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Closed-form, analytical approximations for electrostatic properties of molecules are

of unique value, as these can provide computational speed, versatility, and physical

insight. Here we derive a simple, closed-form formula for the apparent surface charge

(ASC), as well as for the electric field generated by a molecular charge distribution

in aqueous solution. The approximation, with no fitted parameters, is tested against

corresponding numerical solutions of the Poisson equation, where it yields a signifi-

cant speed-up. For small molecules, the hydration free energies estimated from the

closed-form ASC formula are within 0.6 kcal/mol RMSD from the standard Poisson

reference; the electric field at the surface is in quantitative agreement with the refer-

ence. Performance of the approximation is also tested on larger structures, including

a protein, a DNA fragment, and a protein-protein complex. For all structures tested,

a near quantitative agreement with the numerical Poisson reference is achieved, ex-

cept in regions of high negative curvature, where the new approximation is still

qualitatively correct. A unique feature of the proposed “source-based" closed-form

approximation, is that the ASC and the electric field are estimated at any individual

point or surface patch, without the need for self-consistent computation over the en-

tire surface or volume. An open source software implementation of the method has

been made available: http://people.cs.vt.edu/~onufriev/CODES/aasc.tar.gz.

a)Electronic mail: alexey@vt.cs.edu
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I. INTRODUCTION

Accurate and efficient modeling of solvation effects at the atomistic level is a critical com-

ponent of modern efforts to understand biomolecular structure and function1–4. There are

two broad approaches to the modeling of solvation: explicit and implicit solvation methods5.

Arguably the most widely used model of solvation is that for which individual solvent

molecules are treated explicitly, on the same footing with the target biomolecule. How-

ever, accuracy of the explicit solvent representation comes at high price, computationally,

limiting the practical utility of atomistic simulations in many areas. The implicit, contin-

uum solvation approach – treating solvent as a continuum with the dielectric and non-polar

properties of water – can offer much greater effective simulation speeds compared to the

explicit solvent models6–16. The Poisson equation7,8,17–21 of classical electrostatics22 provides

an exact formalism – within the continuum, local, linear-response dielectric approximation

of solvent in the absence of mobile ions – for computing the electrostatic potential V (r)

produced by a molecular charge distribution ρ(r) characterizing the solute:

∇ε(r)∇V (r) = −4πρ(r), (1)

where ε(r) is the dielectric constant. Once V (r) is obtained, the electrostatic part of the sol-

vation free energy is easily computed22. For the given charge distribution, ρ(r), fundamental

to a given biomolecule, there is induced a corresponding electric reaction field.

The problem of finding V (r) is mathematically equivalent23,24 to finding a continuous

charge density, σ, on the dielectric boundary (DB), such that:

V (r) =
∑
i

qi
|r− ri|

+

∮
∂S

σ(s)

|r− s|
d2s, (2)

where ρ(r) is the discrete charge distribution, formed by n point charges q1, · · · , qn, and σ(s)

is the apparent surface charge (ASC) associated with each surface patch s. The second term

in the above equation represents the so-called reaction field potential25,26. Conceptually,

once the ASC, σ(s), is found, all of the solvation effects, at the level of the Poisson equation,

can be computed. This dielectric polarizable continuum method (DPCM) is now considered

part of the broader apparent surface charge (ASC) formalism27.

The reformulation of the Poisson problem via equation 2 has a number of technical advan-

tages made apparent over the years, especially in quantum mechanical (QM) calculations.
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For example, non-equilibrized behavior can be modeled through self-consistency calculations

via the DPCM23. Approximate descriptions of volume polarization, resulting from solute

charge penetration28, can be expressed within the integral equation formalism (IEF)29 and

“surface and simulation of volume polarization for electrostatics” (SS(V)PE)30 methods. In

practice, these advantages have led to many fruitful applications in the elucidation of solva-

tion mechanisms6,31–36, and the construction of tailored electrostatic models37,38.

Just like the numerical Poisson solvers, modern ASC-based methods rely on increas-

ingly realistic, yet complex, molecular boundary representations39–41. These physically ac-

curate representations of the actual molecular shape are crucial to the accuracy of mod-

ern solvation models, and have made significant impacts in qualitative reasoning about

biomolecules42,43. Unfortunately, rigorous ASC-based numerical approaches tend to be

rather expensive, computationally23,24,44, and may suffer from instabilities associated with

the surface representations27,29,45. The computational cost and associated stability concerns

of many popular numerical ASC-based models27,46,47 is one of the major motivations for this

work.

To improve computational efficiency, approximate ASC-based methods have been de-

veloped, such as the widely used COSMO48, GCOSMO36, and C-PCM49. These methods

rely on approximations to equation 2, such as the use of infinite dielectric (ε→∞). These

approaches bypass the difficult-to-calculate solute electric field normals50, improving compu-

tational efficiency significantly. Still, these methods depend on numerical matrix inversions,

which tend to scale poorly with the structure size51,52.

At the same time, fully analytical approximations to the Poisson equation exist, the

generalized Born model53–81 being arguably the most widely used, especially in atomistic

simulations82–92. Despite its multiple documented success stories93 the model does not have

the versatility of equation 2, and the associated benefits of an ASC-based formulation of

biomolecular electrostatics. We aim to fill the gap by deriving an analytical, closed form

approximation to the Poisson equation for the ASC and the (normal) electric field around

an arbitrary biomolecule. Standard numerical solutions of the Poisson equation are used as

the reference. We refrain from comparisons with well-established numerical ASC methods

in this initial investigation.

The outline of the paper is as follows. Section II describes testing materials and method-

ology. In section III, we derive our analytical ASC approximation (IIIA), and test against
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analytical (III B 1) and numerical (III C 2 a, III C 2 b) references. Finally, section IIID show-

cases our analytical ASC approximation on a presently relevant biomolecular complex: that

of the human ACE2 receptor and SARS-CoV-2 spike glycoprotein.

II. METHODS

A. Structures

We utilize a set of 173 neutral small molecules from version 0.52 of the FreeSolv

database94,95, narrowed to include only those molecules containing hydrogen, oxygen, nitro-

gen, and carbon atoms. The small molecules under consideration are all rigid - having small

conformational variability as seen in molecular dynamic (MD) simulations96. The choice of

rigid molecules allows us to focus on the physics of solvation, while mitigating the uncer-

tainty related to conformational sampling. ambpdb97 was used to generate PQR format files

from AMBER format coordinate and topology files94. Additionally, two larger biomolecules

were used: a 25 bp poly-A B’-form dsDNA43; and the hen-egg lysozyme (PDB:2LZT)98.

We also test our method on a portion of the ACE2/SARS-CoV-2 complex (PDB:6M0J)99

receptor binding domain (RBD). 6M0J RBD residues were determined through A/E chain

contacts within 3.8 Å. In each chain, residues within 1.5 Å of the contacts were also included.

H++ server100 was used to generate protonated PQR format files. PQR format files for

small molecules and the SARS-CoV-2 complex, along with RBD contact residue lists, are

provided in the code supplement.

B. Dielectric Boundary Representations

We approximate the solute-solvent interface – the dielectric boundary (DB) – using the

solvent excluded surface (SES)101, with Bondi102 atomic radii and a water probe of 1.4 Å.

This DB is triangulated with the open-source package, NanoShaper103. In each relevant

test, we match the NanoShaper grid spacing with that used by the numerical PB reference;

0.1 Å for small molecules, 0.25 Å for fair speed comparisons, and 0.5 Å for large molecule

electric field normal comparisons.
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C. Analytical Poisson-Boltzmann Reference

In the context of implicit biomolecular solvation, the simplest scenario is that of a

biomolecule with a sharp, spherical DB.

θ

π − θ

q1

q2

V (r)
r1

r2

r

εout

εin

Figure 1: A perfectly spherical DB enclosing two unit charges, q1 and q2. The charges are

located on the vertical diameter of the sphere of radius r. The charges are an equal distance,

r1 = r2, from the spherical center. The sharp spherical boundary, ∂S, separates two regions

of constant dielectric, εin and εout. The “dual positive” test case: q1 = q2 = 1. The “dipole”

test case: q1 = 1 and q2 = −1. The electric potential V (r) is computed at the DB.

For such a spherical boundary, as in Figure 1, Kirkwood104 gave the exact, analytical solution

of equation 1 for the potential Vi at the DB due to a single charge qi inside the boundary.

We state it here without the consideration of mobile ions, not considered in this work105:

Vi = −qi
r

(
1

εin
− 1

εout

) ∞∑
l=0

 1

1 +
(

l
l+1

) (
εin
εout

)
(ri

r

)l
Pl(cos θ) +

qi
r

(
1

εin

) ∞∑
l=0

(ri
r

)l
Pl(cos θ).

(3)

For general internal and external dielectrics, it is well-known22,23 that the apparent surface
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charge, σ, can be written as:

σ =
1

4π

(
εout
εin
− 1

)(
∂V

∂~n

)
out

. (4)

From this, and equation 3, we obtain an exact, analytical expression for the apparent surface

charge on the spherical DB:

(5)

σKW =
∑
i

qi
4π

(
1

εin
− 1

εout

) ∞∑
l=0

 1

1 +
(

l
l+1

) (
εin
εout

)
 (l + 1)

(
rli
rl+2

)
Pl(cos θ)

−
(

1

εin

) ∞∑
l=0

(l + 1)

(
rli
rl+2

)
Pl(cos θ)

 ,
where the summation is over all of the enclosed charges. Equation 5 will provide a key check

for our analytical ASC approximation.

1. Convergence Analysis of σKW

The presence of the indexing term, (l + 1), is notable in its effects on the convergence

characteristics of equation 5, by increasing the number of terms necessary for an accurate

reference. As the ratio ri/r approaches 1 - that is, as the charge approaches the DB - slow

convergence of the approximate solution manifests itself.
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Figure 2: The apparent surface charge computed using the truncated analytical Poisson-

Boltzmann reference (see equation 5). Tests are conducted on the dual-positive case, Figure

1. The ASC is sampled at the spherical boundary r = 10 Å away from the center. Panel (a)

r1 = r2 = 6 Å; (b) r1 = r2 = 8 Å; see Figure 1. Partial sums of the infinite series solution,

equation 5, with M = 10, 20, 30, 40 terms are examined. The truncated sums are shown

with blue, orange, green, and red lines, respectively.

In Panel (b) of Figure 2, we see that, even for ri
r

close to 1, it is possible to achieve

both qualitatively and quantitatively reasonable results. The analytical reference appears

well-converged, Figure 2, for our purposes, atM = 30 terms. We term equation 5, truncated

to the first M = 30 terms, as the essentially exact Poisson-Boltzmann (EPB) reference.

D. Numerical Poisson-Boltzmann Reference

For numerical Poisson-Boltzmann (NPB) reference calculations, we use the Macroscopic

Electrostatics with Atomic Detail (MEAD) package106. MEAD is a volumetric, finite-

difference solver that can compute potential maps and hydration energies. For small molecule

accuracy comparisons, we perform potential-map calculations at a grid spacing of 0.1 Å, and

hydration energy calculations at an inner and outer bounding-box grid spacing of 0.1 Å and
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0.5 Å, respectively. For fair speed comparisons, we perform potential-map calculations at

a grid spacing of 0.25 Å, and hydration energy calculations at a single bounding-box grid

spacing of 0.25 Å, considered standard for finite-difference NPB calculations. For larger

molecules, we perform potential-map calculations at a grid spacing of 0.5 Å, and hydration

energy calculations at an inner and outer bounding-box grid spacing of 0.5 Å and 1.0 Å,

respectively. The total number of NPB grid points was determined by setting a volumetric

bounding-box side length slightly larger (+1 Å) than the maximal intra-molecular distance.

We have approximated the electric field normal at a point, r, by :

E⊥(r) =
∂V

∂~n
≈ V (r + hn̂)− V (r− hn̂)

2h
, (6)

where r+ hn̂ and r− hn̂ are sampling points a distance 2h from one another, in the normal

direction. See Ref.52 for the sampling details. Here h was chosen to minimize the distance

between sampled grid points, while being large enough so that the sampled points belong

to distinct grid points of the cubic lattice used in NPB reference calculations. For small

molecules, with a grid spacing of 0.1 Å, in the worst-case, h must be larger than the diagonal

of the “grid cube":
√

3/(0.1)2 ∼ 0.173 Å.To avoid numerical artifacts, the field is computed

a distance p > h from the DB, Figure 3.The need to use a non-zero projection distance in the

NPB calculations makes it necessary to use the electric field normal values near the DB as

the numerical reference, rather than the apparent surface charge itself (which is essentially

the normal component of the field right at the DB, see equation 4).

E. Electrostatic Solvation Free Energy with ASC

The apparent surface charge formulation allows us to gain electrostatic insights into a

variety of solvation effects25,47, one of which is hydration free energy. This quantity can be

expressed through the thermodynamic cycle decomposition107:

∆Gsolv = ∆Gel + ∆Gnp. (7)

Of the two components in equation 7, the electrostatic solvation free energy, ∆Gel, typically

contributes the most to the total, and is difficult to estimate computationally5.

8



Figure 3: The two dielectric problem, given an arbitrary biomolecule S with smooth bound-

ary ∂S. The boundary separates inner (blue) and outer (white) dielectric regions, with

constants εin and εout, respectively. r = A + p, where A is the electrostatic size of S108,

and p is the projection distance from ∂S to the sampling point, r. qi is the source charge

under consideration, with ri (not shown) denoting it’s position, and di denoting the distance

between ri and r. When p > 0, we call the quantity E⊥(r) the electric field normal of S

at r. When p = 0, we relate electric field normals using equation 4; in this case, σ(r) (not

shown) is termed the apparent surface charge of S at r.

For a discrete charge density indexed by i, see Figure 3, we can define ∆Gel as5:

∆Gel =
1

2

∑
i

qi [V (ri)− V (ri)vac] , (8)

where V (ri) and V (ri)vac are electrostatic potentials in solvent and vacuum, respectively. In

the special case when inner and outer dielectric constants, εin and εout, are equal to 1 and

80, respectively, we call ∆Gel the electrostatic hydration free energy. We use equations 2

and 8 to write:
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∆Gel =
1

2

∑
i

qi

(∮
∂S

σ(s)

|ri − s|
d2s

)
. (9)

Though equation 9 is valid for any choice of DB, the surface integral is non-trivial to compute.

We approximate the surface integral using a specific triangulation of the DB, see section II B.

This discrete representation approximates equation 9 as:

∆Gel ≈ 332

[
1

2

∑
i

∑
T

qiσTAT
|ri − rT |

]
, (10)

where σT , AT , and rT are the apparent surface charge, area, and center of the triangle T ; for

convenience, the pre-factor converts the sum to kcal/mol, if the units of length are Å, and

the charge is in atomic units. ASC on a triangle is found by averaging the ASC of comprising

vertices. The center is a simple geometric average of comprising vertex coordinates, with

triangular area calculated using Heron’s formula:

A =
√
d · (d− a) · (d− b) · (d− c) ; d =

a · b · c
2

, (11)

where a, b, and c are the triangle’s side lengths.

F. Generalized-Born Solvation Free Energy Reference

We utilize the IGB5109 GB model from AMBER package97. Configuration files for the

GB reference are included in the supplement.

G. Accuracy Metrics Used

We test our ASC approximation, first against the EPB reference, and then against NPB

and GB references. Our comparison with the EPB reference will be on point-wise apparent

surface charge, using the two charge configuration in Figure 2. Per-vertex electric field

normal values are compared against the NPB reference, averaging over each vertex in a

given biomolecule, and over each biomolecule in the comparison set. Electrostatic hydration

free energies are compared against the NPB and GB references, taking averages over molecule

sets. All results will be in kcal/( mol · e ·Å2
) for apparent surface charge, kcal/( mol · e ·Å)

for electric field normals, and kcal/mol for electrostatic hydration free energies.
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H. Computer Specifications

All computations and visualizations were completed on a commodity desktop computer

with an Intel Core i7 (or equivalent) processor, using a maximum of 32 GB of memory.

III. RESULTS

A. Analytical Derivation of Apparent Surface Charge

To derive our ASC approximation, we begin with the closed-form approximation for the

electrostatic potential around an arbitrary molecular shape105, see Figure 3:

Vi ≈

 qi

εout

(
1 + α

(
εin
εout

))
(1 + α)

di
−
α
(

1− εin
εout

)
r

 . (12)

We utilize the polar orthonormal frame, er = ∂
∂r

; eθ = 1
r
∂
∂θ
, to take its derivative, for use in

equation 4. The derivative vanishes in the direction of eθ, yielding:

E⊥(r) =
∂Vi
∂~n

=
∂Vi
∂r
− cos(ϕi)

∂Vi
∂di

. (13)

Exploiting the geometry in Figure 3, we relate cos(ϕi) as a dot product of the surface unit

normal, n̂, and the vector from E⊥(r) to qi, which we denote ~di : cos(ϕi) =
(
n̂ · ~di

)
/di.

Applying equation 12 to 13, and summing over the charge distribution (Figure 3) we arrive

at:

E⊥(~r) =

 1

εout

(
1 + α

(
εin
εout

))
∑

i

qi

α
(

1− εin
εout

)
r2

− cos(ϕi)

(
(1 + α)

d2i

) . (14)

At the dielectric boundary, applying equation 4 to equation 14, gives the following closed-

form, analytical approximation for the apparent surface charge:

σ =

(
1

εin
− 1

εout

) 1

4π
(

1 + α
(
εin
εout

))
∑

i

qi

α
(

1− εin
εout

)
A2

− cos(ϕi)

(
(1 + α)

d2i

) .
(15)
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We have attempted to re-optimize the value of α in the context of equation 15 using our

small molecule set: the effort led to only a very minor improvement in accuracy (not shown),

so we have decided to retain the original, rigorously derived110 α = 0.580127, for use in the

approximation.

B. Theoretical Analysis of the Analytical ASC Approximation

1. Accuracy against the exact PB Reference
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Comparison of ASC Approximation
 and exact PB Reference on a Sphere

Figure 4: Apparent surface charge of our ASC approximation (dashed red) and the EPB

reference (solid black) on the test charge distribution shown in Figure 1. Panel (a): surface

charge of two point charges, 2 Å away from the boundary of a sphere with q1 = 1 = q2.

Panel (b): the same charge distribution as in panel (a), but with q1 = 1, q2 = −1. Points

were sampled from 0 to π in 0.0001 radian steps.

From Figure 4, our approximation matches the exact solution quite well over the interval

of interest, with the expected slightly worse performance near point charges. Over the

entire interval, an RMSD of 0.00124 and 0.00117 kcal/mol/Å2 was achieved between our

ASC approximation and the EPB reference, on the geometries described in panels (a) and

(b), respectively (Figure 4).
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2. Total Molecular Charge Sanity Check

Gauss’ law provides an excellent check of our analytical ASC approximation and utilized

dielectric boundary representation, for arbitrary biomolecules. If we consider εin = 1 with

εout →∞, Gauss’ law, for a discrete internal charge distribution (see Figure 3), gives:∮
∂S

E⊥(s) · d2s =
∑
i

qi +

∮
∂S

σ d2s = 0. (16)

Over our set of neutral molecules, equation 16 simply states that the surface integral of

apparent surface charge will be equal to zero; in the discrete boundary case, as triangulation

density is increased, we expect this quantity to approach zero.
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Figure 5: Total molecular surface charge averaged over the entire set of small neutral

molecules. The exact result is zero. NanoShaper inverse grid spacings are given in Å−1,

while total molecular charges are given in
(
kcal · Å

)
/(mol · e). To mimic a conductor, we

set the outer dielectric constant εout = 1000.

Figure 5 shows that our numerical ASC implementation follows the expected trend in

conductor-like solvent.
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C. Testing of AASC Package Implementation

1. Computational Speed

Here we present general running time descriptions for each tested method, rather than

exact time values. In this way, we can differentiate between each method, without worrying

about particular optimizations and expert parameter set-ups that can be found across a

variety of implementations. The interested reader can refer to the supplement for the detailed

timing information.

Method Small Molecules 2LZT DNA

IGB5(AMBER) milliseconds ∼ a second ∼ half a second

Analytical ASC Approximation ∼ 100 milliseconds tens of seconds ∼ half a minute

Numerical PB tens of seconds minutes tens of minutes

Table I: Running time expectations for computed electrostatic solvation free energies. Times

are given per-molecule (averaged over the entire set in the small molecule case).

In algorithmic time complexity, the three methods we compare in Table I are very differ-

ent. GB methods, such as the IGB5 reference, scale quadratically in the number of atoms

(K2), while our method grows linearly (KN) in the number of atoms and surface elements

(N). Volumetric methods, similar the NPB reference, scale cubically in the number of grid

points per side of a corresponding bounding box, itself a function of grid density and the

maximum intra-molecular distance. The impact of these time complexities are clearly seen

when we focus on hen-egg lysozyme and double-stranded DNA wall running times. Though

the 2LZT structure has about 500 more atoms than the DNA structure, the intra-molecular

width of the DNA structure is almost double that of 2LZT. This means that the DNA struc-

ture has both a larger total surface area and requires a bigger volumetric bounding box; as

seen in Table I, we find longer running times for our ASC approximation and the NPB

reference for 2LZT as compared to DNA, but not for the IGB5 reference. This contrasting

algorithmic complexity also affects timings between each model, for structures of different

size. The best case scenario for the efficiency of our ASC approximation is for structures
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having many atoms, but a comparatively low surface area.

Though the efficiency of our analytical ASC method is not at the level of the IGB5

reference, it occupies a different niche: its main purpose is the estimation of the ASC and

the electric field. Compared to common ASC-based methods, such as those of a DPCM

variety23,24,111, our method features key advantages in theoretical efficiency. Self-consistent,

iterative methods23,24 must iterate their solution for apparent surface charge. Work has been

undertaken to improve the efficiency of such iterative algorithms111,112, and address concerns

of convergence113,114; however, even when approximations are made111 computational time

grows quadratically (N2) in the number of surface elements.

2. Accuracy

a. Small Molecules

Qualitative Visualizations We first examine how our ASC approximation compares

to the NPB reference qualitatively.
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

(e) (f) (g) (h)

Figure 6: Electric field normals computed on a selection of small molecules by our ASC

approximation (top row) and the NPB reference (bottom row), with visualization by GEM52.

From left to right, the four molecules shown are 1,2-ethanediol, pyrrole, methane, and 1-

Butoxybutane. All calculations are made 0.7 Å from the DB, with a water probe radius of

1.4 Å. Our ASC approximation and the NPB reference use a 0.1 Å triangulation density/grid

spacing.

Results from our ASC approximation are visually indistinguishable from those computed

with the NPB reference. Numerical instabilities of the NPB manifest themselves as small

discontinuities in the electric field normal values, most noticeable in the negatively charged

surface patches, see panels (e) and (f) of Figure 6. Our method has no such instabilities due

to the analytical formulation of our ASC approximation, and the robustness of its discrete

boundary representation103; One such example was readily seen through the very minimal

absolute change in ASC small molecule solvation energies when the grid resolution was

decreased from 0.1 Å to 0.25Å.

Quantitative ASC Comparisons Next, we examine how our ASC approximation

compares quantitatively to the NPB reference, Table II. While the field normal (or the

equivalent surface charge) metrics are not very intuitive, these are the main quantities that

16



Metric ASC Approximation relative to NPB Reference

Average Absolute Difference 0.11

Average RMSD 0.14

Table II: Accuracy of electric field normal values computed via our ASC approximation

against the NPB reference. Values are given in kcal/( mol · e · Å2
).

the method computes, and so a direct comparison with the standard NPB reference is useful.

The physical meaning of the magnitude of the deviation from the reference will be discussed

below. We note that some of the deviation is likely a result of the aforementioned NPB

grid-related instabilities.

Polar Solvation Energy Tests featuring the calculation of electrostatic solvation free

energies are valuable in the sense that they provide an intuitive accuracy metric, directly

relevant to experiment. Here IGB5109 is an example of what can be expected from a very fast

GB model on small molecule data sets115,116, in terms of accuracy and running time. We test

how our ASC approximation and the IGB5 method compares to calculation of electrostatic

solvation free energies by the NPB reference.

Method RMSD to NPB reference (kcal/mol)

Analytical ASC Approximation 0.61

GB (IGB5,AMBER) 0.98

Table III: Accuracy of electrostatic hydration free energies against the NPB reference, esti-

mated by our analytical ASC approximation and IGB5. Analytical ∆Gel is computed via

equation 9, using the analytical ASC approximation given in equation 15. Small molecule

electrostatic hydration free energies range from -0.01 to -14.71 kcal/mol.

In Table III, we see that our ASC approximation performs better than the IGB5 reference

in the reproduction of NPB electrostatic solvation energy. This is encouraging, particularly

from the perspective of design: GB models are formulated to analytically interpolate the
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Poisson equation, for the purpose of electrostatic solvation energy calculations. That our

model can estimate solvation energies more accurately than a widely used GB model sug-

gests that the reproduction of electric field normals with the NPB reference is physically

supported.

Additionally, the results of Table III give another encouraging conclusion, with respect to

running times efficiencies. To match the RMSD of the NPB reference to just slightly above

kT , we do not require an overly fine triangulation density. When resolution is taken as in

timing section (I), RMSD against the NPB reference, in fact, improves to 0.6 kcal/mol. We

can achieve a very similar accuracy, without incurring a heavy 1-2 order of magnitude time

penalty, as seen with the NPB reference at this fine grid resolution.

b. Proteins and DNA In analyzing the performance of our model on structures of

increased size and complexity, we examine a fragment of double-stranded DNA and the

hen-egg lysozyme. Structures of this type - with regions of the DB having deep, negative

curvature “pockets" - present some of the toughest tests for our model, due to certain

theoretical considerations we touch on below.

Double-Stranded DNA First, we examine our analytical approximation on a double-

stranded DNA snapshot.
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(a) (b)

Figure 7: Electric field normals computed on the double-stranded DNA snapshot by our ASC

approximation, Panel (a), and the NPB reference, Panel (b), with visualization by GEM52.

The field is estimated 1.5 Å from the DB, obtained with the water probe of radius of 2

Å. Our ASC approximation and the NPB reference use a 0.5 Å triangulation density/grid

spacing.

Qualitatively, Figure 7 shows that our analytical approximation reproduces the NPB

reference quite well. Notably, there is a distinctive "striping" in the NPB reference, Figure

7b, as compared to our analytical ASC, which is smooth, Figure 7a. This spurious striping is

likely a result of the projection of numerically derived potential maps upon the triangulated

DB, seen prominently when compared to our small molecule tests (section III C 2 a) due to

the increased grid spacing of these computations on larger structures.

Triclinic Hen Egg White Lysozyme Next, we make comparisons to the NPB refer-

ence on the triclinic hen egg white lysozyme.

19



(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 8: Electric field normals computed on the hen-egg lysozyme by our ASC approxima-

tion (top row) and the NPB reference (bottom row), with visualization by GEM52. Panels

(a) and (c): the structure at pH 4.5. Panels (b) and (d): the structure at pH 6.5. All

calculations are made 1.5 Å from the DB, with a water probe radius of 2 Å. Our ASC

approximation and the NPB reference use a 0.5 Å triangulation density/grid spacing.

We see in Figure 8 that our analytical approximation accurately reproduces the NPB

reference, outside of the hen-egg lysozyme’s binding cleft. Within the binding cleft, quan-

titative deviations in electric field normal magnitudes from the NPB reference become ap-

parent, though our approximation still produces a qualitatively correct picture. From both

our approximation (Figure 8a → 8b) and the reference (Figure 8c → 8d), the substantial
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electrostatic effect of Asp 52 and Glu 35 in the enzymatic pocket can be visualized. Under

mildly acid conditions (pH 4.5; Figures 8a and 8c), we see that Glu 35 changes electrostati-

cally, as it donates a proton to form its conjugate base. This “inactive” binding cleft can be

compared to its “active” counterpart, seen under slightly acidic conditions (pH 6.5; Figures

8b and 8d). The stability and behavior of Asp 52 and Glu 35, under pH change, is consistent

with the Phillips mechanism117,118.

Quantitative Comparisons With qualitative tests complete, we finish with a quan-

titative comparison between our analytical approximation and the NPB reference.

Double-Stranded DNA 2LZT pH 4.5 2LZT pH 6.5

Absolute Difference 0.27 0.15 0.15

Average RMSD 0.37 0.19 0.20

Table IV: Electric field normal comparisons between our analytical approximation and

the NPB reference, on double-stranded DNA and the protonated/un-protonated hen-egg

lysozyme. All values are in kcal/( mol · e · Å).

As expected, quantitative performance deficiencies exist for larger molecules with promi-

nent regions of negative curvature. Although the double-stranded DNA and hen-egg

lysozyme have similar numbers of atoms, average RMSD values in Table IV are, rela-

tively, inconsistent. On the double-stranded DNA snapshot (∼1600 atoms), the average

RMSD is about 2.6 times larger than on small molecules (Table II, IV). Comparatively, the

hen-egg lysozyme’s average RMSD (∼2000 atoms) is only about 1.4 times larger than on

small molecules. On hydration free energies, absolute errors between our analytical approx-

imation and the NPB reference are quite small on the DNA snapshot, ∼ 4%, but more than

double, ∼ 12%, on the hen-egg lysozyme. These findings might have to do with the DNA’s

proportion of negative curvature regions with respect to the whole.

To put the results of Tables II and IV in a better context, it may be helpful to con-

sider a hypothetical situation. Suppose a biomolecule of interest has a constant electric

field strength near its boundary. When compared to the reference, there is, on average, a

maximum ∼ 0.4 RMSD error in electric field normal values. If an electric charge was moved
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1 Å away from the biomolecular boundary, along the surface normal, the total work would

be bounded above by ∼ 0.4 kcal / mol - small when compared to the “gold-standard” 1 kcal

/ mol difference against reference. In addition, we must also consider that the bound is not

strict: electric field strength is inversely related to the square of distance from the surface,

and would not stay constant as a charge is moved away.

Structural Considerations A notable feature, seen prominently in both the double-

stranded DNA snapshot and the hen-egg lysozyme, but not generally in small molecules,

is the presence of distinct negative curvature pockets on the DB. ASC calculations via our

model are derived on a spherical DB (Figure 3), having positive curvature throughout. Neg-

ative curvature regions, such as the main groove in Figure 7 and the binding cleft in Figure

8, do not occur on a sphere; our model does not take into account regions of such charac-

teristic. A resulting loss in performance had been noted previously52 for the approximate

electrostatic potential (equation 12).

Confounding this effect, deep negative curvature regions on the DB can restrict water

molecule conformational freedom, making nearby solvent behave less similar to that of the

bulk119,120. It has been shown that regions of this type can significantly modify interactions

between small molecule inhibitors and their target proteins121, prompting investigations

related to their identification122,123. In our context, this change in the behavior of water

bulk has negative implications on the performance of our model, but the same is true for

the NPB reference, which is also based on the continuum solvent. Because both of these

models are expected to deviate from from the correct physical behavior within these regions

of negative curvature, we argue that a qualitative agreement with the NPB reference may

be acceptable here, in place of a strong quantitative agreement.

D. Testing on a large biomolecule

For a real-world application, we examine our approximation on a much larger (∼6500

atom) complex, with important relevance today - the ACE2/SARS-CoV-2 complex (PDB

ID:6M0J).
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(a) (b)

Figure 9: Apparent surface charge computed on the receptor binding domain (RBD) of ACE2

receptor/SARS-CoV-2 spike glycoprotein complex, with visualization by GEM52. Unlike

formula 15, the sign is flipped to mimic Fig. 1 (B) of Wang et al99. Figures 9a and 9b show

the ACE2 receptor and SARS-CoV-2 spike glycoprotein RBDs, respectively. All calculations

are made 0.7 Å from the DB with a water probe radius of 2 Å. A NanoShaper triangulation

density of 0.5 Å is used.

Recently, a comparison has been made between SARS-CoV and SARS-CoV-2, examining

various mutations and their effects on respective binding strengths with the ACE2 agonist99.

The focus of Figure 9 is on, what Wang99 terms, the “CR2” receptor binding domain, and

shows how our approximation reproduces the electrostatic complementary of surfaces charges

between two residues, ASP30 (D12), Figure 9a, and LYS 417 (K85), Figure 9b, thought

to contribute to the formation of a salt bridge. This salt bridge improves both stability

and binding strength between the ACE2 receptor and SARS-CoV-2 spike protein, when

compared to the SARS-CoV spike protein.

These large-scale visualizations of the ASC (or of the normal component of the elec-

tric field) has already been shown useful124; our approximation might be a useful tool in

understanding complex protein-protein interactions at a atomistic scale, including SARS-

CoV-2 mutants of concern125. Our method can contribute in this area due to its targeted,

source-based approach in apparent surface charge computation. Compared to the reference

NPB solver and ASC methods that rely on iterations for self-consistency, computation of

apparent surface charges depend only on the underlying charge distribution. Independent

electrostatic computation becomes possible, as Figure 9 shows, reducing computational time
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drastically.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this work, we have derived a closed-form, analytical approximation for biomolecular

apparent surface charge (ASC), and the normal component of the electric field. To the best

of our knowledge, this is the first such fully analytical approximation. The approximation

closely reproduces the infinite series solution for a perfect spherical boundary. Quantita-

tive agreement with the standard numerical PB reference is achieved on most of the tested

biomolecules, except within prominent regions of negative curvature, where the new ap-

proximation is still qualitatively correct. Comparisons with a popular fast GB model in

AMBER (IGB5) shows that that our method is more accurate in reproducing the hydration

free energy, albeit at higher computational expense. At the same time, standard numerical

PB is still 1-2 orders of magnitude slower than the proposed approximation, which puts

it “in-between" fast analytical GB and numerical PB. We stress that solvation free energy

estimates are used here as a common and convenient accuracy metric, and is not where we

believe the potential benefits of the analytical ASC may be. These benefits stem from the

unique features of the method.

There are at least two features of the new approximation absent from the GB: the ability

to estimate the apparent surface charge (and, hence, the potential everywhere); and the

ability to estimate the normal component of the electric field. One unique feature of the

approach sets it apart from other existing approximations that can estimate ASC, including

those aimed at computing ASC directly – the fact that the new approximation is “source-

based". This means that the normal electric field and the ASC can be estimated at any

individual point or surface patch, without the need for self-consistent computation over

the entire surface or volume. This feature is in contrast to “field-based" methods such as

numerical solutions of the Poisson equation or DPCM. As an illustration, we showed that

the “source-based" feature of our ASC approximation allows a rapid examination of the

ACE2/SARS-CoV-2 RBD electrostatics, reproducing conditions posited to contribute to

the spike protein’s high binding strength. Another area which can, in our view, benefit from

the proposed analytical ASC is the development of new implicit solvation methods that

require fast estimates of local polarization charges or/and fields.

24



As it stands, the proposed method has several limitations. First, it does not yet include

salt effects explicitly. However, in the future, it should be relatively easy to add into the

model salt dependence at the Debye-Huckel level, following an approach outlined in Ref.105.

Another limitation of the model is its qualitative nature in the regions of high negative

curvature, at least relative to the standard NPB reference. Overcoming this specific limi-

tation will require a significant extension of the underlying theory. Additionally, while not

specifically a limitation of a proof-of-concept work, a head-to-head comparison with existing

methods for computing ASC is yet to be performed.

This initial exploration into the applications of electrostatic approximations within the

apparent surface charge formalism gives a glimpse of what such a combination might achieve.

Thus far, we see that the approximation can offer several potential advantages in compu-

tational efficiency over traditional numerical Poisson solvers, while proving more accurate

and comprehensive than other analytically motivated counterparts. A careful and detailed

comparison within the broader category of ASC methods is warranted; but, nonetheless,

promising results have pointed to the potential of our approach in forming the basis of novel

implicit models of solvation. We hope that this paper, along with the included code imple-

mentation will encourage further investigation into analytically motivated apparent surface

charge approximations, and their applications.
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