbates we know that the difference
in energy between these two calculations is likely due to
the choice of the site. Here, we use the average root
mean squared distance between calculated energies and

the mean of each set of structures with corresponding pa-

. . stats
rameters as a measure of uncertainty. We call it ugds )

Its values for HER on OC20 and OER on OC22 are re-
ported in Table I. See Section S2 C in the SI for a detailed
a analysis of these calculations.

Finally, in addition to the uncertainty on AF,qs, for
each adsorbate (*H, *OH, *O, and *OOH), we quanti-
fied how much Gibbs free energy corrections vary across
several materials. Gibbs free energy corrections are com-
putationally expensive and are almost always assumed to
be constant across surfaces and materials. Therefore, any
variation across different materials of AG .o, adds to the
uncertainty of the adsorption free energy. In this case, for
each adsorbate, Ucorr is the maximum difference between
our calculated AG.. and the constant AG ... used in
0C20 and OC22. The values for HER (AE.y) and a
range for OER are reported in Table I. See Section S2D
in the SI for a detailed analysis of these calculations.

The quantities in Table I are estimates of different com-

ponents of the uncertainty. ug%iram) and u((j;jts) represent

two ways of estimating u,qs that should be compounded
with .o to obtain a total uncertainty.

Given the values in Table I, we propose to use 0.3 eV
as a conservative (lower bound) estimate of the uncer-
tainty of a hydrogen adsorption free energy calculation.

Looking at values in Table I and given that bad termi-

nations in OC22 might have an effect on ugi:jts), we pro-

pose 0.5 €V as a conservative estimate of the uncertainty
of adsorption free energy calculations in the context of
OER. These are the value we will use herein.



B. Dataset Analysis

Now that we have established reasonable bounds for
the adsorption free energy uncertainty we can evaluate if
the overpotential can serve as a relevant metric to classify
materials in the OC20 and OC22 datasets. To compute
the thermodynamic overpotential n from adsorption en-
ergies in acidic conditions we use the following formula:

AG,
n= Oril’LaSXn{AGz - AGi—l} - n I (2>

where n is the total number of electrons in the reaction
and {AG,} are the adsorption free energies at each inter-
mediate step ¢ with respect to the reactant (water in this
case). For each reaction, AGy = AGieactants = 0 and
AGn = AC”Yproducts = AC”Yrcaction- In the case of HERv we
have

AGO = AGHQ() = 0,
AGI = ACTV*Ha
AGy = AGy, = 0.

In this case, the free energy of the reaction is zero
because of the computational hydrogen electrode (CHE)
assumption that AGp, = 2AG. . For HER, Equation 2
becomes simply equivalent to the absolute value of the
AG,g. The OER reaction is slightly more complex with
4 intermediate steps:

AGy = AGp,o =0,
AG: = AG.om,
AGy = AG,0,

AG3 = AG.o0H,
AGy = AGo, = 4.92.

See the SI and methods for more details about the
reaction steps and the details of these calculations.

1. OC20 and the Hydrogen Evolution Reaction

We considered all surfaces in OC20 with *H adsorbates
and filtered out surfaces marked as having anomalies, to
obtain a total of 2402 surfaces covering 1937 different
bulk crystals. We obtained their adsorption free energies
by applying a constant Gibbs free energy correction of
0.24 eV from Ngrskov et al. [8] as is customary in the
literature. Results are displayed in Figure 1 in the form
of a volcano plot between AG,y and 1 which, in this
case, is simply its absolute value.

Ideal catalysts should have an overpotential as small
as possible and should be at the upper center of this plot.
The shaded area shows the region that is ideal within the
uncertainty that we determined in Section ITA: 0.3 eV.

It is evident in Figure 1 that the top of the AG, gy distri-
bution is centered around 0 V and that a large portion
of catalyst surfaces in OC20 are predicted to be “per-
fect HER catalyst” within uncertainty. In fact, 37% of
surfaces in OC20 fall within this uncertainty. Yet, mate-
rials in OC20 were chosen randomly from the Materials
Project Database [25] and there is no expectation that
this dataset would be biased in any way towards good
catalysts (see SI about exactly how materials were se-
lected in these datasets). This is not to say that 5 as
calculated in OC20 does not correlate to reality. For ex-
ample, orange points in Figure 1 show at least some cor-
relation between experimentally measured overpotential
from Danilovic et al. [12] and OC20 calculations. How-
ever, it is unlikely that the Materials Project and OC20
contain hundreds of undiscovered catalysts with similar
performance as Pt. Looking at some of the materials that
fall within the uncertainty, one can find materials such as
Na, K or Ca that are highly reactive and would quickly
disintegrate or explode in solution. Although it might
be true that a hypothetically stable Ca surface might be
an excellent HER catalyst, its lack of stability in water
ensures that it cannot be used in practice. Overpotential
may be necessary to identify a good catalyst, but because
it is so easy to find catalysts with ideal 7 in the Materials
Project it is not sufficient to pin-point which catalyst is
actually good.

2. 0C22 and the oxygen evolution reaction

Similarly, we studied all surfaces in OC22 where en-
ergies were calculated for *OH, *O and *OOH. There
were a total of 491 surfaces that met this criterion corre-
sponding to 359 materials. Upon analyzing the data, we
realized that some calculations involved unstable termi-
nations for reaction intermediates *OH and *OOH that
caused them to dissociate. We went through all surfaces
and measured distances and angles between atoms of the
*OH and *OOH adsorbates after relaxation, discarding
all calculations that did not meet our criteria. For *OH,
we required the O—H bond length to fall between 0.9 and
1.1 A. For *OOH, we applied the same 0.9-1.1 A thresh-
old to the O-H bond of the terminal hydroxyl group,
and required the O-O distance of the O-O-H unit to
lie between 1.3 and 1.5 A, with an O-O-H angle be-
tween 95 and 115 degrees. After this filtering, there were
187 surfaces from 147 materials remaining. We applied
fixed, adsorbate-specific Gibbs free energy corrections,
one constant each for *O, *OH, and *OOH, as calcu-
lated in OC22 [18]. We computed the overpotential 7
using Equation 2 for all surfaces; results for both filtered
and unfiltered data are presented in Figure 2.

In Figure 2, we plot the OER overpotential with re-
spect to the reaction free energy for the *OH to *O
step. This step is considered important because of the
existence of a scaling relationship between AG.opy and
AG .o [11] that correlates relatively strongly with . The
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FIG. 1: Overpotential as a function of calculated hydrogen adsorption free energy (AG,.p) in the OC20 dataset.
Experimental data is from Danilovic et al. [12]

difference in AG.o and AG.on values equals the reac-
tion free energy for this step and, because of this scaling
relationship, should be around 1.6 eV for an ideal cat-
alyst. Hence, ideal catalysts are expected to be at the
top (low ) and at the center. Because it is a difference
between two free energies, the total uncertainty is sim-
ply the sum of the uncertainties: 1 eV. It is once again
evident by looking at the top of Figure 2 that the dis-
tribution is centered around the ideal value and that a
large portion of the dataset is within the ideal zone.
Propagating the uncertainty of the adsorption energy
to 1 is not as straightforward for the OER. We know
that the best known catalysts IrOs and RuOs have over-
potentials of about 0.4 eV because they are limited by
the scaling relationship. So we know that their adsorp-
tion energies are approximately the following: AG.og =
1.23 eV, AG.o = 2.83 eV and AG.oon = 4.43 eV. Using
these values in Equation 2 yields 7;4eq; = 0.37 €V. Now,
assuming that these are the true values and treating the
uncertainty from Section IT A as statistical uncertainty
i.e., normal distributions centered on each AG with a
standard deviation of 0.5 eV we can obtain the result-
ing distribution of 7. This distribution is plotted in the
right panel of Figure 2. It is, in some way, the distribu-
tion of n we expect if we were to compute 7 for the ideal
catalyst with multiple sets of parameters as in Table S7.
For normally distributed data, the uncertainty is often
chosen to be one standard deviation; about 68% of the
data falls within that range. In our ideal distribution, the
same proportion of the overpotentials (68%) are within
1.09 eV. This is the threshold we will use to determine if
a surface is as good as the best known catalyst “within
uncertainty”. In fact, applying this exact same proce-

dure for the HER case where the distribution is normal
would yield a threshold of 0.3 eV.

Using this threshold, we find that 34% of all struc-
tures and 47% of filtered structures are within uncer-
tainty. Yet, once again, materials from OC22 are oxides
chosen randomly from the Materials Project where there
is no expectation of any bias towards good OER cata-
lysts. The best known catalyst IrO4 and RuOs were not
randomly selected to be part of OC22, but similar ma-
terials such as IrO3 and RuPtOy4 are predicted to have
good performance suggesting once again that overpoten-
tial can correctly predict good catalysts. However, it is
unlikely that almost half of the randomly selected materi-
als in the OC22 dataset happen to be excellent catalysts.
This suggests that overpotential is a weak metric to iden-
tify good catalysts. In other words, although it may or
may not have good specificity (i.e. the ratio of correctly
detected negatives to all actual negatives), it is definitely
not very selective (i.e. it leads to many false positives).

Here, we did not consider the choice of the surface
orientation as a factor in the prediction of 7: all surfaces
are represented separately in Figuresl and 2. In practice,
the goal is to obtain a prediction for the material as a
whole. One could assume that the overpotential of a
material is simply that of the best performing surface
or they could use a more elaborate aggregation method
based on methods such as the Wulff construction [26].
This could have an impact on the percentage of materials
that are predicted as high performing in OC20 and OC22,
but, once again, since Miller indices are chosen randomly,
there is no reason to expect that this would shift the
distribution one way or the other.
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FIG. 2: Overpotential as a function of the typical rate limiting step (AG.o - AG.om) in the OC22 dataset. The
dotted line is the distribution of calculated 7’s for the best known catalyst under the assumption that adsorption
free energy calculations are normally distributed with a standard deviation of 0.5 eV.

III. DISCUSSION

The analysis presented in the previous section does not
indicate that adsorption energy based overpotential pre-
dictions are necessarily wrong. At best (scenario 1), the
overpotential predictions are indeed correct and closely
match the true values with many materials truly having
low overpotentials. However, the fact that identifying
cheaper and more efficient catalysts for water splitting
remains an active area of research suggests that the hun-
dreds of low 1 materials in OC20 and OC22 are most
likely not good catalysts for other reasons. In experi-
mental studies, there is an implicit bias towards materials
that can work as catalysts. This is why no experimen-
tal potential data exist for Na, K and Ca; these met-
als react vigorously with water, forming hydrogen gas
and hydroxides almost instantaneously. This could ex-
plain why there is a relatively good correlation between
predicted and experimental overpotential in Figure 1 for
the literature [8, 11, 27] dataset. In this context, a low
overpotential appears to be a necessary condition for cat-
alytic activity, but because it is relatively easy to satisfy,
it is not sufficient for identifying truly effective catalysts.
This idea has already been discussed in the context of
HER by Broderick et al. [15] stating: “we discover that
favorable adsorption energies are a necessary condition
for experimental activity, but other factors often deter-
mine trends in practice.”

At worst (scenario 2), adsorption energy-based overpo-
tential predictions in OC20 and OC22 are inaccurate for
a large portion of the materials in these datasets. This

could be because of an inaccurate representation of cov-
erage, adsorption site, termination, surface orientation,
etc. and how different combinations of these physical pa-
rameters are aggregated into a single prediction. In this
scenario there might be a way to obtain more accurate
predictions with a better description of the system. How-
ever, Abed et al. [19] found that when linearly fitting ex-
perimental potentials for HER with computational data,
descriptive features of the materials alone fit the experi-
mental data almost as well as DFT-predicted adsorption
energies across different aggregation strategies suggesting
a relatively weak correlation between adsorption energy
and experiment regardless of how sites and surfaces are
treated.

While the predictions in OC20 and OC22 rely on the
BEP principle, it is possible that computing actual tran-
sition states and obtaining activation energies would shift
7 distributions down without affecting actual good cat-
alysts (e.g., Pt). In other words, it is possible that
good catalysts stand out because of their activation en-
ergies, not their adsorption (reaction) energies. Com-
puting transition states in a high-throughput context is
computationally expensive, but ML-based methods such
as CatTSunami[28] can make this process significantly
more affordable. It is to be determined if systematically
calculating such activation energies and taking into ac-
count their uncertainty on the entire dataset would make
predicted 1 more selective.

In both scenarios, adsorption energy based calculations
alone are weak filters for what constitutes a good cata-
lyst. There are several examples of computational and
machine learning studies in the literature that focus on
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FIG. 3: Decomposition energy for materials in OC22 that have at least one surface with all three OER adsorption
energies (AG.om, AG.0, AG.oon) and are part of the Materials Project database

other metrics first. For example, [29] screened through
thousands of materials using a machine learning model
of Pourbaix stability or Pourbaix decomposition energy:
the energy of a material above the most stable phase at
specific pH and potential. [30] also used Pourbaix sta-
bility as a first filter, preceding overpotential, to identify
good catalysts in OC22.

We computed the Pourbaix decomposition energy at a
pH of 0 (acidic conditions) and a potential of 1.63 V for
all 305 materials for which we had obtained 7 in Figure 2
that were also part of the Materials project. The dis-
tribution of their decomposition energy is shown in Fig-
ure 3. We use an uncertainty of 50 meV, because energy
differences for bulk oxides in the Materials Project are
estimated to have a standard deviation as low as 24 meV
[31]. Within that uncertainty, less than 5% of bulk struc-
tures are predicted to be stable. Even using a much more
permissive 200 meV cutoff, it is only 14% of structures
that are predicted stable. Decomposition energy being a
bulk property that, in many cases, only requires a single
energy calculation, it may constitute a more relevant ob-
jective function for catalyst discovery than overpotential,
especially in the context of generative crystal models.
Hence, compared to adsorption energies, Pourbaix sta-
bility appears to be a better criteria for catalyst screen-
ing: using the adsorption energy metric 7 yields a broad
range of candidates while Pourbaix stability narrows the
selection.

The Open Catalyst 2020 and 2022 datasets have be-
come ubiquitous for computational catalysis research.
Our paper shows how adsorption energies from these
datasets and therefore models trained on this data may
not be directly useful to identify or generate good cata-
lysts. However, we want to emphasize that (1) our anal-
ysis and our conclusions would obviously not have been
possible without them, (2) they remain extremely valu-
able to train machine learning force fields and (3) they

have brought remarkable attention to this field from the
ML community. We hope that our paper can steer this
community including the Open Catalyst Project towards
more effective objectives for catalyst discovery.

IV. CONCLUSION

Materials discovery requires well-defined objective
functions, which, for high throughput screening must be
theoretical in nature. For electro-catalytic reactions, the
objective is often related to minimizing the predicated
overpotential based on adsorption free energy calcula-
tions. Focusing on the hydrogen and oxygen evolution
reactions and using DFT-calculated adsorption energy
data from the Open Catalyst Project, we tested the via-
bility of this approach.

We first quantified the inherent uncertainty in DFT-
calculated adsorption free energies by running various
adsorption energy calculations with several sets of pa-
rameters and with statistical analyses of the OC20 and
0C22 datasets. We found that 0.3 eV is a conservative
estimate of the uncertainty of adsorption free energies on
metal surfaces used for HER and that 0.5 eV is a con-
servative estimate of the uncertainty of adsorption free
energies on oxide surfaces used for OER.

We computed the overpotential for the hydrogen and
oxygen evolution reaction of all entries that had suffi-
cient information in the Open Catalyst 2020 and Open
Catalyst 2022 datasets respectively. We found that, ac-
cording to the overpotential criterion, 37% of catalyst
surfaces in OC20 and 47% of catalyst surfaces in OC22
would be considered to be as good or better than the
best known catalysts for their respective reactions within
our estimate of the uncertainty. Since the structures in
these datasets are chosen randomly within the Materials
Project database, there is no expected bias towards good



catalysts. Therefore, we conclude that adsorption energy
based overpotential cannot be used to selectively identify
good catalysts.

These findings highlight the limitations of relying
solely on the adsorption energy based thermodynamic
overpotential and other similar metrics for catalyst
screening. Factors such as catalyst stability, cost, synthe-
sis feasibility, and environmental impact may represent
stronger and cheaper filters that should be considered
first. As a possible alternative, we find that Pourbaix
stability is much more selective when applied to OC22,
with less than 5% of structures predicted to be stable.
Using more effective objectives like stability can help pri-
oritize better candidates and lead to more practical and
successful catalyst discovery.

V. COMPUTATIONAL METHODS

All DFT calculations were performed with the VASP
package (version 6.3.0) and AG., values were calcu-
lated using the VaspGibbs package [32].

For the HER, DFT calculations were performed using
five-layer slabs, with the top two layers relaxed and a 60
A vacuum separating periodic images. Hydrogen adsorp-
tion was modeled at octahedral or octahedral-like sites on
fce{111} and bec{110} surfaces, at coverages of 0.25 and
1 monolayer. Both RPBE and PBE exchange—correlation
functionals were used with a plane-wave cutoff of 350 eV
and a 4x4x1 k-point mesh.

For the OER, slabs of perovskites SrAO3{100} (B =
Ti or Co) were terminated with the B atoms, and *O,
*OH, and *OOH intermediates were adsorbed directly
atop these B sites. The slab contained three atomic lay-
ers, with only the top layer relaxed. For rutile oxides,
MO2{110} (M = Ru or Ir) slabs were constructed with
surface M atoms exposed, and adsorbates were placed on
top of the M sites; in this case, the top layer of a four-layer
slab was relaxed. All calculations employed a plane-wave
cutoff energy of 500 eV, spin polarization, and the RPBE
or the PBE exchange—correlation functionals.

For both the HER and the OER, dipole corrections
were applied, and structural relaxations were carried out
using the conjugate-gradient algorithm.

Pourbaix decomposition energies were computed us-
ing pymatgen’s PourbaixDiagram feature.For each ma-
terial, energies of materials and decomposition products
required for the Pourbaix diagram were retrieved from
the Materials Project as PourbaixEntry objects. Then,
pymatgen was used to create a room-temperature Pour-
baix diagram as a PourbaixDiagram object, using the
filter_solids flag to remove unstable phases, and using
the default ion concentration of 1075 M. When these un-
stable phases are present in OC22, they can lead to neg-
ative Pourbaix energies. Therefore, we excluded struc-
tures that lead to negative energies from Figure 3. The
Pourbaix diagram was then sampled at a pH of 0 and a
potential of 1.63 V to obtain the predicted decomposition

energy.

VI. CODE AVAILABILITY

The code to reproduce all figures and tables is available
on our public repository [33].

VII. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

S.C. gratefully acknowledges the late Prof. Meenakshi
Chatterjee for the valuable discussions in 2022 that
guided her toward exploring machine learning, an area
she might not have otherwise pursued. A.D. and O.V. ac-
knowledge support from the Alliance for Al-Accelerated
Materials Discovery (A3MD). Authors affiliated with
Mila, ackowledge the support of Samsung.

VIII. SUPPORTING INFORMATION

Details on adsorption energy calculations with DFT,
derivation of objective functions for the HER and the
OER from respective reaction mechanisms, supporting
figures and tables.



[1]

3]

[4]

[5]

[9]

(10]

(11]

(12]

J. Masa, C. Andronescu, and W. Schuhmann, Electro-
catalysis as the Nexus for Sustainable Renewable Energy:
The Gordian Knot of Activity, Stability, and Selectiv-
ity, Angewandte Chemie International Edition 59, 15298
(2020).

P. C. Sherrell, M. Iesalnieks, Y. Ehrnst, A. R. Rezk, and
A. Sutka, Electrocatalysis for Green(er) Chemistry: Lim-
itations and Opportunities with Traditional and Emerg-
ing Characterization Methods for Tangible Societal Im-
pact, Advanced Energy and Sustainability Research 5,
2400008 (2024).

A. M. Oliveira, R. R. Beswick, and Y. Yan, A green hy-
drogen economy for a renewable energy society, Current
Opinion in Chemical Engineering 33, 100701 (2021).

J. K. Ngrskov, F. Studt, F. Abild-Pedersen, and T. Bli-
gaard, Fundamental Concepts in Heterogeneous Cataly-
sis, 1st ed. (Wiley, 2014).

H. Mai, T. C. Le, D. Chen, D. A. Winkler, and R. A.
Caruso, Machine Learning for Electrocatalyst and Pho-
tocatalyst Design and Discovery, Chemical Reviews 122,
13478 (2022).

C. L. Zitnick, L. Chanussot, A. Das, S. Goyal, J. Heras-
Domingo, C. Ho, W. Hu, T. Lavril, A. Palizhati, M. Riv-
iere, M. Shuaibi, A. Sriram, K. Tran, B. Wood, J. Yoon,
D. Parikh, and Z. Ulissi, An Introduction to Electrocat-
alyst Design using Machine Learning for Renewable En-
ergy Storage (2020), version Number: 1.

J. K. Ngrskov, J. Rossmeisl, A. Logadottir, L. Lindqvist,
J. R. Kitchin, T. Bligaard, and H. Jénsson, Origin of the
Overpotential for Oxygen Reduction at a Fuel-Cell Cath-
ode, The Journal of Physical Chemistry B 108, 17886
(2004).

J. K. Ngrskov, T. Bligaard, A. Logadottir, J. R. Kitchin,
J. G. Chen, S. Pandelov, and U. Stimming, Trends in
the Exchange Current for Hydrogen Evolution, Journal
of The Electrochemical Society 152, J23 (2005).

J. Rossmeisl, A. Logadottir, and J. Ngrskov, Electrolysis
of water on (oxidized) metal surfaces, Chemical Physics
319, 178 (2005).

M. T. Koper, Thermodynamic theory of multi-electron
transfer reactions: Implications for electrocatalysis, Jour-
nal of Electroanalytical Chemistry 660, 254 (2011).

I. C. Man, H. Su, F. Calle-Vallejo, H. A. Hansen, J. 1.
Martinez, N. G. Inoglu, J. Kitchin, T. F. Jaramillo, J. K.
Ngrskov, and J. Rossmeisl, Universality in Oxygen Evolu-
tion Electrocatalysis on Oxide Surfaces, ChemCatChem
3, 1159 (2011).

N. Danilovic, R. Subbaraman, D. Strmcnik, K. Chang,
A. P. Paulikas, V. R. Stamenkovic, and N. M. Markovic,
Enhancing the Alkaline Hydrogen Evolution Reaction
Activity through the Bifunctionality of Ni(OH)s /Metal
Catalysts, Angewandte Chemie International Edition 51,
12495 (2012).

S. Divanis, T. Kutlusoy, I. M. Ingmer Boye, I. C. Man,
and J. Rossmeisl, Oxygen evolution reaction: a perspec-
tive on a decade of atomic scale simulations, Chemical
Science 11, 2943 (2020).

J. Zhang, H. B. Yang, D. Zhou, and B. Liu, Adsorp-
tion Energy in Oxygen Electrocatalysis, Chemical Re-
views 122, 17028 (2022).

(15]

[16]

(17]

(18]

(19]

20]

(21]

(22]

23]

(24]

(25]

[26]

K. Broderick, E. Lopato, B. Wander, S. Bernhard,
J. Kitchin, and Z. Ulissi, Identifying limitations in screen-
ing high-throughput photocatalytic bimetallic nanoparti-
cles with machine-learned hydrogen adsorptions, Applied
Catalysis B: Environmental 320, 121959 (2023).

T. E. Jones, D. Teschner, and S. Piccinin, Toward Re-
alistic Models of the Electrocatalytic Oxygen Evolution
Reaction, Chemical Reviews 124, 9136 (2024).

L. Chanussot, A. Das, S. Goyal, T. Lavril, M. Shuaibi,
M. Riviere, K. Tran, J. Heras-Domingo, C. Ho, W. Hu,
A. Palizhati, A. Sriram, B. Wood, J. Yoon, D. Parikh,
C. L. Zitnick, and Z. Ulissi, Open Catalyst 2020 (OC20)
Dataset and Community Challenges, ACS Catalysis 11,
6059 (2021).

R. Tran, J. Lan, M. Shuaibi, B. M. Wood, S. Goyal,
A. Das, J. Heras-Domingo, A. Kolluru, A. Rizvi,
N. Shoghi, A. Sriram, F. Therrien, J. Abed, O. Voznyy,
E. H. Sargent, Z. Ulissi, and C. L. Zitnick, The Open
Catalyst 2022 (OC22) Dataset and Challenges for Oxide
Electrocatalysts, ACS Catalysis 13, 3066 (2023), pub-
lisher: American Chemical Society.

J. Abed, J. Kim, M. Shuaibi, B. Wander, B. Duijf, S. Ma-
hesh, H. Lee, V. Gharakhanyan, S. Hoogland, E. Irtem,
J. Lan, N. Schouten, A. U. Vijayakumar, J. Hattrick-
Simpers, J. R. Kitchin, Z. W. Ulissi, A. van Vugt, E. H.
Sargent, D. Sinton, and C. L. Zitnick, Open Catalyst
Experiments 2024 (OCx24): Bridging Experiments and
Computational Models (2024), version Number: 1.

A. Hernandez-Garcia, A. Duval, A. Volokhova, Y. Ben-
gio, D. Sharma, P. L. Carrier, Y. Benabed, M. Koziarski,
and V. Schmidt, Crystal-GFN: sampling crystals with de-
sirable properties and constraints (2023), version Num-
ber: 2.

C. Zeni, R. Pinsler, D. Ziigner, A. Fowler, M. Horton,
X. Fu, S. Shysheya, J. Crabbé, L. Sun, J. Smith, et al.,
Mattergen: a generative model for inorganic materials
design, arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.03687 (2023).

D. Levy, S. S. Panigrahi, S.-O. Kaba, Q. Zhu, K. L. K.
Lee, M. Galkin, S. Miret, and S. Ravanbakhsh, Symmcd:
Symmetry-preserving crystal generation with diffusion
models, in The Thirteenth International Conference on
Learning Representations (2025).

A. Merchant, S. Batzner, S. S. Schoenholz, M. Aykol,
G. Cheon, and E. D. Cubuk, Scaling deep learning for
materials discovery, Nature 624, 80 (2023).

L. Podina, C. Humer, A. Duval, V. Schmidt, A. Ram-
laoui, S. Chatterjee, Y. Bengio, A. Hernandez-Garcia,
D. Rolnick, and F. Therrien, Catalyst gflownet for elec-
trocatalyst design: A hydrogen evolution reaction case
study, arXiv preprint arXiv:2510.02142 (2025).

A. Jain, S. P. Ong, G. Hautier, W. Chen, W. D. Richards,
S. Dacek, S. Cholia, D. Gunter, D. Skinner, G. Ceder,
et al., Commentary: The materials project: A materials
genome approach to accelerating materials innovation,
APL materials 1 (2013).

R. Y. Sanspeur, J. Heras-Domingo, J. R. Kitchin, and
Z. Ulissi, Wherewulff: A semiautonomous workflow for
systematic catalyst surface reactivity under reaction con-
ditions, Journal of Chemical Information and Modeling
63, 2427 (2023).


https://doi.org/10.1002/anie.202007672
https://doi.org/10.1002/anie.202007672
https://doi.org/10.1002/aesr.202400008
https://doi.org/10.1002/aesr.202400008
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118892114
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781118892114
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemrev.2c00061
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemrev.2c00061
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2010.09435
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2010.09435
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2010.09435
https://doi.org/10.1021/jp047349j
https://doi.org/10.1021/jp047349j
https://doi.org/10.1149/1.1856988
https://doi.org/10.1149/1.1856988
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemphys.2005.05.038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.chemphys.2005.05.038
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jelechem.2010.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jelechem.2010.10.004
https://doi.org/10.1002/cctc.201000397
https://doi.org/10.1002/cctc.201000397
https://doi.org/10.1002/anie.201204842
https://doi.org/10.1002/anie.201204842
https://doi.org/10.1039/C9SC05897D
https://doi.org/10.1039/C9SC05897D
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemrev.1c01003
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemrev.1c01003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apcatb.2022.121959
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.apcatb.2022.121959
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemrev.4c00171
https://doi.org/10.1021/acscatal.0c04525
https://doi.org/10.1021/acscatal.0c04525
https://doi.org/10.1021/acscatal.2c05426
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2411.11783
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2411.11783
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2411.11783
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2310.04925
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.2310.04925

27]

(28]

29]

32]

F. C. Ostergaard, A. Bagger, and J. Rossmeisl, Predict-
ing catalytic activity in hydrogen evolution reaction, Cur-
rent Opinion in Electrochemistry 35 (2022).

B. Wander, M. Shuaibi, J. R. Kitchin, Z. W. Ulissi,
and C. L. Zitnick, Cattsunami: Accelerating transition
state energy calculations with pretrained graph neural
networks, ACS Catalysis 15, 5283 (2025).

J. Abed, J. Heras-Domingo, R. Y. Sanspeur, M. Luo,
W. Alnoush, D. M. Meira, H. Wang, J. Wang, J. Zhou,
D. Zhou, et al., Pourbaix machine learning framework
identifies acidic water oxidation catalysts exhibiting sup-
pressed ruthenium dissolution, Journal of the American
Chemical Society 146, 15740 (2024).

R. Tran, L. Huang, Y. Zi, S. Wang, B. M. Comer, X. Wu,
S. J. Raaijman, N. K. Sinha, S. Sadasivan, S. Thundiyil,
et al., Rational design of nanoscale stabilized oxide cat-
alysts for oer with oc22, Nanoscale 16, 17090 (2024).

G. Hautier, S. P. Ong, A. Jain, C. J. Moore, and
G. Ceder, Accuracy of density functional theory in pre-
dicting formation energies of ternary oxides from binary
oxides and its implication on phase stability, Physical Re-
view B—Condensed Matter and Materials Physics 85,
155208 (2012).

F. Therrien, VaspGibbs: A simple way to obtain Gibbs
free energy from Vasp calculations (2023).

(35]

(36]

37]

(38]

(39]

(40]

[41]

J. P. Perdew, K. Burke, and M. Ernzerhof, Generalized
gradient approximation made simple, Physical review let-
ters 77, 3865 (1996).

B.-T. Teng, X.-D. Wen, M. Fan, F.-M. Wu, and
Y. Zhang, Choosing a proper exchange—correlation func-
tional for the computational catalysis on surface, Physi-
cal Chemistry Chemical Physics 16, 18563 (2014).

L. Vega, J. Ruvireta, F. Vines, and F. Illas, Jacob’s lad-
der as sketched by escher: Assessing the performance
of broadly used density functionals on transition metal
surface properties, Journal of chemical theory and com-
putation 14, 395 (2018).

J. Lan, A. Palizhati, M. Shuaibi, B. M. Wood, B. Wan-
der, A. Das, M. Uyttendaele, C. L. Zitnick, and Z. W.
Ulissi, AdsorbML: a leap in efficiency for adsorption en-
ergy calculations using generalizable machine learning
potentials, npj Computational Materials 9, 172 (2023).
G. T. K. K. Gunasooriya and J. K. Ngrskov, Analysis of
Acid-Stable and Active Oxides for the Oxygen Evolution
Reaction, ACS Energy Letters 5, 3778 (2020).

F. Therrien, A. Zakutayev, and V. Stevanovi¢, Theoret-
ical insights for improving the schottky-barrier height at
the ga 2 o 3/pt interface, Physical Review Applied 16,
064064 (2021).

V. Stevanovié, K. Hartman, R. Jaramillo, S. Ra-

[33] github.com/chemicallyGeeky/OCdataset_analysis_for HER_OER.manathan, T. Buonassisi, and P. Graf, Variations of ion-

(34]

B. Hammer, L. B. Hansen, and J. K. Ngrskov, Improved
adsorption energetics within density-functional theory
using revised perdew-burke-ernzerhof functionals, Physi-
cal review B 59, 7413 (1999).

ization potential and electron affinity as a function of
surface orientation: The case of orthorhombic sns, Ap-
plied Physics Letters 104 (2014).


https://doi.org/10.5281/ZENODO.7874413
https://doi.org/10.5281/ZENODO.7874413
https://github.com/chemicallyGeeky/OCdataset_analysis_for_HER_OER
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41524-023-01121-5
https://doi.org/10.1021/acsenergylett.0c02030

Supplemental Information

S1. METHODS AND BACKGROUND

A. Adsorption energy calculations

10

All adsorption and reaction energies are calculated at STP. Also, these values are in eV per species. The following

relationships have been used to calculate the adsorption energy at STP:

AFE,qs = E(slab with adsorbate) — E(slab) — E(adsorbate)

AGadS = AE‘ads + AGcorr

where,
AGeorr = Georr(slab with adsorbate) — G o (slab) — G o (adsorbate)

with,

298.15
Georr = ZPE + / C,(T, 1 bar)dT — 298.15 = S(STP)
0

TABLE S1: List of acronyms and symbols

*  Empty surface site

ads Free adsorbate

ads Adsorbate on a surface site

ag+ Activity of HT at a given pH

C, Heat capacity at constant pressure
n  Thermodynamic overpotential

eV Electron volt
G Gibbs’ free energy

kg Boltzmann constant
P Pressure
S Entropy

STP Standard temperature and pressure (1 bar, 298.15 K)
T Temperature

ZPE Zero-point energy

TABLE S2: Terminology used in adsorption energy calculations.

Slab A three-dimensional crystallographic model of an in-
finite two-dimensional surface in adsorption energy
calculations.

Slab with adsorbate A slab with adsorbates on its surface.

E Refers to energy obtained from a DFT calculation. This
is the electronic energy of the system at 0 K, without any
zero-point correction.

AFuds This is the adsorption energy of a slab with adsorbate,
obtained from the E values of the slab, slab with adsor-
bate and free adsorbate. It refers to the electronic energy
contribution at 0 K (to the total adsorption energy).

AGads This is the adsorption free energy of a slab with adsorbate
at T, P.
AG corr The energy correction that must be added to AFq.4s to

obtain AGgaqs.

(S1)

(52)
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TABLE S3: Default DFT settings for HER calculations

Literature 0C20 Our calculations
surface orientation {111} (fcc) or {110} (bec)  varies {111} (fcc) or {110} (bce)
slab construction 5, top 2 relaxed varies, for Pt{111} 1 of 6 lay- 5, top 2 relaxed
ers relaxed
adsorption site {111}: octahedral, {110}: Pt{111}: tetrahedral {111}: octahedral, {110}:
octahedral-like octahedral-like
coverage 0.25 or 1 monolayer varies, 1/9 for Pt{111} 0.25 or 1 monolayer
functional RPBE RPBE RPBE or PBE
ENCUT in eV 350 350 350
KPOINTS 4x4x1 - 4x4x1
dipole correction for slabs on off on
EDIFF - le™* le™®
ionic relaxation method - conjugate gradient conjugate gradient
EDIFFG - -0.03 eV/A -0.01 eV/A
NSW - 200 200

&

1 2 3

FIG. S1: Side view of the IrO3{110} surface showing the surface terminations, the axis perpendicular to the
surface points up. Blue: Ir, red: O; the starred O are the adsorbed O.

1. Details of DF'T calculations

All DFT calculations were performed with the VASP package (version 6.3.0) and AG.o-- values were calculated
using the VaspGibbs package [32]. Final adsorption energy values were obtained using equations S1 - S4.

Adsorption energies for *O, *OH and *OOH were calculated for the {100} surface for perovskite structures and the
{110} surface for rutile structures, and, different adsorption sites were explored with the RPBE functional. For our
calculations, the SrTiO3 {100} was cut such that Ti atoms were on top, the adsorbates were placed on top of these
Ti atoms and the top layer was relaxed in the three-layered slab. For IrO3{110}, the adsorbates were placed on top
of Ir, and the top layer was relaxed in the four-layered slab (Figure S1).

2. Adsorption energy calculations for the OC20 and OC22 datasets

The energies provided in the OC20 dataset are AE,q4s values (as ‘y-relaxed’). These were converted to AGgqs
values according to equation S2 using a AGe value of 0.24 eV [8]. Because some DFT settings were unavailable in
the OC20 paper, we extracted and recalculated select structures using our own settings to verify our computational
setup (Table S5).

Adsorption energy calculation from the OC22 Dataset for the OER: The energies provided in the OC20 dataset
are the E values of clean slabs, slabs with adsorbates and free adsorbates. Hence, AE, 4, values were first calculated
according equation S1 followed by the calculation of AG,4s values according to equation S2 with AG.r values from
the OC22 paper. [18]
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TABLE S4: Default DFT settings for OER calculations

Literature 0C22 Our calculations
coverage variable variable high
ENCUT in eV 500 500 500
KPOINTS - (30/a)x(30/b)x1 (density) 4x4x1
dipole correction for slabs - - on
spin on on on
functional RPBE PBE RPBE or PBE
EDIFF - le™* le™?®
ALGO - Fast Normal
ionic relaxation method conjugate gradient conjugate gradient conjugate gradient
EDIFFG -0.05 eV/A -0.05 eV/A -0.01 eV/A
NSW - - 200

TABLE S5: AFE,y value comparison between our calculations and OC20, for structures extracted from the OC20
dataset.

Materials project id Composition OC20 Our calculations

Pt{111} mp-126 Pt54H1 -0.30 -0.30
Ca{111} mp-21 CalGH1 -0.32 -0.30
Nb{111} mp-75 Nb54HI ~ -0.31 -0.31

B. Using adsorption energies for predicting catalytic efficiency
1. BEP Relationship
The Bronsted-Evans-Polanyi relationship, links the activation energy E, to the reaction energy AG as:
E,=alAG +f3 (S5)

where a and ( are parameters. For calculating the overpotentials of the HER and the OER, o and § have implicit
values of 1 and 0 respectively.

2. The thermodynamic overpotential for the HER

The HER reaction is a two-step reaction with an equilibrium potential of 0 V and a Volmer step followed by a Tafel
or Heyrovsky step.

Volmer step:  HT 4+e” +* — Hx

Tafel step: Hx+Hx — Hy + 2%
Heyrovsky step: Hx+H" +e — Hy+ %
Overall: 2H' +2¢~ — H,

(S6)

Typically, the Volmer step is the potential determining step. From the BEP principle, this potential determining
step is assumed to be equivalent to the rate determining step.
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8. The thermodynamic overpotential for the OER

Acidic OER is a four step reaction.

Step 1: Hy0 (liquid) +* — HO x +H' + e~
Step 2: *xOH = O+ H' + e~
Step 3: * O + Hy0 (liquid) — *OOH + H" 4 e~ (S7)
Step 4: * OOH — % + Oy(gas) + HY + e~
Overall: 2H0(liquid)  —  O(gas) +4H™' +4de”

Typically step 2 or 3 is the potential determining step, which is also the rate determining step (from the BEP
principle). The adsorption energies of the OER intermediates are defined as:

1
AG.on = Gion — Gy — (GHZO — §GH2)
AG.0 =G0 — Gy — (G0 — Go,) (S8)
3
AG.oon = Gsoon — G« — (2GH,0 — §GH2)

Relationship between adsorption energies of *O, *OH and *OOH: As adsorbates *O, *OH and *OOH all bind to
the catalyst surface via the O atom, there exists a relationship between them. [10]

AG.og = 0.50 x AG.o + 0.04

AG.oom =053 %« AG.0 + 3.33 (S9)
Hence,
AG.oom — AG.omg =32 €V (S10)
For an ideal catalyst:
AG.o — AG.om =1.6 eV (S11)

S2. QUANTIFYING UNCERTAINTY IN THE ADSORPTION FREE ENERGY CALCULATIONS
A. HER calculations

The hydrogen evolution reaction (HER) is a one-step reaction that requires only the adsorption energy of hydrogen
(AE,g) for calculating the reaction overpotential. There are many parameters that need to be chosen when calculating
AFE, g, some lead to more or less accuracy in the DFT itself (k-point density, energy cutoff, convergence criteria, etc.)
while others depend on one’s knowledge or intuition of the actual physical system (coverage, termination, site, etc.).
The choice of this set of parameters varies in the literature and is not always fully reported. When the goal is to explain
or rationalize experimental results, the parameters can be adjusted to reflect experimental observations. For instance,
the surface coverage may be tuned in the calculation so that the resulting overpotential matches the experimentally
observed value. However, in a purely predictive context these types of adjustments are not possible and there does
not exist a universal set of “correct” parameters. Moreover, when going through thousands of calculations, certain
parameters are chosen considering resource usage.

To quantify the effects of such computational parameters, we calculated hydrogen adsorption energies (AFE,g) for
various combinations of 6 parameters on 9 HER-relevant metal surfaces. Our results are summarized in Table S6 where
each row is a different set of parameters and where columns correspond to a unique material and miller orientation.

In order to verify that our calculations were correct, we first reproduced calculations using structures from the
0OC20 dataset and the exact set of parameters used in this dataset. We obtained AFE, gy within 0.01 eV of what was
reported (see the SI for more details). Therefore, it is interesting to note that when trying to reproduce other results
from Ngrskov et al. [8] in Table S6 where the exact structures were not available, we obtain differences of as much as
0.09 eV for Cu even though we used the same set parameters within what was reported.
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TABLE S6: Summary of all hydrogen adsorption energy calculations for uncertainty quantification. Default
parameters are bolded. The kpoint grids are a X a x 1 where a has the value in the table.

Parameters Hydrogen adsorption energy (eV)
Source Func. Cov. Kpts Encut Relax Sites Pt{111} Nb{110} Ni{111} Ir{111} Cu{111} Mo{110} Co{111} Pd{111} Ag{111}
Ngrskov et al. [8] RPBE 1/4 -0.33 -0.80 -0.51 -0.21 -0.05 -0.61 -0.51 -0.38 0.27
1 -0.27 -0.80 -0.47 -0.16 0.03
Ours PBE 1/4 350 -0.47 -0.90 -0.69 -0.44 -0.3 -0.78 -0.69 -0.55 0.11
450 -0.48
1 4 350 -0.40 -0.85 -0.65 -0.37 -0.18
450 -0.39
2 -0.46
RPBE 1/9 3 -0.32
4 1 -0.30
3 -0.28
1/4 Oct-holes -0.23 -0.75 -0.47 -0.28 -0.14 -0.65 -0.53 -0.37 0.27
On-top -0.25
Bridge 0.23
Tet-holes -0.20
1 -0.20 -0.73 -0.42  -0.21 0.03

Maximum difference  0.28 0.17 0.27 0.28 0.33 0.17 0.18 0.18 0.16
Maximum difference (RPBE) 0.13 0.07 0.09 0.12 0.17 0.04 0.02 0.01 0

Changing the exchange-correlation functional from the revised Perdew—Burke-Ernzerhof (RPBE) functional[34] to
the Perdew—Burke-Ernzerhof functional[35] makes the most difference with about ~0.2 eV across all materials. Even
though this difference is systematic, since, as we will discuss, the overpotential is related to the absolute value of
the adsorption energy, it can change which material is predicted to be better. For example, the material with the
smallest absolute value of AFE, is Ag for PBE but it is Cu for RPBE when keeping all other parameters the same.
Since RPBE has been shown to perform better on surface properties than PBE[36, 37] as it was designed to do, one
could argue that RPBE should always be chosen. For that reason, we will not take this effect into consideration when
quantifying uncertainty, but it is interesting to note given that many databases including OC22 use PBE.

The coverage, how much of the surface is covered by adsorbates, has the second-largest effect on adsorption energy
after the functional. Coverage can be controlled in two ways: by increasing the number of adsorbates on the surface
(or slab) or by changing the size of the surface. The true coverage is not known in general and it may change as the
reaction occurs. In reality all reaction intermediates exist simultaneously on the surface which makes this effect very
difficult to model accurately with DFT.

The size of the reciprocal grid (number of k-points) and the plane wave energy cutoff should technically be chosen
such that the energy is converged. However, in practice, convergence is relatively subjective and converging these
parameters for every calculation is not feasible. Here we compared default parameters used in the OC20 dataset to
slightly more expensive parameters and found that the energy cutoff had little effect, but that the k-point grid made
a difference of about 0.06 eV alone on Pt. Moreover, it is common, as is done in OC20, to relax only certain layers
of the slab to reduce computation when calculating energy. We found that relaxing more layers had almost no effect
on adsorption energy.

Finally, adsorption sites, i.e. the position where adsorbates bind to the surface, play a key role in reaction kinetics
[4]. In computational studies, sites are typically chosen heuristically with respect to features of the surface (e.g.
“top”, “bridge”, “hollow”) with more recent studies sampling multiple possible sites to identify the ones with the
lowest adsorption energy [38]. However, the experimentally relevant sites are difficult or impossible to identify and
may shift dynamically as the reaction proceeds. Here, we tested four different heuristic sites on Pt{111} which is a
simple flat surface and obtained a maximum difference of 0.05 eV.

Overall, looking at the bottom of Table S6 the maximum variation due to changing parameters was 0.3 eV when
taking into account the functional and 0.17 eV when ignoring this effect. We did not test all possible combinations of
parameters for all materials so it is very likely that the compound effect of these parameter choices is actually larger
in practice.
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TABLE S7: Summary of all oxygen evolution reaction adsorption energy calculations for uncertainty
quantification. Default parameters are bolded.

Parameters Adsorption energy (eV)
SrTiOs {100}  SrCoOs {100} IrO2 {110} RuO; {110}
Source Cov. Func. Term. Spin O OH OOH O OH OOH O OH OOH O OH OOH
Man et al. [11] 3.88 1.22 4.51 297 1.15 4.06 1.486 -0.205 2.953 2.68 0.96 3.92
Gunasooriya and Ngrskov [39] 1.61 -0.12 3.02
Ours Default Alt 1 Off 2.07
On 2.42 0.89 3.39 4.99 2.78 3.04 2.01 4.56
Alt 2 1.06 -0.21
RPBE Default 4.02 1.59 4.02
PBE 4.10 1.48
Low 3.62 1.12 2.73 1.39 3.87 1.49 -0.12 2.87

Maximum difference 0.48 0.47 0.49 0.55 0.50 0.67 3.93 299 0.15 0.36 1.11 0.64
Maximum difference (Default term.) 0.48 0.47 0.49 0.24 0.24 0.19 0.12 0.08 0.15

B. OER calculations

Catalysts for HER are typically transition metal surfaces which is what can be found in the OC20 dataset. However,
for the OER, the experimental conditions are highly oxidizing and often acidic, so more complex oxides are typically
used because they remain stable under those conditions. Computing 7 for OER requires three adsorption energies:
AG.omg, AG.o and AG.oopg.- We calculated these three adsorption energies for combinations of 4 parameters on 4
different oxide surfaces. Our results are summarized in Table S7 where each row is a different set of parameters and
where columns correspond to a unique adsorbate, material and miller orientation.

Coverage is more difficult to define on more complex surfaces so it is hard to obtain the exact same coverage as
literature data. Therefore, the difference in Table S7 between our values and literature (0.1-0.2 eV) and the difference
between different literature values (0.1 eV) are probably due mostly to a difference in coverage and site choices. When
manually testing the effect of coverage on SrTiO3, we obtained large differences of as much as 0.47 eV for *OH between
low and high coverages.

For the OER, we only tested the effect of the functional on the SrTiO3{100} surface. We found that it was slightly
smaller than for HER surfaces (0.1 eV) and not as systematic: PBE leads to a higher energy for *O compared to
RPBE whereas it is the opposite for *OH. The choice of functional is more important here since OC22 uses PBE and
this is the data we will test the metric on.

Surface termination refers to the way the surface is cut and prepared before the adsorbate is placed on it. Depending
on the material and its symmetry, for a specific set of Miller indices, there are multiple ways to prepare the surface. The
termination, i.e., which atoms end up at the surface, can lead to important surface reorganization and to the creation
of surface states that completely change calculated adsorption energies especially in oxides. Here, we estimated the
effect of surface termination on IrOs by computing adsorption energies for three different terminations: a symmetric
corrugated surface with minimal undercoordination (expected), an O-terminated surface and an Ir-terminated surface.
Unsurprisingly, this caused differences of as much as ~3 eV with some *OOH calculations not able to converge. Of
course, it is possible to carefully choose terminations to avoid these discrepancies, but finding realistic terminations can
require in-depth analysis [40, 41] that is impractical for high throughput studies. This may explain why terminations
were chosen randomly in OC22.

Since incorrect terminations lead to extreme differences in adsorption energies that could, in principle, be discarded
automatically and that it is unlikely that an unstable surface lead to a good 7, we will not directly consider the very
large effect (~4 eV) of termination as measured in Table S7 in our uncertainty estimate. Overall, looking at the
bottom of Table S7 the maximum variation due to changing parameters was 3.93 eV when taking into account the
termination and 0.49 eV when ignoring this effect. The differences were particularly large on SrTiO3 because of the
high coverage experiment. Again, we did not test all possible combinations of parameters for all materials so it is
very likely that the compound effect of these parameter choices is actually larger in practice. Moreover, although we
ignore the extreme effect of unstable terminations, actual valid alternate terminations for a surface may exist and
cause differences that are not measured here.
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TABLE S8: Statistical analysis of structures with the
same miller indices in OC20 and OC22. RMSE* is the
room mean square difference with the average
calculated adsorption energy of each group in eV.

0C20 0C22
*H *OH *O *OOH All
Same miller Ngroups / Nstrue. 55 / 109 276 / 629 1808 / 4683 114 / 262 2198 / 5574
(termination + RMSE* (eV) 0.29 1.02 0.97 0.69 0.96
coverage + site)  Max diff (eV) 1.57 9.84 13.84 4.82 13.84
Same miller and  Ngroups / Nstrue. 191 / 428 1036 / 2468 113 / 260 1340 / 3156
Nads (termination RMSE™ (eV) 1.10 0.87 0.69 0.89
+ site) Max diff (eV) 9.84 11.58 4.82 11.58
Same slab ID  7groups / Mstruc. 22 /44 1363 /2819 13 /26 1398 / 2889
(coverage + site) RMSE* (eV) 0.76 0.77 0.42 0.76
Max diff (eV) 4.66 11.58 1.86 11.58
Same slab ID and 7groups / Mstruc. 12 /24 518 /1051 13/26 543 /1101
Nags (site) RMSE* (eV) 0.58 0.71 0.42 0.71
Max diff (eV) 2.86 11.58 1.86 11.58

C. Statistical analysis of OC20 and OC22 repeat surfaces

The effect of terminations, coverage and sites which cause some of the largest differences in energy can be measured
statistically by analyzing entries in OC20 and OC22 that have the same bulk structure and the same miller indices.
The results of that analysis for the HER adsorbate and the three OER adsorbates are presented in Table S8.

There are only 55 surfaces with a hydrogen adsorbate in OC20 that have repeat calculations with on average about 2
calculations per surface. The difference between these two calculations could be due to the termination or the site, not
the coverage since there is always only one adsorbate per surface in OC20. The average root mean squared distance
between values and the mean of each set (RMSE*) is 0.29 eV which means that if a structure has two calculations
they would each be, on average, 0.29 eV from the mean, i.e. 0.6 eV apart.

0OC22 has a lot more repeat surfaces that may or may not have the same coverage or termination. When looking
at surfaces that only share miller indices, the RMSE* is nearly 1 eV on average across all three adsorbates. When
considering only calculations with the exact same parameters except the adsorption site, RMSEs go down to about
0.7 eV. These values are very large considering that, as we discuss before there is no consensus on what constitute the
true site coverage or termination and that it can be materials specific. Even if one were to gather all these calculation
for each surface, there is no agreed upon way to combine them into a single predictive number.

D. Gibbs free energy correction

To predict the overpotential, one actually needs the adsorption free energy at operating conditions, because what
dictates the reaction kinetics at constant pressure and temperature is the Gibbs free energy. It is very common to
use a constant Gibbs free energy correction to account for this effect. The correction calculated by Ngrskov et al. [8]
is used throughout the literature as the default free energy correction for *H even though it was computed with a
specific set of parameters on a single copper surface. We computed Gibbs free energy correction for several surfaces
with different parameters (see Table S9 and found that the Gibbs free energy correction alone could vary by as much
as 0.1 eV for *H, 0.2 eV for *O and *OH and 0.3 eV for *OOH.



TABLE S9: Gibbs Free energy corrections (AG corr)
in eV for different adsorbates on various surfaces.
Default parameters are bolded.

Source Material Func. Cov. H OH O OOH
Tran et al. [18](0C22) Average PBE 0.26 -0.03 0.22
Gunasooriya and Average 0.295 0.044 0.377
Ngrskov [39]
Norskov et al. [8] Cu {111} 0.24
Ours SrTiOs {100} RPBE 0.103 -0.189 0.036
PBE 0.119 -0.195
SrCoO3 {100} 0.296 -0.088 0.131
IrO, {110} 0.221 -0.079 0.164
Pt {111} 1/4 013
1 0.15
Cu {111} 1/4 014
1 0.2
Mo {111} 1/4 0.19

Maximum difference 0.11

0.19 0.24 0.34
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