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Abstract: The quite popular, simple but imperfect method of referencing NMR spectra to residual
1H and 13C signals of TMS-free deuterated organic solvents (referred to as Method A) is critically
discussed for six commonly used NMR solvents with respect to their δH and δC values that exist
in the literature. Taking into account the most reliable data, it was possible to recommend ‘best’ δX

values for such secondary internal standards. The position of these reference points on the δ scale
strongly depends on the concentration and type of analyte under study and the solvent medium
used. For some solvents, chemically induced shifts (CISs) of residual 1H lines were considered,
also taking into account the formation of 1:1 molecular complexes (for CDCl3). Typical potential
errors that can occur as a result of improper application of Method A are considered in detail. An
overview of all found δX values adopted by users of this method revealed a discrepancy of up to
1.9 ppm in δC reported for CDCl3, most likely caused by the CIS mentioned above. The drawbacks
of Method A are discussed in relation to the classical use of an internal standard (Method B), two
‘instrumental’ schemes in which Method A is often implicitly applied, that is, the default Method
C using 2H lock frequencies and Method D based on Ξ values, recommended by the IUPAC but
only occasionally used for 1H/13C spectra, and external referencing (Method E). Analysis of current
needs and opportunities for NMR spectrometers led to the conclusion that, for the most accurate
application of Method A, it is necessary to (a) use dilute solutions in a single NMR solvent and (b)
to report δX data applied for the reference 1H/13C signals to the nearest 0.001/0.01 ppm to ensure
the precise characterization of new synthesized or isolated organic systems, especially those with
complex or unexpected structures. However, the use of TMS in Method B is strongly recommended
in all such cases.

Keywords: NMR spectroscopy; tetramethylsilane; internal reference standards; deuterated solvent
signals; residual 1H signals; the IUPAC unified Ξ scale of chemical shifts; MestReNova; GIAO-DFT-
NMR

1. Introduction

Nuclear magnetic resonance (NMR) spectroscopy is undoubtedly the most reliable
and rich source of information on the structure, dynamics, and reactivity of any chemical
system, especially in solution. The use of deuterated solvents to provide the 2H field-
frequency lock for today’s spectrometers is evident. CDCl3 and DMSO-d6 are the most
commonly used due to their very good solubilizing properties. The latter is more versatile
but more expensive and difficult to remove from the NMR sample.

The only question that remains is how to relate the resonance signals in the NMR
spectra of the analytes under study to proper zero-frequency reference materials, which are
critical in this analytical technique. The debate on standardizing NMR chemical shifts is
ongoing [1,2]. Interestingly, new reference materials are constantly being proposed, such
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as relatively chemically inert cubane, which appears to be an ideal internal standard for
reactions monitored with 1H and/or 13C spectra [3]; new related results on this topic and
their discussion are presented in Supplementary Materials.

A recently published article by Guzman and Hoye [4] discussed typical situations
that chemists face daily during the NMR spectral characterization of new products or
isolates from natural resources. Highly reliable δH data were obtained with a coaxial tube
arrangement that shows that internal tetramethylsilane (TMS) is superior to the residual
CHCl3 signal for routine reference of 1H spectra taken in CDCl3. It was found that, as
a result of intermolecular interactions between TMS (or residual CHCl3) and analytes
of various types, the lines of the former shift to a higher or lower frequency (lower or
higher field) as the concentration of the NMR sample increases, confirming previous results
by Hatada and Kitayama [5]. However, this chemically induced shift (CIS) was much
smaller for TMS for the vast majority of analytes tested. Other authors [6,7] have already
noted work [4] and recognized it as a call to return to the roots of NMR [6], namely to the
originally [8] proposed use of TMS as an internal reference standard confirmed in later
papers [9,10].

Guzman and Hoye [4] provided beneficially strong evidence for the superiority of
using internal TMS for 1H NMR spectra taken in CDCl3. However, the author felt that a
broader look at this convenient but essentially unregulated practice of recording spectra in
TMS-free NMR solvents and then reporting the resulting spectral data on the TMS scale
is needed. Guzman and Hoye [4] did not relate their study to important 13C nuclei and
limited themselves to a single solvent (CDCl3).

Accordingly, this short review addresses some of the issues that have emerged from
a thorough literature review on the subject; and may be of interest to the chemistry com-
munity at large. Here, a great set of different ‘reference’ δX data (X = H and C), applied in
the aforementioned referencing practice, is critically discussed for the six most commonly
used deuterated solvents [11]. At the same time, other important questions related to this
topic are considered. The idea behind this paper was to organize (and in some cases even
correct) existing information in the literature on the title method of standardizing NMR
spectra and several other closely related issues. To the best of the author’s knowledge, no
such coverage of all these topics has been presented to date.

In a recent paper by Napolitano et al. [7], which deals with the chemical shift refer-
encing strategy proposed by them for neat organic liquids using benchtop NMR systems,
the following statement was made: “Unfortunately, relinquishing the use of deuterated
solvents and other additives such as TMS can give rise to inconsistencies in chemical shift
referencing.” The authors wrote this sentence quoting two research papers [4,12] but no
review articles. The purpose of this publication is to partially fill the research gap regarding
non-aqueous solutions in six selected deuterated solvents.

However, it should be noted that some issues related to the topics discussed here, such
as a more accurate analysis of the sources of CISs resulting from changes in the analyte type
versus changes involving the reference material used or comparison of results or errors
arising from the application of all four Methods A–E (see Table 1), are beyond the scope of
this review, which is, in the vast majority, based only on the analysis of data and results
already published in the literature.
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Table 1. Five standard 1H and 13C NMR chemical shift reference methods a.

Method Description Notes

A Residual 1H and 13C signals from NMR solvents are
used as internal standards–two variants (1H and 13C)

A simplified, formally unregulated but widely applied
method, the use of which is discussed in detail here

B By using internal references (mainly TMS) Standard approach–a codex of chemistry (TMS)
C Use 2H known lock frequencies of the NMR solvents Default method on all modern NMR spectrometers

D An accurate IUPAC-recommended general scheme for
indirect referencing based on Ξ values

Used for all NMR-observable nuclei, but only very
rarely routinely for 1H and 13C

E Use of external standards (typically) in coaxial tubes Used most often for the 11B, 15N, 19F, 31P nuclei, etc.
a By using standard cylindrical NMR tubes.

2. Search Results and Discussion

Internal TMS in CDCl3 is a perfect standard for δ values of three key NMR nuclei,
namely, 1H, 13C, and 29Si. Its strong and sharp line is distinct from other signals in the vast
majority of samples analyzed. Therefore, the IUPAC 2001 definition gives δX = 0 ppm for
the 1H line of TMS [in a 1% (v/v) CDCl3 solution] as the primary reference for all these
nuclei using the common cylindrical NMR tubes [1]. It is worth noting that δC of 0.74 ppm
was found for such a solution using a spherical ampule; hence, this value is free of the
effects of bulk magnetic susceptibility (BMS) [13].

However, the use of TMS as a reference material for the spectral characterization of silyl
derivatives can sometimes be difficult, especially with older NMR spectrometers, due to the
possible overlap of 1H resonance signals. A good example of this is the case of compounds
containing the tert-butyldimethylsilyl (t-BuCH2Si, TBS) protecting group [14–16]. In the
first work [14], no method was given to characterize the 400/100 MHz 1H/13C spectra
of the obtained product, while, in the second [15], the corresponding NMR spectra were
referenced to residual 1H and 13C solvent signals used as internal standards (hereafter
referred to as two variants of Method A). In contrast, in a recent study [16] conducted on a
600 MHz system, a classical approach with internal TMS (Method B) was applied.

Generally, TMS is fairly neutral to typical organic compounds. However, there may
be slight differences in its δH values, especially in the presence of aromatic systems in the
analyzed solutions [5,8–10,17–19]. Much larger changes were found for its δC data [19–22].

2.1. Some History

It has been known for about 55 years [23–28] that the experimental δX values are
sometimes indirectly calibrated to the TMS line at 0 ppm in NMR solvents using the
aforementioned Method A, in which the δX data were adopted from the available litera-
ture [24,25,29,30]. The requirement introduced in most reputable journals to include copies
of NMR spectra taken for all new compounds/isolates has revealed the widespread use of
this simple but imperfect method.

According to this search, the first compilation of δH data for residual impurities of
available deuterated NMR solvents was performed at Merck Sharp & Dohme of Canada,
Ltd. (hereafter referred to as MSD), Pointe-Claire, Dorval, Quebec, Canada. Most likely,
it originated as a specification of the supplied solvents to identify the 1H lines of their
incompletely deuterated components. This data set was already included in a textbook by
Silverstein et al., in its 1967 edition [31]. In fact, this year a study [23] was published using
the residual 1H signal of CDCl3 as an internal standard. The extension of the above set to
cover the 13C data was also carried out by the Isotope Division of MSD using 100/25 MHz
1H/13C spectra of solutions containing 5% TMS (v/v). Indeed, two articles [24,32] have
been found in which NMR spectra were referenced to solvent signals whose δXs were taken
from undated reference data [33] provided by MSD. All these values have also been quoted
in some books [26,28,34,35]. Such δX data were therefore widely available in the second
half of the 1980s. For their original list shown in ref. [34], see Table S1 of Supplementary
Materials. This data set is still available online (but its source is not provided) [33,36]. Its
update [37,38], based on 200/50 MHz NMR spectra taken for more dilute solutions of TMS,
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has already been carried out at Cambridge Isotope Laboratories, Inc. (Tewksbury, MA,
USA), which acquired the assets of MSD Isotopes (its main global competitor) in 1993 from
Merck Frosst of Canada. It should be noted that the book [39] was erroneously cited in
ref. [38] as the source of reference δX data instead of ref. [37]. Only the melting and boiling
points of the deuterated NMR solvents are given in ref. [37] were taken from this book.

Other similar tables covering TMS-doped solvents have been published in a few books
or booklets [5,40–48], sometimes with erroneous δXs [47] (see Tables S2 and S4). However,
a significant spate of articles reporting NMR data found by Method A did not occur until
after the publication of a highly cited work by Gottlieb et al. [49]. It should be highlighted
that δC data for some solvents have been originally published in this work with quite large
uncertainties, for example of ±0.06 ppm for CDCl3 and DMSO-d6. Their article, which was
in part an update of Fletton and Page’s early paper on 1H NMR data only [50], was later
expanded to include additional impurities and solvents [51,52]. Similar δX sets have also
been reported by other authors [53,54]. Evidently, in light of all of the above facts, some
researchers have found the application of Method A for referencing NMR spectra to be
completely correct [5,26,28,55].

Undoubtedly, due to its ease of use, some Ph.D. students around the world were eager
to use Method A to record and report NMR spectra. As a result, the determined spectral
data found their way into their theses and later into related original research articles. It
follows that the reviewers involved were not opposed to this reference scheme. Over time,
this became widespread and fully accepted [38,55–59]. Not surprisingly, the past decade
has seen a plethora of articles in which chemical shifts were indirectly referenced to TMS,
using Method A. Its implicit use in the increasingly applied post-processing NMR spectral
data MestReNova program [60] has further popularized this very simple procedure.

2.2. Methods for 1H/13C Chemical Shift Reference

In Hoffman’s article [61], the following can be read: “The common practice today is to
measure the chemical shift relative to the solvent peak in the proton spectrum, to the signal
of TMS . . . or to rely on the spectrometer to set the frequency relative to the deuterium
signal of the solvent” (referred to herein as Method A, the 1H variant of Method B and
Method C, respectively). Two additional reference schemes, namely Methods D and E, are
also in normal use (see Table 1).

In fact, all current NMR instruments can ‘lock’ on the 2H signal of deuterated sol-
vents [5,55,61–67]; therefore, the addition of internal reference standards is really not
required [55,65–67]. Such a by solvent or solvent-based scheme can be used in Method C
for all NMR-active nuclei. This approach, which is usually treated as default in the pro-
tocols of all modern spectrometers, uses the 2H lock frequencies of the NMR solvents
(see Table S5) to reference δX data instead of the 1H frequency of TMS (as recommended
by the IUPAC). However, as is the case with the others, this approach has some benefits
and drawbacks [12,61]. The resulting spectra are typically calibrated using Method A or
some third-party post-processing packages, such as the aforementioned MestReNova pro-
gram [60], which also implicitly uses this procedure, as well as the δX values of refs. [37,49].
Similar to the case of ref. [38] (vide supra), in MestReNova the book [39] is erroneously cited
as the source of the reference δX data instead of ref. [37]. It should also be emphasized that
the CIL’s NMR Solvent Data Chart [37] contains such values for pure TMS-doped solvents,
which is a completely different case from those that occur in real situations (vide infra). If
TMS is present in the sample, Method B can be used.

The specific variant of Method C discussed above is the substitution method. Its ap-
plication involves using a separate standard NMR tube with the reference standard and
then directly recording the spectrum of the analyte in a solvent without reference mate-
rial. Any changes in locking and shimming between the two samples should be avoided.
However, the results obtained in this way are not accurate, even if the same deuterated
solvent is used in both cases, mainly due to the lack of adjustment performed for the
second sample and the CIS and/or BMS effects that can also occur for more concentrated
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solutions [2]. Consequently, the use of this approach is currently not recommended in most
situations [68].

The second ‘instrumental’ scheme (Method D), which is very rarely used for 1H/13C
nuclei, is recommended by the IUPAC for indirect referencing of δXs of all NMR-active
nuclei. This accurate unified scale of chemical shifts is based on predetermined ratios of
appropriate absolute frequencies (Ξ values), with a primary reference of TMS in CDCl3 (vide
supra) [1,2,69–76]. However, sometimes, non-TMS signals are used as secondary internal
standards [71–73]. For example, 1H NMR spectra were calibrated to the TMS scale using
the central signal of the CHClF2 triplet as an internal secondary reference standard set to
7.21 ppm [70]. In turn, in ref. [72], the 14N chemical shifts were referenced indirectly using
a 1H NMR frequency of solid adamantane at 1.8 ppm.

The application of Method D includes several NMR-active nuclei essential in medical
and biological sciences, namely 11B, 15N, 19F, and 31P [12,69–76]. More specifically, in Bruker
NMR systems, having two spectra, for example, 1H and, e.g., 14N or 19F, after referencing
the first (in Method A or, much better, using Method B), the second spectrum is usually
standardized indirectly [73] with respect to the 1H frequency using the xiref referencing
macro implemented in TopSpin software. Importantly, it avoids the widespread, but now
not-recommended, use of primary external standards, namely 15% BF3·OEt2 in CDCl3,
neat CH3NO2, neat CFCl3, and 85% H3PO4, respectively [12,77–79], which is usually less
accurate and sometimes very dangerous. In fact, it can be assumed that the death of an
academic chemist as a result of exposure to liquid Me2Hg (external reference for 199Hg
NMR spectroscopy) accelerated the introduction of this universal procedure at the expense
of using the highly problematic Method E [80–82]. The application of Method D, which
is available in MestReNova [60], is explained in numerous articles [1,2,12,19,61,69–73],
books [38,65,83], manuals [60], and websites [74–76]. One of the δC data sets discussed in
the Supplementary Materials was found in this way (see footnote f to Table S4).

The use of the external references mentioned above is the domain of Method E. In this
approach, the reference material (pure liquid or solution) is usually placed in an inner cap-
illary of a two-tube coaxial arrangement. Sometimes, dedicated reference standards have
been proposed or used. For example, Batley and Redmond [78] suggested the application
of an aqueous solution of tetrahydroxyphosphonium perchlorate as an external secondary
31P standard, with δP = 0.09 ppm, instead of a well-known primary standard, which is
85% phosphoric acid, with δP = −0.73 ppm, for measurements in aqueous solutions us-
ing standard cylindrical NMR tubes. In estimating the two aforementioned reference δP
data, these authors used corrections for the difference in BMS values between the aqueous
sample and the reference material. In turn, in the work [84], the 19F NMR chemical shifts
were referenced against CFCl3 using BF3·Et2O as an external secondary standard with
δF = −153.0 ppm.

Generally, Method E is currently rather discouraged, as a tedious (usually not very
accurate) BMS correction must be used when applied correctly (vide supra/infra). Its use is
common in different host–guest [85,86] or pH-dependent 1H/13C NMR titrations [87,88].
However, in this way, somewhat inaccurate δX data are usually obtained, even when the
analyte and reference standard used are dissolved in the same solvent, due to gradual
changes in the magnetic susceptibility of the titrated solution when successive aliquots of
titrant are added. In general, to nullify the difference in BMS between the two solutions in
question, a coaxial arrangement of two cells would have to be applied, with the sample
and reference material being placed in two perfectly spherical containers [21,22,77].

The non-typical use of the magic-angle spinning (MAS) technique for NMR referencing in
solution should still be discussed here for the sake of completeness. The signal positions
found by this approach using standard cylindrical tubes are practically free of the effects of
BMS and solvent influence. Therefore, with the use of this non-standard method, it was
possible to determine the ‘absolute’ δX values for benzene (C6H6) or chloroform (CHCl3)
and TMS (δX = 0 ppm), as well as their subsequent changes when mixed within these two
pairs of pure liquids [89]. The δX data for TMS in the solutions thus formed were not zero,
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as expected. The following data, δH = 0.100 ppm and δC = 0.554 ppm, were found for the
CHCl3 solution.

Indeed, the chemical literature is highly non-heterogeneous with regard to NMR
referencing, as noted by Pauli et al. [57]. Various aspects of this topic are described on the
Chemical Shift Referencing website [68], along with tips on how to properly describe the
use of all five Methods A–E in a scientific article.

2.3. NMR Solvent Signals as Secondary Internal References

There are many δX data available in the literature for residual 1H and 13C signals from
deuterated solvents doped with TMS that can be used to indirectly reference the observed
NMR signals in Method A. The problem is that these δX values differ from each other and can
change strongly depending on the type and concentration of the analyte under study [4,5,90,91]. The
influence of these two main factors is shown in Figure 1 [5] for several typical compounds
of different types dissolved in CDCl3. The impact of the measurement temperature is
fairly low.
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Figure 1. Chemical shifts of the CHCl3 line at different concentrations of various analytes studied
in CDCl3 solution, PMMA = poly(methyl methacrylate) [5]. Reproduced with permission from
Springer Nature.

The results of the search performed for six commonly used TMS-doped NMR solvents
are given in Tables S2 and S4 of Supplementary Materials. There is no agreement on the
exact δX values of these internal reference signals in dilute solutions. Therefore, one of the
goals of this work was to propose exact δX values—considering the most reliable data taken
from the literature.
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These recommended values originally given in the two tables mentioned above are
summarized here in Table 2. Unfortunately, these δX data are, with few exceptions, available
without stated uncertainties. Therefore, the values currently proposed were obtained by
averaging relatively new data, which appears to be the most reliable. Furthermore, the δX
data that differed significantly from the other data were not taken into account.

Table 2. Recommended δX values for 1H (residual) and 13C signals of six common NMR solvents
measured vs. internal TMS, ppm.

CDCl3 (CD3)2CO (CD3)2SO C6D6 CD3CN CD3OD

δH 7.260 2.053 2.502 7.156 1.939 3.306 4.848 a,b

δC 77.01 29.83 206.15 b 39.46 128.03 1.36 118.36 49.04
a The CD3OH signal. b The application of this signal in Method A is usually not recommended due to the high
variability of its δX value (see Supplementary Materials).

All details of the δX data collected in this search (including some specific examples of
1H and 13C NMR spectra discussed in the context of using deuterated solvent signals as
secondary internal standards) and reported variously directed CIS effects can be found in the
Supplementary Materials. In general, binary mixtures of NMR solvents were not considered
in this review, except for the three interesting exemplary cases related to refs. [27,92,93]
(vide infra).

2.4. Reference of NMR Spectra Using Method A–Current State

In his book, Jacobsen [92] presents several 13C{1H} spectra with the CDCl3 signal set
to 77.00 ppm. However, he recommends the use of Method D implemented in current
versions of software on modern NMR instruments [69–76] and some software packages,
such as MestReNova [60], because 13C signals from deuterated solvents are no longer
used for reference in the unified Ξ scale (vide supra). Finally, he writes: “Old habits die
hard, however, and most organic chemists are still using the deuterated solvent peak as
a reference” [92] (p. 130). Surprisingly, in this case, the author did not recommend the
classical Method B using internal TMS. One might think that only a negligible fraction of
NMR spectrometer operators use Method D to record spectra for 13C nuclei. Moreover, not
all scientists applying NMR spectroscopy in their research use the MestReNova program.

The above citation from ref. [92] perfectly reflects the current state of the practice of
internal referencing δX data using Method A, which is likely to be increasingly applied.
It should be emphasized that it was certainly not the intention of the authors of the
works [49,51–54] to introduce this simple procedure into widespread use. They only
proposed an easy way to facilitate the identification of common trace impurities in 1H and
13C NMR spectra, such as silicone grease [94].

Most of the authors of the articles [49,51–54] describe the variability of δH data for
mobile hydrogen atoms. In some cases, a similar though usually much smaller variation
may also apply to non-mobile protons, e.g., CHCl3 in CDCl3 [4]. In their book, Richards
and Hollerton [55] misleadingly wrote that the residual 1H signals of CDCl3, CD3OD, and
DMSO-d6 “are perfectly solid in terms of their shifts.” It is important to remember that
all these reported δX values are only approximate, in part due to the method used to find
them [49]. For example, the δH value for CH3CN in the CDCl3 solution is reported to be
1.98 [53], 2.00 [95], or even 2.10 ppm [49,51]. Furthermore, to ensure the unambiguous
identification of observed resonance signals as specific impurities, a set of 1H and 13C
spectra recorded for the same NMR sample should be analyzed simultaneously [53].

The truth is that, on the Internet and in some books, Method A is explicitly mentioned
or even recommended [55]. For example, on the University of Reading (UK) website, you
can read that “if TMS is absent from the deuteriated solvent, then the residual protons
in the deuteriated solvent can also be used as a secondary reference” (original spelling
used) [96]. The identification of such residual lines was discussed in an NMR course for



Molecules 2023, 28, 4369 8 of 23

students [97]. Additionally, Leonard et al. [98] mentioned “ . . . the resonance signal for
residual CHCl3, a peak that is often used as a reference point in 1H NMR spectra.” In turn,
Armarego and Chai in their very useful book [99] wrote the following about 13C signals
from deuterated NMR solvents: “In some instances these minor signals have been very
useful as internal standards for reporting the chemical shifts of substances, thus avoiding
contamination from other added standards, particularly if the samples need to be used for
further studies.” However, the authors do not refer to such cases.

Method A (especially its 1H variant) is fully applicable to a variety of routine situations,
e.g., recording working spectra in optimal reaction conditions or as part of quality control
procedures in the chemical or pharmaceutical industry, among others. However, this simple
procedure, in its current form, is usually insufficient for a proper spectroscopic description of all
new organic compounds with complex or unexpected molecular structures, especially the isolates
from various natural sources.

In general, it is good practice to use TMS-doped deuterated solvents in Method B
to prepare the so-called ‘NMR spectra for publication.’ In fact, internal TMS is “as much
an analyte as the actual analyte” [18]. The decisive factor here is the relative insensitivity
of δH for TMS and, to a lesser extent, its δC values to CIS effects [4,19–22]. It is usually
best to use fresh solvents, e.g., CDCl3 stabilized with silver ribbon as a halogen radical
scavenger, with a non-minimal amount of TMS, if possible. Therefore, a good alternative
is to purchase this compound in small ampoules. This avoids contact with air oxygen
and the influence of moisture, which quickly accumulates inside a bottle taken out of the
refrigerator. The storage and purification of highly deteriorated CDCl3 are discussed in the
Supplementary Materials.

In fact, poor storage of CDCl3 leads to its acidification. Recently, Teipel et al. [93]
showed that the use of this non-fresh solvent in a mixture with CD3OD (2:1–1:1, v/v) to
record spectra of various fat extracts (from fish, hen eggs, or coffee) led to some irregular
1H NMR signal shifts of these organic materials, which were attributed to the effect of a
wet acidic CDCl3 present in this binary solvent mixture. According to the authors, there are
no reports in the literature regarding 1H NMR signal shifts of analytes due to numerous
aggressive CDCl3 decomposition products, especially DCl/HCl. This literature search
confirms this fact. For some comments on storage, numerous possible undesirable side
reactions when using ‘old’ acidic CDCl3, and its purification, see the short discussion in the
Supplementary Materials.

Commonly used deuterated NMR solvents typically containing 0.03% v/v TMS are
only slightly more expensive than their TMS-free counterparts. For those considered here,
the price of the former is only 1.05–1.2 times higher. The exception here is CDCl3 with silver
foil as a stabilizer, which is 1.35 times more expensive than this solvent without a stabilizer.
This applies to bottles as well as ampoules. These latter are a bit more expensive. You can
also purchase cheaper pure NMR solvents and add TMS directly to the analyzed sample
to be dissolved if necessary. A bottle of TMS is generally accessible in most laboratories,
as validated by the author of this review’s experiences during his postdoctoral training.
Therefore, the issue is probably not the price of solvents with TMS but acquired habits (the
long use of Method A) that are difficult to eradicate.

Doping NMR solvents with vapor from a TMS bottle introduced into the sample
solution using a Pasteur pipette [100,101] is usually not sufficient to record 13C spectra. The
authors of [102] used a ’mixed’ A/B method. The 1H NMR spectra taken in CDCl3 were
referenced to internal TMS, but the δC data were reportedly relative to the solvent signal at
77.0 ppm, although the TMS line is visible in most of the 13C{1H} spectra provided.

Finally, it should be mentioned that 1H NMR spectra in NMR solvents containing
TMS are sometimes quite unexpectedly referenced with respect to residual signals. For
example, in [103], the spectrum of product 1 (Figure 2) in CDCl3 was related to the CHCl3
line at 7.26 ppm [49,51], although TMS was visible at δH −0.08 ppm (Figure S5). The
colors of this spectrum strongly suggest that it was analyzed with MestReNova [60].
The line at −0.01 ppm (instead of 0.07 ppm), which most likely comes from silicone
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grease [49,51], reinforces this notion. Due to some structural similarities between 1 and
hexamethylphosphoramide (HMPA, 2), which induces a large high-frequency shift of the
CHCl3 signal [4], it is clear that the δH values reported in [103] were underestimated by
0.08 ppm.
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A similar case appears in [104], in which “NMR spectra were recorded . . . . using
CDCl3 as the solvent. Chemical shifts were reported in parts per million (ppm) using
TMS as the internal standard (1H NMR: δ = 7.26 ppm, 13C NMR: δ = 77.16 ppm).” The
above sentence should be regarded as a great mental shortcut that should not appear in a
scientific publication. The 1H NMR spectrum of the concentrated solution of compound 3,
referenced in this way, indicates the TMS line at ~0.23 ppm (see Figure S6). The associated
13C spectrum shows the TMS signal at 0 ppm. Therefore, it can be assumed that, in this
case, a corresponding solute–solvent complex was formed (an analog of the well-known
molecular system 4 (Figure 3) [105]), which caused a large CIS of the CHCl3 line from the
usual value of 7.26 ppm [49,51] to ~7.03 ppm. Consequently, the δH data reported for 3
were overestimated by ~0.23 ppm. Furthermore, it is likely that there were some difficulties
in recognizing the weak CHCl3 line among the numerous CarH signals due to the high
concentration of the analyzed sample.

Apparently, the authors of refs. [103,104] recognized the superiority of a secondary
reference standard over a primary standard. The two aforementioned oppositely directed
biases due to CIS effects gave a total difference of ∆δH = 0.31 ppm for the CHCl3 line.
Perhaps this is a partial answer to an important question formulated in the Supplementary
Materials about the origin of a large difference in the extreme ‘reference’ δH values reported
by the users of Method A (a range of 7.19 to 7.30 ppm); see Table S2.
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In the case of complex 4 (characterized by a large low-frequency CIS effect) [4], in-
terestingly, it was helpful in theoretically verifying the case of an analogously formed
acetone–chloroform complex (complex 5) [106], also showing a very large CIS effect for
the CHCl3 signal, but in the opposite direction (Figure 1). A brief description of GIAO-
DFT-NMR calculations now performed for these two hydrogen-bonded molecular species
and a discussion of the results obtained can be found in the computational part of the
Supplementary Materials. The high predictive power of the applied theoretical approach
was demonstrated.

Chemical shift referencing becomes complicated when binary mixtures of organic
solvents must be used, so Method B with a reference material explicitly added to the NMR
sample is usually strongly recommended in all such cases. In fact, for this type of tertiary
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mixture, the analyte has a significant effect on δXs of both the solvents, as well as the
secondary internal standard. Thus, in [27], the residual 1H line at 7.25 ppm of CDCl3, as
the main component of the binary solvent mixture, was adopted as an internal reference,
although the 2:1 mixture of CDCl3 and CD3OD was used. As a result, the residual CHD2OD
and CD3OH protons appeared at 3.09 and 4.25 ppm, respectively, and not at 3.306 and
4.848 ppm—typically observed for pure CD3OD doped with TMS (Table 2). Therefore, it
could be assumed that the δH for the CHCl3 line in this NMR sample was, in fact, different
from the assumed δH of 7.25 ppm and that the δH data reported for the analytes studied
are subject to some errors.

The analysis performed in this work concerning a series of 1H NMR spectra recently
recorded for fat fish extracts [93,107], also taken in the binary mixture (2:1, v/v) of CDCl3
and CD3OD, confirmed the previous assumption regarding the δH data in the article [27].
Figure 4 shows three important signals of the mixture discussed; however, in this specific
case, this solvent mixture also contained TMS. These proton signals from CHCl3, probably
a mixture of H2O/HOD in equilibrium exchange with CD3OH, and CHD2OD were found
at 7.497 (7.493), 4.5725 (4.572), and 3.392 (3.392) ppm, respectively. The above values refer
to the initial use of wet and deteriorated CDCl3 (Figure 4), while those in parentheses were
taken from a very similar 1H NMR spectrum (not shown) obtained finally in deacidified
CDCl3. At this point, it should be mentioned that the signal attributed to the water present
in CD3OD is observed at 4.87 ppm [49,51,54].
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More specifically, both of the spectra mentioned above were taken initially using
unpurified (slightly acidic) CDCl3 and then using this solvent mitigated by mixing with an
aqueous solution of disodium carbonate [93]. This procedure resulted in a 2.5-fold increase
in signal intensity at ~4.57 ppm and a minimal high-field shift of the CHCl3 line. The
CHD2OD signal did not change position. Taking into account the differences in δH values
between CHCl3 and the other two signals in question, the results are 2.93 and 4.11 ppm.
Interestingly, very similar differences in such δH data apply to the article [27], that is, 3.00
and 4.16 ppm (vide supra). Small differences (approximately 6 ppm) may be due to the
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different types of analytes in the NMR samples discussed. This finding suggests that in the
case of ref. [27], the CHCl3 line was present at ~7.22 ppm and not 7.25 ppm.

Identical circumstances refer to 13C NMR spectra, which are performed very often in
CDCl3 containing a small amount of DMSO-d6 to completely dissolve the analyte under
study. For example, after adding five drops of it to the indole-2-carboxylic acid sample
dissolved in 0.7 mL of CDCl3, the signal of the added cosolvent occurred at 38.97 ppm
(instead of the typical δC of 39.46 ppm, see Table 2) when a δC of 77.00 ppm was assumed for
the dominant signal of CDCl3 [92] (pp. 171–172). The absence of TMS in the NMR sample
makes it impossible to answer the question of whether the presence of the aforementioned
analyte changed the position of the 13C signal from CDCl3.

Another problem arises when δD data [5,61,63,76] (see Table S5), stored on NMR
spectrometer computers and used for automatic lock corrections [61,62], are indirectly used
to reference residual 1H and 13C solvent signals. For example, in a series of 1H spectra
shown in [108], δHs of 7.262 and 3.341 ppm (found currently after averaging) were given
for the residual signals of CDCl3 and CD3OD, respectively. However, all related 13C{1H}
spectra omit the δC values of the solvent signals. The absence of these data greatly increases
the uncertainty of the published spectral characteristics of the products described. In
contrast, in [109], δC values of ~47.58 and 47.85 ppm obtained from the raw calculation
(Table S4, row for the years 2003–2022) were used to calibrate the 13C signals of CD3OD
instead of the typical value of 49.04 ppm. As a result, the δC data reported for the isolates
under study are greatly underestimated.

2.5. Proposals Based on Current Needs and Opportunities for NMR Spectrometers

The comparison of δX data measured for synthesized or isolated organic species
with the values reported in the literature for solutions in the same NMR solvents should
not be difficult. There may be only minor discrepancies, mainly due to different sample
concentrations and/or probe temperatures. Furthermore, all these differences, e.g., of
±0.1 ppm for 1H spectra and ±2.0 ppm (or even ±2.5 ppm) [56] for 13C spectra, are
usually more or less systematic. A certain problem may be the very large difference in the
concentrations of the solutions. However, all of these facts are well known among synthetic
chemists. In addition to NMR spectra, they usually know the results obtained from the
use of other analytical techniques. Thus, there is little doubt that the compounds being
compared are identical.

However, for δX values reported for solutions in the other NMR solvent(s), it will
be advisable to use some corrections to compare these data, since the chemical shift of
TMS is not zero in all solvents [2,17–19,62,89]; δH = 0 ppm is only in dilute CDCl3 solution
(vide supra). Its δH has been found to be between −0.8 and 0.2 ppm depending on the
solvent; δH = −0.1277 ppm is for liquid TMS [91]. Generally, the TMS line can vary by
more than 1 ppm for 1H spectra and 4 or even 5 ppm for 13C spectra [19–21]. Examples of
measured ‘absolute’ solvent-induced shifts of the 13C signal of TMS dissolved in CDCl3
and CD3OD are 0.74 ppm [13] and −0.74 [110] ppm, respectively. The former δC is equal to
the difference between the ‘absolute’ [13,89] and ‘observed’ δC proposed here for CDCl3,
∆δC = 77.75–77.01 = 0.74 (Table 2). The consideration of such δC data for other NMR sol-
vents without TMS discussed here suggests particularly large TMS–solvent interactions
for DMSO-d6, ∆δC = 40.76–39.46 =1.30 ppm (Table S4). Such changes in δC values, calcu-
lated analogously for (CD3)2CO and C6D6, in particular, are much smaller (0.31/0.22 and
0.10 ppm, respectively).

Another marginal issue is the frequent complexity of 1H NMR spectra of some organic
species, which are characterized by strongly coupled spin systems and cannot be analyzed
on the basis of first-order assumptions. As a rule, the authors of typical articles do not
analyze such spectra and only provide ranges of the observed multiplets. For example,
such fragments “4.17–4.12 (m, 1H, H-6b)” and “2.36–1.45 (m, 14H, 5 × CH2ad, 4 × CHad)”
can be found in the NMR spectral description of a new bicyclic product 6 (Figure 5) [16],
despite the fact that its spectrum was measured on a 600-megahertz machine. This example
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simultaneously demonstrates the use of a current one- and two-decimal standard for
reporting δC and δH data, respectively [59,111]. Unfortunately, such δX values, which are
usually measured with much higher precision, are rounded off without apparent need at
the spectrum analysis stage. MestReNova [60] processes 1H NMR spectra in this manner.
Accordingly, for more complex spectra, the ranges of multiplets are provided using this
program.

Occasionally, you may encounter a qualitatively different issue when the reported
molecular structure is questionable. In fact, many structural revisions based on theoretical
predictions of the values of NMR parameters have been reported in the literature in recent
years. Most of these structural misassignments concern complex organic compounds,
especially those isolated from various natural resources (see, e.g., ref. [112]).
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However, it turns out that the incorrect assignment of 1H NMR signals can also concern
very simple molecules. For example, an erroneous assignment of α-ring protons of the cationic
part of ionic system 7 has recently been corrected by DFT-NMR calculations [113]. Furthermore,
a full spin analysis of the spectrum of species 7 was carried out via line shape-based iterative
refinement and subsequent spectrum simulation. Therefore, in this case, all δH and JHH data
were found with a precision of 0.0001 ppm and 0.01 Hz, respectively. Such an analysis is
usually the exception rather than the rule (vide supra). However, occasionally, by carefully
processing raw 1H NMR spectra using classical approaches [114–117], one can easily obtain
δH/δC and JHH values with a precision of 0.001/0.01 ppm and 0.01 Hz, respectively [118].
Typically, zero-filling and resolution enhancement with the Lorentzian-to-Gaussian function
is performed prior to the Fourier transformation of the spectrum [55,114–117]; this approach
is also available in [60].

It is important to realize that a complete set of the δH and JHH data, pertaining to
each complex organic species, including isolates from natural sources, can serve as its
unique 1H NMR fingerprint [57], especially when these parameters were obtained by 1H
NMR iterative full spin analysis. Therefore, the Raw Data Initiative highly recommends
depositing original properly referenced spectra (or even raw data such as free induction
decay (FID) files) for all new natural products for possible structural reanalysis in the
future [111,119,120]. Similar suggestions can also be found elsewhere [121]. It should be
noted that this approach is fully in accordance with the latest research data policy of the
American Chemical Society [122].

Recently, the notion that, in all such cases, the δHs should be provided with at least
three but preferably four decimal places when using high-field superconducting magnets
to obtain sets of parameters that are suitable as numerical substitutes for current 1H NMR
spectra is commonplace [111]. The NMReDATA Initiative presented an identical view
on the deposition of computer records of such spectra for all new complex synthetic
and natural organic systems [123]. Publishing δH values with a precision of 0001 ppm
is recommended.

The use of the δH and δC data with higher precision than is currently suggested is
particularly important for all species with high C/H ratios or with proton deficiency and
many heteroatoms, or more generally, for organic systems that provide a small number of
δX data. A suitable method to use in such cases is the multinuclear method [124], which
includes a non-1:1 correlation between theoretical predictions and experimental δX data.
This approach uses δH values multiplied by an adjustable factor n, for example, n = 10.
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In this case, the δH/δC data measured for the same NMR samples containing TMS and
reported to the nearest 0.001/0.01 ppm are mandatory.

An application of 13C signals from deuterated solvents to standardize the δC values is
justified in part because the range of typical δC data is approximately 20 times larger than
the δH range that suffers from a much lower spectral dispersion of δH data. For this reason,
except for the cases of some specific isomeric systems, the reported δC values rounded to
one decimal place are recommended [59].

However, given the large inaccuracies in the δX values used in Method A (see the
Supplementary Materials for all the details) and the relatively high dependence of δC on
the type/concentration of the analyte studied (vide supra), it is crucial that the adopted
‘reference’ δX data are given accurately in publications. Therefore, it should be mandatory
that these δH and δC values should be provided within 0.001 and 0.01 ppm because this
affects the precision of δX data reported. The authors of [125] provide a positive example
here. Unfortunately, in many of the articles cited above and recently published, such δX data
do not appear at all [23,29,30,58,126–128]. It should be stressed that the aforementioned
precision is achieved seamlessly on all 400-MHz NMR machines with an inherently lower
digital resolution.

Finally, it should be noted that Burns and Reynolds in their book [129] recommend
that δH and δC values for all new organic species or isolates should be given in three and
two decimal places, respectively, with the last place subscripted to indicate uncertainty
due to sample concentration and/or probe temperature. Furthermore, they considered
Methods A and B equivalent because, in their opinion, residual 1H and 13C solvent signals
have similar uncertainties when used in place of TMS.

Recent findings by Guzman and Hoye [4] did not confirm the aforementioned view
for 1H NMR spectra in CDCl3. In addition, most of the cases discussed in this work related
to the standardization of 13C NMR spectra using solvent signals do not seem to agree with
the above opinion [129]. However, only a more detailed investigation of this issue can
provide a reliable view of the matter.

3. Summary and Conclusions

This short review article sketches the most likely ‘birth’ of Method A for popular,
simple but not perfect referencing of NMR spectra, involving their indirect standardization
using residual 1H and 13C signals from deuterated solvents as secondary reference points
on the chemical shift scale. Undoubtedly, the inclusion of this procedure in the arsenal
of various NMR spectroscopy methods had to be preceded by the introduction of pulsed
Fourier-transform instruments in the early 1970s. All documents and information found
in the literature review indicated that Method A became widespread as a result of the
initiative of NMR users, especially synthetic organic chemists. The obvious catalysts for this
process were the acceptance of TMS as an internal zero-point standard for 13C spectra and
the common availability of ‘reference’ δH and then δC data as secondary internal standards.
The increasingly popular use of this method to record and report 1H and 13C NMR spectral
data is briefly described here.

Regarding the new results obtained now, all ‘reference’ δX data found in the literature
concerning six common NMR solvents doped with TMS were considered and can be
found in the Supplementary Materials (Tables S2 and S4). This allowed the proposal
of their ‘best’ values for use in Method A, which are summarized in Table 2. The large
variability of these δX data was also analyzed in detail. The influence of the concentration
and type of the analyte tested is greatest, while the directions and magnitudes of such CIS
result from various solvent–analyte interactions that occurred in a particular case. The
large δH changes in the position of the CHCl3 line observed in the presence of acetone or
benzene in TMS-doped CDCl3 [4,5] were reproduced very well in the current DFT-NMR
calculations carried out for hydrogen-bonded complexes 4 and 5 formed in this solvent
(see Supplementary Materials). Therefore, it is clear that dilute solutions should generally
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be applied when Method A is used to minimize all such CIS effects for real NMR samples
as much as possible.

As for the current state of Method A, its practical application is shown here in the
convention of good and numerous bad exemplary cases. Statistically, the use of this simple
method is generally acceptable, but there is still plenty of room for improvement. Focusing
only on the procedures for post-processing the recorded NMR spectra, it is possible to
mention some basic problems and pitfalls associated with Method A, which are mainly due
to the mistakes of the researchers themselves as end users.

In particular, this includes the adoption of inappropriate ‘reference’ δX data, which
leads to an over- or under-estimation of δX data finally reported. Similar problems always
occur when mixtures of NMR solvents are used. In such cases, it is necessary to use Method
B (vide supra). The adopted secondary ‘reference’ data or their sources from the literature
are often not given at all or only partially, which should not be the case. This is especially
true for solvent signals in published copies of NMR spectra, often without providing their
δX values. Similar problems arise, for example, when using MestReNova [60] without
knowing the limitations of Method A.

The recommended use of the above program [60] leads to the generation of 1H NMR
spectral data in the form of a list of signals for which the number of protons and possibly
JHH data are given. Sometimes, only the ranges of multiplets are given for certain spectrum
regions (vide supra). In general, 1H/13C spectra are readily available for inclusion in a
publication after analysis, but their precision strongly depends on the researcher as the
end user. He must be fully aware of the limitations of Method A. The lack of a primary
TMS signal makes it difficult to use. As a result, the reported δX data may be subject to
some errors and the published spectra may lack important reference values for the NMR
solvent signals adopted in the analysis performed. Unfortunately, the belief in this type of
user-friendly software is often too high. Different examples of such issues can be found in
the Search Results and Discussion section.

It is easy to list numerous drawbacks or pitfalls as well as only a few benefits of
using Method A. The first is mainly due to the absence of generally accepted rules for its
application. In particular, this includes the lack of a formal obligation to provide the exact
δX values of the reference 1H and 13C solvent signals used to report spectral data for all new
organic species. The second issue is due to possible signal overlap. In fact, there may be
problems with the spectra of aromatics referenced by applying the residual 1H lines from
CDCl3 or C6D6 (see above for an exemplary case of species 3). The use of TMS or cubane as
an internal reference can be useful in all such situations (for the latter, see Table S3 and the
related discussion). However, the main problem is the occurrence of numerous CIS effects,
especially when using quite concentrated NMR samples. These effects can often lead to
significant changes in the δX values adopted for the secondary references in question to
lower or higher frequencies, depending on the type of analyte.

It should also be highlighted that, in the absence of TMS in the NMR sample, Method
A is used indirectly in Method C. More importantly, it is also applied in an IUPAC-
recommended Method D used to reference spectra involving some NMR-active nuclei that
are different from 13C (vide supra). Strictly, 13C spectra can also be standardized in this way,
but solvent signals are generally used for this purpose. Therefore, the correct referencing of
the initial 1H spectra using Method A is decisive in all these cases.

In view of all the foregoing facts, it should be mandatory to give the reference δH
and δC data adopted in Method A with a precision of 0.001 and 0.01 ppm, respectively,
and report the spectral data for the products or isolates with the same precision. If there
is any doubt about the rounding of some values (up or down), it is recommended that
one should insert the digit 5 in the additional decimal position given in the subscript.
To avoid prolonging the main text of the publication, the δX data with such precision
has been included in the Supplementary Materials section. The above precision requests
may be seen to be somewhat excessive, especially for organic chemists, who usually have
additional experimental data at their disposal when identifying the synthesized products.
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However, as noted earlier, these requirements particularly apply to all new complex or
unexpected structures. In such cases, identical requirements should also be applied to the
use of Methods B–D.

One of the few advantages of Method A (used as mentioned above) is that its applica-
tion avoids contamination of the samples being analyzed by TMS. It is likely that its use
could be useful in some cases where the NMR samples under study need to be used for
further special studies, as suggested in ref. [99]. Indisputably, silyl derivatives possessing
signals with δHs very close to 0 ppm may be obvious targets for this approach (vide supra).
Using the classical iteration of Method B with an internal TMS can be difficult in such cases.
This may be especially true for spectra recorded on older 200-MHz spectrometers.

According to the results of this literature review, there is a significant discrepancy
of 1.7 and even 1.9 ppm in the δC values for DMSO-d6 and CDCl3, respectively, applied
by the users of Method A (Table S4, two lines at the bottom); these results are in line
with the large uncertainties in δC values for these solvents reported in ref. [49]. Smaller
differences in the δCs concern CD3OD and especially CD3CN. One can only assume that
the sources of the aforementioned differences in δC data are the CIS effects resulting from
the presence of various analytes in the NMR samples studied. These findings suggest the
need for a systematic investigation of 13C{1H} spectra recorded in all solvents discussed
here for analytes of different types, simultaneously using 13C signals from TMS and NMR
solvent, analogously to the study performed for 1H NMR spectra in CDCl3 [4]. A similar
investigation carried out more than two decades ago produced unsatisfactory results [56].

The careful and correct application of each of the four Methods A–D to fairly dilute so-
lutions of different organic species in deuterated organic solvents should, in principle, lead
to very similar δH and δC data for analytes of different types. To the author’s knowledge,
to date, no comparative studies similar to those performed for 19F NMR spectra [12] have
been carried out.

One might be tempted to conclude that the daily practice of NMR spectroscopy has,
so far, outgrown the recommendations of the IUPAC and other similar regulations that
have not yet taken into account the widespread use of Method A, in which experimentally
measured δX data are related to internal TMS at 0 ppm, albeit indirectly.

Therefore, it is probably time for an in-depth discussion and formulation of some
undoubtedly needed rules for the best possible use of Method A. Its application will
probably expand due to the increasing frequency of milligram-scale chemical syntheses
and the growing use of benchtop NMR instruments [7,130]. Indeed, by using the latter
relatively inexpensive devices, residual 1H signals from deuterated solvents are frequently
applied [130]. In general, a proper routine use of Method A for the referencing of 1H and
13C spectra with all of the above requirements seems to have great potential, especially in
the context of the increasingly widespread use of cryogenically cooled probes of classical
NMR spectrometers, which allows for the analysis of very dilute solutions.

However, for all newly synthesized or isolated organic species, especially those with
complex or unexpected molecular structures, the use of TMS in Method B is strongly
recommended to ensure the precise 1H and 13C NMR spectroscopic characterization of the
organic systems mentioned above.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https:
//www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/molecules28114369/s1, The experimental ‘reference’ δH and
δC values from the literature for six deuterated solvents without TMS, including MSD data (Table
S1), a continuation of the subsection on solvent signals as secondary NMR standards, including
different CIS effects, a discussion of cubane and cyclohexane as internal references (Table S3), two
new subsections on 1H and 13C spectra (Tables S2 and S4 covering 45 sets of δX data) including δD
values for six solvents considered (Table S5), stacked 1H NMR spectra from the ‘titration’ of residual
incompletely deuterated components of the four deuterated solvents with tetra-n-butylammonium
chloride as a titrant (Figures S1–S4) and two cases of not correctly analyzed 1H NMR spectra (Figures
S5 and S6); an additional section with description and discussion of the results of GIAO-DFT-NMR
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calculations performed now for hydrogen-bonded complexes 4 and 5 (Tables S6 and S7, Figure
S7); [131–186] references to the Supplementary Materials part (PDF).
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Icosahedral Barrier Increased by the Functionalization of all Terminal Hydrogens in closo-1-SB11H11. Inorg. Chem. 2021, 60,
8428–8431. [CrossRef]

73. Khalaji, M.; Paluch, P.; Potrzebowski, M.J.; Dudek, M.K. Narrowing down the conformational space with solid-state NMR in
crystal structure prediction of linezolid cocrystals. Solid State Nucl. Magn. Reson. 2022, 121, 101813. [CrossRef]

74. The Unified Scale for Referencing in NMR. New IUPAC Recommendations [revised (cgf): 26 July 2010]. Available online: http:
//www2.chem.wisc.edu/~cic/nmr/Guides/Other/Xi_chem_shift_scale.pdf (accessed on 21 May 2023).

75. Automatic Heteronuclear Referencing with setref. (Varian/Agilent instruments). Available online: https://lsa.umich.edu/
content/dam/chem-assets/chem-docs/setref.pdf (accessed on 21 May 2023).

https://doi.org/10.1021/jo971176v
https://doi.org/10.1039/an9719600370
https://doi.org/10.1021/om100106e
https://doi.org/10.1039/C6GC00446F
https://doi.org/10.1002/mrc.1578
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15809983
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.oprd.5b00417
https://doi.org/10.1021/ci980320q
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22482996
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules22101663
http://pubsapp.acs.org/paragonplus/submission/acs_nmr_guidelines.pdf
http://pubsapp.acs.org/paragonplus/submission/acs_nmr_guidelines.pdf
https://mestrelab.com/software/mnova
https://mestrelab.com/software/mnova
https://doi.org/10.1002/mrc.1801
https://doi.org/10.1002/cmr.a.20089
http://chem.ch.huji.ac.il/nmr/software/solvent.html
http://mangia.caltech.edu/NMRshifts.html
https://nmr.chem.ucsb.edu/protocols/refppm.html
https://doi.org/10.1515/znb-2009-11-1238
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules25081907
https://doi.org/10.1021/jacs.1c06414
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.inorgchem.1c00796
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssnmr.2022.101813
http://www2.chem.wisc.edu/~cic/nmr/Guides/Other/Xi_chem_shift_scale.pdf
http://www2.chem.wisc.edu/~cic/nmr/Guides/Other/Xi_chem_shift_scale.pdf
https://lsa.umich.edu/content/dam/chem-assets/chem-docs/setref.pdf
https://lsa.umich.edu/content/dam/chem-assets/chem-docs/setref.pdf


Molecules 2023, 28, 4369 19 of 23

76. Chemical Shift Referencing. Available online: http://chem.ch.huji.ac.il/nmr/whatisnmr/chemshift.html (accessed on 21 May
2023).
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174. Skorupska, E.A.; Nazarski, R.B.; Ciechańska, M.; Jóźwiak, A.; Kłys, A. Dynamic 1H NMR spectroscopic study of hindered internal

rotation in selected N,N-dialkyl isonicotinamides: An experimental and DFT analysis. Tetrahedron 2013, 69, 8147–8154. [CrossRef]
175. Wei, J.; Zhou, X.; Dong, M.; Yang, L.; Zhao, C.; Lu, R.; Bao, G.; Hu, F. Metabolites and novel compounds with anti-microbial or

antiaging activities from Cordyceps fumosorosea. AMB Express 2022, 12, 40. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
176. Manwill, P.K.; Kalsi, M.; Wu, S.; Martinez Rodriguez, E.J.; Cheng, X.; Piermarini, P.M.; Rakotondraibe, H.L. Semi-synthetic

cinnamodial analogues: Structural insights into the insecticidal and antifeedant activities of drimane sesquiterpenes against the
mosquito Aedes aegypti. PLoS Negl. Trop. Dis. 2020, 14, e0008073. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

177. HyperChemTM-Molecular Modeling System Release 8.0.10 for Windows; Hypercube, Inc.: Gainesville, FL, USA, 2011.
178. Kadam, R.U.; Garg, D.; Schwartz, J.; Visini, R.; Sattler, M.; Stocker, A.; Darbre, T.; Reymond, J.-L. CH−π “T-Shape” Interaction

with Histidine Explains Binding of Aromatic Galactosides to Pseudomonas aeruginosa Lectin LecA. ACS Chem. Biol. 2013, 8,
1925–1930. [CrossRef]

179. Frisch, M.J.; Trucks, G.W.; Schlegel, H.B.; Scuseria, G.E.; Robb, M.A.; Cheeseman, J.R.; Scalmani, G.; Barone, V.; Petersson, G.A.;
Nakatsuji, H. et al. Gaussian 16, Revision C.01; Gaussian, Inc.: Wallingford, CT, USA, 2019.

180. PCMODEL for Windows. Version 8.50.0. Molecular Modeling Software for Windows Operating System, Apple Macintosh OS, Linux and
Unix; Serena Software: Bloomington, IN, USA, 2003.

181. Rauhut, G.; Puyear, S.; Wolinski, K.; Pulay, P. Comparison of NMR Shieldings Calculated from Hartree-Fock and Density
Functional Wave Functions Using Gauge-Including Atomic Orbitals. J. Phys. Chem. 1996, 100, 6310–6316. [CrossRef]

182. Tomasi, J.; Mennucci, B.; Cancès, E. The IEF Version of the PCM Solvation Method: An Overview of a New Method Addressed to
Study Molecular Solutes at the QM ab Initio Level. J. Mol. Struct. Theochem 1999, 464, 211–226. [CrossRef]

183. Michalik, E.; Nazarski, R.B. Synthesis, complete NMR assignments, and NOE versus GIAO data assisted ab initio modelling
the overall conformations of amide 3,4′-diquinolinyl sulfides in solution. Another approach to analysis of flexible systems.
Tetrahedron 2004, 60, 9213–9222. [CrossRef]

184. Chemcraft, Version 1.8 (built 523b)-A graphical visualization program for quantum chemistry computation; Chemcraft: High Point,
NC, USA, 2023.

https://doi.org/10.1021/jm400857f
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.synthmet.2015.05.023
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.biomac.2c00452
https://doi.org/10.1002/anie.200460782
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules200814191
https://doi.org/10.1039/D2SC04344K
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.119458
https://doi.org/10.3762/bjoc.13.3
https://doi.org/10.1366/0003702894203877
https://doi.org/10.1246/bcsj.70.315
https://doi.org/10.1080/00397911.2013.862833
https://www.science-and-fun.de/tools/solvents
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tet.2013.07.046
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13568-022-01379-w
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35366116
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pntd.0008073
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32101555
https://doi.org/10.1021/cb400303w
https://doi.org/10.1021/jp9529127
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0166-1280(98)00553-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tet.2004.07.058


Molecules 2023, 28, 4369 23 of 23

185. Makulski, W.; Jackowski, K. 1H, 13C and 29Si magnetic shielding in gaseous and liquid tetramethylsilane. J. Magn. Reson. 2020,
313, 106716. [CrossRef]

186. Rzepiela, K.; Kaminský, J.; Buczek, A.; Broda, M.A.; Kupka, T. Electron Correlation or Basis Set Quality: How to Obtain Converged
and Accurate NMR Shieldings for the Third-Row Elements? Molecules 2022, 27, 8230. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmr.2020.106716
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules27238230

	Introduction 
	Search Results and Discussion 
	Some History 
	Methods for 1H/13C Chemical Shift Reference 
	NMR Solvent Signals as Secondary Internal References 
	Reference of NMR Spectra Using Method A–Current State 
	Proposals Based on Current Needs and Opportunities for NMR Spectrometers 

	Summary and Conclusions 
	References

