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Abstract

The Poisson-Boltzmann equation (PBE) is a relevant partial differential
equation commonly used in biophysical applications to estimate the electro-
static energy of biomolecular systems immersed in electrolytic solutions. A
conventional mean to improve the accuracy of its solution, when grid-based
numerical techniques are used, consists in increasing the resolution, locally or
globally. This, however, usually entails higher complexity, memory demand
and computational cost. Here, we introduce NextGenPB, a linear PBE,
adaptive-grid, FEM solver that leverages analytical calculations to maxi-
mize the accuracy-to-computational-cost ratio. Indeed, in NextGenPB (aka
NGPB), analytical corrections at the surface of the solute enhance the solu-
tion’s accuracy without requiring grid adaptation. This leads to more precise
estimates of the electrostatic potential, fields, and energy at no perceptible
additional cost. Also, we apply computationally efficient yet accurate bound-
ary conditions by taking advantage of local grid de-refinement. To assess the
accuracy of our methods directly, we expand the traditionally available ana-
lytical case set to many non-overlapping dielectric spheres. Then, we use an
existing benchmark set of real biomolecular systems to evaluate the energy
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convergence concerning grid resolution. Thanks to these advances, we have
improved state-of-the-art results and shown that the approach is accurate
and largely scalable for modern high-performance computing architectures.
Lastly, we suggest that the presented core ideas could be instrumental in im-
proving the solution of other partial differential equations with discontinuous
coefficients.
Keywords: Poisson-Boltzmann, Continuum electrostatics, Finite-Element
method, Analytical PDE solutions, PBE solver
PACS: 0000, 1111
2000 MSC: 0000, 1111
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1. Introduction

The Poisson-Boltzmann equation (PBE) is a cornerstone of electrostatic
modeling in soft matter physics, biophysics, and colloidal science [1, 2]. It
plays a crucial role in understanding how charged particles interact in various
environments, including biological systems, colloidal suspensions, and elec-
trolytic solutions. At its core, the PBE provides a mathematical framework
to describe the mean field electrostatic potential generated by a distribution
of fixed charges in a dielectric medium immersed in another one. The latter
is usually a more polarizable dielectric medium representing the solvent and
containing mobile ions, described as potential-dependent distributions [3].

In biological systems, the PBE is a crucial instrument for modeling in-
teractions at the molecular level, such as protein-protein binding, nucleic
acid stability, and enzyme activity. It helps predict how biomolecules behave
in different ionic environments, a critical factor in drug design, molecular
recognition, and understanding the stability of macromolecular structures.
Beyond biology, the PBE is equally essential in materials science, where it is
used to predict the behavior of colloidal particles, understand self-assembly
processes, and design new materials with specific electrostatic properties.

The PBE is inherently nonlinear, making it challenging to solve analyt-
ically or even numerically. For many practical applications, however, the
linearized version of the PBE (LPBE) is used, especially when the system in-
volves low surface potentials. However, even the LPBE requires sophisticated
mathematical techniques and numerical methods for its accurate resolution,
particularly in complex geometries or large-scale systems. Indeed, the model
used to describe the molecular surface (MS) has great impact on the poten-
tial resulting from the solution of the equation [4, 5], and it has been shown
that subtle, but still biologically relevant, effects descend from the intricate
geometries of the MS [6].

Advances in computational methods have made it possible to tackle the
PBE with greater precision [7], allowing for more detailed and accurate mod-
eling of electrostatic interactions in various systems. These developments
have led to new insights into phenomena like ion binding, charge screening,
and the stabilization of charged interfaces, further solidifying the PBE as an
essential tool in the study of electrostatics.

Present challenges for this approach are its ability to describe large sys-
tems (as those observed by Cryo-EM experimental techniques), its accuracy
in matching experimental energies and local electric fields [8, 9], its com-
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putational cost, an essential requirement for its highly repetitive execution
required by pKa states description [10] or Constant-pH Molecular Dynamics
simulations [11]. These considerations fuel the quest for more efficient reso-
lution techniques, which will strengthen and expand their applicability and
offer more profound insights into the behavior of charged systems at both
the macroscopic and microscopic levels.

In this work, we present several advances in the model and in the res-
olution of the LPBE, where the contribution of analytical calculations is
instrumental in improving the solution’s accuracy without increasing the
computational cost. Namely, we use the analytical information on the MS,
as provided by the NanoShaper software [5, 12] to enable a local Taylor
expansion for the electrostatic potential at the MS, which in turn is used
to improve the discretization of the equation. By suitable use of Green’s
identities, we derive an expression for the interaction between the solvent
counterions and the charges of the solute, which avoids integrating over the
entire solvent volume. Finally, we propose to use a variable-resolution grid to
apply accurate boundary conditions (BCs) at a limited computational cost.
To validate the improved accuracy of the method, we compare with analytical
expressions for a system of many charged, non-overlapping, dielectric spheres
immersed in a Debye-Hückel solvent. Next, we apply the method to systems
of biological interest, namely proteins and nucleic acids. The proposed ad-
vances are implemented in NextGenPB, a Finite Element Method PB solver,
which is made available at https://github.com/concept-lab/NextGenPB
or https://concept.iit.it/downloads. In the following sections, we dis-
cuss the enhanced solution method, present experimental results and provide
a final discussion and conclusions.
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2. Physical models and Mathematical foundations

2.1. Poisson-Boltzmann equation
Consider a bounded domain D “ Ωm Y Ωs Y Γ, where Ωm represents

the region of space occupied by the solute (usually a molecule), Ωs is the
solvent region, and Γ is the closed surface separating them. In the context
of biomolecular electrostatics calculations, a molecule is represented as a
union of possibly overlapping linear dielectric balls, the atoms, immersed
in a high-dielectric solvent. The relative dielectric constant of the solute,
εr,m usually ranges between 2 and 4, reflecting the electronic polarization of
the molecule. The solute contains all the explicitly assigned partial charges
centered on atoms. In contrast, εr,s, i.e., the solvent’s relative dielectric
constant, is higher, nearly 80, accounting for the presence of mobile ions that
respond to the local electrostatic potential. From the physical point of view,
both atomic charges and mobile ions constitute the free charge. Still, there is
a significant modelistic distinction between them since the former is assigned
as an input to the equation. At the same time, the ionic density results from
the calculation since the model prescribes a relationship between the ionic
response and the local electric field.

In this context, the polarization response is described by a piece-wise
constant dielectric function:

εprq “

"

εm “ ε0εr,m if r P Ωm

εs “ ε0εr,s if r P Ωs
, (1)

where ε0 is the vacuum permittivity, and εm and εs are the permittivities of
molecule and solvent, respectively. Gauss’s law can describe the electrostatics
of this system for the electric displacement in differential form:

∇ ¨ pεprq∇ϕq “ ´ρfree “ ´ρf ´ ρs r P D , (2)

where ρf is the fixed charge density present only inside the molecule, and
ρs is the ionic charge present only in the solvent. The fixed charge density,
composed of point charges, is defined as:

ρf prq “

N
ÿ

i“1

qiδpr ´ riq (3)

where ri is the position of the i´charge. The concentrations of the different
ionic species inside the solvent can be described by assuming that the charge
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carriers are immaterial, that only feel the local electrostatic potential and
the thermal bath and that they obey the overall electroneutrality condition:
řJ

j“1 zjeρ
b
j “ 0, where J is the number of ionic species, e is the charge of

a proton, and zj and ρbj denote the valence and bulk concentration of ions
of species j, respectively. Under these assumptions, one can impose that, at
thermal equilibrium, the local concentration of each species is related to that
of the same species in the bulk by a Boltzmann weight. This leads to the
following expression for the charge density in the solvent:

ρsprq “

J
ÿ

j“1

ezjρ
b
j exp

„

´
ezjϕprq

KbT

ȷ

χΩsprq (4)

(Kb and T are Boltzmann’s constant and absolute temperature, respectively).
Since the ions are only located in the solvent, the characteristic function

χΩs equals 1 when r P Ωs and 0 elsewhere. This yields the Poisson-Boltzmann
equation:

∇ ¨ pεprq∇ϕq “ ´

N
ÿ

i“1

qiδpr ´ riq ´

J
ÿ

j“1

„

ezjρ
b
j exp

"

´
ezjϕprq

KbT

*ȷ

χΩsprq (5)

In case the Stern layer model is used, χΩs “ 0 also inside it. For low-
charged systems, the resulting potential in solution may satisfy the following
relationship: |

ezjϕprq

KbT
| ! 1. Under this and electroneutrality assumptions, the

local concentration of ions in the solvent can be approximated as a linear
function of the potential:

ρsprq « ´εsk
2
DχΩsprqϕprq “ ´cprqϕprq , (6)

where kD “

b

e2

εsKbT

řJ
j“1 z

2
j ρ

b
j is the Debye factor for the solution, reciprocal

of the so-called Debye screening length. This approximation leads to the
Debye-Hückel (D-H), or linear Poisson-Boltzmann equation (LPBE):

∇ ¨ pεprq∇ϕq “ ´

N
ÿ

i“1

qiδpr ´ riq ` cprqϕprq r P D . (7)

Equation (7) is a linear, elliptic partial differential equation. It is more man-
ageable numerically and analytically than its nonlinear counterpart, mak-
ing it the most commonly used equation for studying the electrostatics of
biomolecular systems.
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Electrostatic energy. The derivation of the energy of a system described by
linear Poisson-Boltzmann model with N fixed point charges in the solute can
be found, for instance, in [13] and it takes the form:

E “
1

2

ż

Ω

ρf pr̃qϕpr̃qdV “
1

2

N
ÿ

i“1

qiϕpriq , (8)

where ϕ is the total potential, excluding the so-called self-potential, which is
the one generated by qi at ri. E can be considered the electrostatic compo-
nent of a solvated system’s free energy, where the solvent’s degrees of freedom
have been averaged out. A convenient way to represent the electrostatic en-
ergy (8) is given in work [14], where the total potential is partitioned in
three contributions: the Coulombic term ϕcoul, which can be calculated an-
alytically, the ϕpol term, due to the polarization charges arising at the MS
where the dielectric constant varies, and ϕion, the potential generated by the
counterions in the solvent. Both ϕcoul and ϕion account for the screening due
to the continuum medium in which their sources are located.

E “
1

2

N
ÿ

i“1

qi pϕcoulpriq ` ϕpolpriq ` ϕionpriqq . (9)

This partitioning of the potential and, consequently, of the energy allows for
the analytical estimation of the Coulombic term, avoiding the self-energy,
and for the calculation of the polarization term. As per the ionic term, its
source is the local ionic imbalance, which extends over the entire solvent until
where the potential vanishes. Since volume integration of this latter term,
which turns out to be overall smaller than the previous ones, is prohibitive,
it is usually avoided. Alternatively, the ionic energy contribution can be cal-
culated by taking the difference of the so-called grid energy in two successive
runs at different ionic strengths, namely 0 and the actual one. Grid energy
is half the sum of the fixed charges mapped onto the grid points times the
numeric potential evaluated at the corresponding points.

2.2. Electrostatic potential partitioning
In this section, we use two expressions for the electrostatic potential par-

titioning based on Green’s identities, one when the potential is evaluated
inside the solute and the other when it is evaluated in the solvent. They
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are derived in Appendix A and Appendix C. These formulations are conve-
nient for practical energy calculation and for assessing the quality of existing
boundary conditions.
Let’s consider the potential evaluated at a point r belonging to a volume
region Ωm enclosed in a surface Γ. This region, that in the PB case repre-
sents the solute, is surrounded by the electrolytic solution, and contains the
free charge distribution ρf . As shown in Appendix A, this potential can be
expressed as follows @r P Ωm:

ϕprq “

ż

Ωm

ρf

4πεm}r̃ ´ r}
dV ´

ż

Γ

Dpr̃q ¨ npr̃q

4πεm}r̃ ´ r}
dS`

ż

Γ

ϕpr̃q
pr̃ ´ rq ¨ npr̃q

4π}r̃ ´ r}3
dS .

(10)

The first term in the RHS is ϕcoul, that is the Coulombic part of the potential.
In agreement with the continuum electrostatic model, the surface polarization
charge is distributed on Γ, and it is equal to:

σpolprq “ ´ pP2prq ´ P1prqq ¨ n21prq r P Γ , (11)

where n21 is the unit normal pointing from the molecule to the solvent, and
P1prq and P2prq are the polarization vectors in the molecule and in the
solvent respectively, evaluated at r P Γ. Therefore, the surface polarization
charge in this system is:

σpolprq “ ε0

ˆ

1

εs
´

1

εm

˙

Dprq ¨ nprq r P Γ , (12)

and the corresponding potential is:

ϕpolprq “

ż

Γ

σpolpr̃q

4πε0}r̃ ´ r}
dS “

ˆ

1

εs
´

1

εm

˙
ż

Γ

Dpr̃q ¨ npr̃q

4π}r̃ ´ r}
dS . (13)

Considering this term, we can rewrite the potential in Eq. (10) to make the
polarization term more explicit:

ϕprq “ϕcoulprq `

ˆ

1

εs
´

1

εm

˙
ż

Γ

Dpr̃q ¨ npr̃q

4π}r̃ ´ r}
dS

`

ż

Γ

ϕpr̃q
pr̃ ´ rq ¨ npr̃q

4π}r̃ ´ r}3
dS ´

1

εs

ż

Γ

Dpr̃q ¨ npr̃q

4π}r̃ ´ r}
dS

@r P Ωm . (14)
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When comparing Eq. (14) with (9), one can immediately identify the sum
of the last two terms as the potential due to the ionic charge density in
the solution. This expression, explicitly derived in Appendix B, converts a
volumetric term extending over a possibly huge domain into a much more
localized surface term. This equivalence is particularly convenient for calcu-
lating the ionic direct energy term in just one solving process, in contrast,
for instance, to what is described in Sect. 2.1, as it will be shown in Sect. 3.3.2.

One could repeat a similar analysis employing Green’s identities when
considering the potential in the solvent region. Following the derivation
performed in Appendix C, this leads to the following formulation for the
electrostatic potential outside the molecule @r P Ωs:

ϕprq “

ż

Stern layer

ϕpr̃q
k2
De

´kD}r̃´r}

4π}r̃ ´ r}
dV `

ż

Γ

e´kD}r̃´r}Dpr̃q ¨ npr̃q

4πεs}r̃ ´ r}
dS`

´

ż

Γ

ϕpr̃q
e´kD}r̃´r}p1 ` kD}r̃ ´ r}qpr̃ ´ rq ¨ npr̃q

4π}r̃ ´ r}3
dS .

(15)

As customary in continuum electrostatics, this can be interpreted as the
sum of the potential generated by a surface charge distributed on the MS,
of that generated by a layer of ideal dipoles located also on the MS, plus a
contribution spread over the Stern layer. The electrolytic solution screens
both sources of potential. This expression will be used in Sec. 2.3 to assess
the quality of existing boundary conditions.

2.3. Boundary conditions
Choosing convenient boundary conditions is essential in setting up the

PBE solution. Physical considerations tell us that the electrostatic potential
and field are expected to approach zero at a sufficient distance from the
region where the fixed charges are located. Consequently, suitable boundary
conditions could be the homogeneous Dirichlet ones, where the potential is
set to zero at the boundary of the solution domain. However, this can be
acceptable only if the perfil, that is the ratio between the size of the solute
and that of the computational domain, is relatively small. To allow a larger
perfil, analytical approximations for the potential at an intermediate distance
from the solute are often used. For example, the so-called Coulombic or,
better, Debye-Hückel boundary conditions. If one considers a system with
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N fixed charges and a solvent containing a dissociated monovalent salt, the
D-H solution takes the form:

ϕprq “

N
ÿ

i“1

qie
´kD}r̃´r}

4πεs}r̃ ´ r}
. (16)

There are two main differences between the potential generated by this
model, which has been called the "fully penetrating solvent" model [15],
and a more realistic one, where the charges are not directly exposed to the
solvent but are instead embedded into a low dielectric solute. One is that
the approximated potential misses the dipolar contribution originated in the
low-polarization medium. The other is that counterions in the approximated
model occupy the region that in reality is occupied by the low dielectric
medium. This second term is more impactful than the first, which decays as
a screened dipolar potential does. Suppose we consider the simplest among
the few known analytical solutions for the LPBE, namely the spherical case.
In that case, we can easily derive the exact potential outside a sphere of the
radius R with a single charge q located in its center:

ϕprq “
q

4πεsrp1 ` kDRq
e´kDpr´Rq

“ ϕcoulprq
ekDR

p1 ` kDRq
(17)

It can be easily seen that the difference between the actual potential and its
D-H approximation tends to zero of the same order as the actual potential
does, so the D-H approximation cannot be considered an actual asymptotic
solution.

Let’s now consider the most general case of Eq. (15). We observe that the
first two terms are prevalent at larger distances than the second one, since
the potential generated by a dipole layer decays faster than that of a surface
charge. One can thus conclude, at least qualitatively, that a more accurate
asymptotic solution should be written as the sum of Debye-Hückel-like terms
centered on points lying on the MS or in the Stern layer. This consideration,
however, does not provide details on the parameters of these terms, since
their knowledge requires that of the electric displacement at the MS, which
become available only after the PBE is solved. Along the same qualitative
lines, one could expect that the discrepancy between the actual potential
and that obtained by the penetrating solvent approximation should increase
with the volume of the solute, which excludes more counterions, and with
its absolute net charge, which reduces the possibility of cancellations in the
ionic reaction.
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3. The numerical model

In devising a convenient discretization strategy for the model described
above, we have been guided by two main objectives: on the one hand, we
want to achieve the best possible accuracy for the electrostatic potential and
energy calculation near the molecular surface where the discontinuity occurs;
on the other hand, the extreme size of the problems typically being consid-
ered demands for a discretization scheme generating matrices with simple
structure and small stencil. To attain the former goal, we adopt special
quadrature formulas based on the physically motivated averaging of the elec-
trical permittivity introduced in Sect. 3.2. To achieve the latter goal, we
limit the complexity of the discretization stencils by working with low order
Finite Element basis functions on a Cartesian grid, and applying a reduced
integration [16] approach. Our discretization method can be represented as a
mixed formulation of the elliptic PDE at hand, i.e., we start by reformulating
the second order differential problem as a system of two first order problems
and then we choose suitable function spaces to represent both the primal
variable (the electrostatic potential ϕ) and the dual variable (the electric
displacement vector D). In particular, we use the primal–mixed formula-
tion [17, 18], whereby global continuity of ϕ is enforced, while a partially
discontinuous representation of D is tolerated. We then eliminate the de-
grees of freedom related to the dual variable, a procedure commonly referred
to as static condensation [19]. Hierarchical (de)refinement also allows for a
significant reduction of the problem unknowns and is a crucial feature of our
implementation. The approach used to accommodate for non-conforming
meshes with so-called hanging nodes is described in some detail in previ-
ous work [20, 21] therefore, in Sect. 3.1 we assume that, for sake of brevity
and readability, our discretization domain consists of a full tensor-product
Cartesian grid.

3.1. Primal–Mixed Finite Elements Discretization of the LPBE
As already mentioned above, we start the derivation by formulating LPBE

(7), over a domain D Ă R3 as a system of two first order equations:
$

&

%

1

ε
D ` ∇ϕ “ 0

∇ ¨ D ` c ϕ “ ρf .
(18)
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We assume for the time being that homogeneous Dirichlet–type Boundary
conditions are to be enforced on the whole boundary BD of D , but a more
in-depth discussion of BCs will be dealt with in Sect. 2.3.

In order to numerically solve (18) via a Galerkin/Finite Element approx-
imation we must, first of all, state the problem in weak form. To this end,
we multiply both equations in (18) by suitable test functions and perform
integration by parts to obtain:

find pD, ϕq P U ˆ W such that @pσσσ, vq P U ˆ W :
ż

D

1

ε
D ¨ σσσ dV `

ż

D

∇ϕ ¨ σσσ dV “ 0 ,
ż

D

D ¨ ∇v dV ´

ż

D

c ϕ v dV “ ´

ż

D

ρf v dV ,

(19)

where U ” pL2pDqq
3 and W ” H1

0 pDq. Introducing the bilinear forms ap¨, ¨q :
U ˆ U Ñ R and bp¨, ¨q : U ˆ W Ñ R, cp¨, ¨q : W ˆ W Ñ R and the linear
operator R : W Ñ R,

apu, zq “

ż

D

1

ε
u ¨ z dV ,

bpu, vq “

ż

D

u ¨ ∇v dV ,

κpw, vq “

ż

D

c w v dV ,

Rpvq “

ż

D

ρf v dV .

(20)

Eq. (19) becomes:

find pD, ϕq P U ˆ W s.t.
#

apD,σσσq ` bpσσσ, ϕq “ 0

bpD, vq ´ κpϕ, vq “ ´Rpvq

@pσσσ, vq P U ˆ W

(21)

The Galerkin/Finite Element method for the numerical approximation
of (21) consists of looking for an approximate solution pDh, ϕhq P Uh ˆ Wh,
where

Wh Ă W, dimpWhq “ Nh
v ă 8

Uh Ă U, dimpUhq “ Nh
e ă 8
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are two families of finite dimensional subspaces depending on the parametrized
by the mesh size h s.t. Uh Ñ U and Wh Ñ W for h Ñ 0. Then, the dis-
cretized version of (21) takes the form:

find pDh, ϕhq P Uh ˆ Wh s.t.
#

apDh,σσσq ` bpσσσ, ϕhq “ 0

bpDh, vq ´ κpϕh, vq “ ´Rpvq

@pσσσ, vq P Uh ˆ Wh

(22)

In order to guarantee the stability of (22), the chosen pair of finite dimen-
sional spaces Uh and Wh must satisfy the Ladyzhenskaya–Babuška–Brezzi
(LBB) condition [17, 22] which is simply attained if ∇Wh Ă Uh [18]. To
enforce the latter condition we chose as Wh the set of piecewise tri–linear
continuous functions on the triangulation, while we let Uh be comprised of
lowest-order Nédélec edge elements of the first kind [23, 24]. Denoting by
tσσσiu a basis of Uh and by twku a basis of Wh, we can write Dh and ϕh as an
appropriate linear combination of these bases, i.e.

Dh “

Nh
e

ÿ

j“1

Dh
jσσσj , ϕh “

Nh
v

ÿ

k“1

ϕh
kwk . (23)

We note that the dimension Nh
e of Uh is the number of edges in the mesh

and dimension Nh
v of Wh is the number of interior vertices. We shall then

request:
#

ř

j D
h
j apσσσj,σσσiq `

ř

k ϕ
h
kbpσσσi, wkq “ 0 @i ,

ř

j D
h
j bpσσσj, wnq ´

ř

k ϕ
h
kκpwk, wnq “ ´Rpwnq @n.

(24)

The matrix form of (24) is
„

Ã BT

B ´C

ȷ „

Dh

ϕϕϕh

ȷ

“

„

0
´RRR

ȷ

, (25)

where Ã “ rapσσσi,σσσjqs “ rai,js, BT “ rbpσσσi, wkqs “ rbi,ks, Dh “ rDh
1 , . . . , D

h
Nh

e
s,

ϕϕϕh “ rϕh
1 , . . . ϕ

h
Nh

v
s, C “ rκpwk, wnqs “ rck,ns and RRR “ rRpw1q, . . . , RpwNh

v
qs.

As anticipated in the introduction to Sect. 3, the structure and bandwidth of
the matrices in (25) can be highly simplified by approximating the integrals
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in (19) by means of low order quadratures. In particular, it is easily shown
that, by selecting the cell vertices as quadrature nodes, Ã, ends up being a
diagonal, and therefore easily invertible, matrix. We can take advantage of
the simple form of Ã to reduce the total number of unknowns in the systems
via a Schur–complement approach (often referred to as static condensation
in the jargon of Finite Elements practitioners [25]). Indeed, solving the first
row of (25) for Dh we get

Dh
“ ´Ã´1BTϕh

and plugging the latter into the second row
”

´B
´

Ã´1BT
¯

´ C
ı

ϕh
“ A ϕϕϕh

“ ´RRR. (26)

As for the choice of the quadrature rule, the obvious choice for a rule with
nodes at the vertices is that of the trapezoidal rule; it is easily shown that
upon making such choice, the matrices in (26) correspond to those that
would be obtained by taking the harmonic average, that is the average of the
inverses, of the permittivity over the edges and applying a standard Finite
Element discretization of the problem [26, 27]. In the next sections, we
will show how a different choice of the quadrature weights (or equivalently
a choice of the averaging coefficients for the permittivity on the edges) can
significantly improve the performance of the discretization near the molecular
surface.

3.2. Coefficient Discontinuity: equation discretization across the molecular
surface Γ

As described, for the solution of the LPBE, we opt for an orthogonal cu-
bic finite elements method (FEM). In this scheme, we represent our potential
in a first-order Lagrangian basis. According to this description, the poten-
tial and similar quantities defined on the nodes are tri-linearly interpolated
in off-grid positions. It descends from this approach that the interpolated
potential changes are always linear along grid edges, and correspondingly,
the electric field is constant on them. This reconstruction scheme perfectly
fits the continuum electrostatics model when a grid edge is entirely inside
the same medium (solute or solvent). However, it conflicts with the physi-
cal model when an edge crosses the surface, separating two different media.
Indeed, the continuum electrostatics theory prescribes that the potential is
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continuous across the jump in dielectric constant, likewise the orthogonal
component of the dielectric displacement. This causes a step discontinuity
on the electric field’s orthogonal components, which a linear interpolation
along adjacent nodes cannot recover. Conventional solutions to this problem
can be increasing the grid resolution, possibly locally, using irregular grids to
localize the nodes at the discontinuity or changing the shape of the elements
so that they better fit that of the MS. All of these solutions, however, entail
some increase in the degree of complexity of the method. In our quest for in-
creased accuracy at low computational impact, we note that the information
that we can get from NanoShaper [5] is richer than simply telling whether a
point is inside or outside the volume enclosed by the MS. We have analytical
information related to where exactly the edges intersect the MS, together
with the corresponding normal. We aim to use this information to improve
how the equation is discretized on the MS-crossing edges.
Let’s consider two adjacent nodes, 1 and 2 along a given MS-crossing edge
and let’s call 0 the point where the edge intersects the MS. Let’s then con-
sider the two first-order Taylor expansions of the potential centered at the
point of intersection along that edge. One expansion holds in medium 1,
while the other in medium 2 :

ϕpr1q “ ϕpr´
0 q ´ Eνprq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

r´
0

prν1 ´ rν,´0 q ` Op}r1 ´ r0}
2
q, (27)

ϕpr2q “ ϕpr`
0 q ´ Eνprq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

r`
0

prν2 ´ rν,`0 q ` Op}r2 ´ r0}
2
q, (28)

where r0 is the exact position of the intersection, r1 and r2 are the posi-
tions of the nodes, ν is the coordinate direction of the edge and Eν is the
ν-component of the electric field. The symbols r´

0 and r`
0 denote the posi-

tion’s limit values as they approach the surface from the two different media
and coincide.
The electric field at the intersection point can be written as the sum of the
vector components normal and tangential to the MS. The electric field at
the MS is not continuous, but it can be conveniently represented as the sum
of its tangential component vector, which is continuous, and of the normal
component vector of the electric displacement, also continuous, divided by

the local dielectric constant: Epr˘
0 q “ Etpr0q `

Dnpr0q

εpr˘
0 q

.

By denoting with α the edge fraction in medium 1, we obtain rν1´rν,´0 “ ´hνα
and rν2 ´rν,`0 “ hνp1´αq, where hν is the length of the edge in the direction ν.
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The continuity of ϕ ensures ϕpr´
0 q “ ϕpr`

0 q “ ϕpr0q. Moreover, εpr´
0 q “ ε1

and εpr`
0 q “ ε2.

If we now subtract term by term Eq. (28) from (27) while keeping only
the linear terms and divide both sides by hν , we obtain the expression for the
incremental ratio of the potential with respect to the grid spacing, which in
normal conditions of uniform medium, is the finite difference approximation
of the electric field:

´
ϕpr2q ´ ϕpr1q

hν

“ Etνpr0q `
Dnνpr0q

εeff
“: Eeff

ν , (29)

where εeff takes the form of the weighted harmonic average (WHA) of ε1
and ε2:

εeff “
1

α

ε1
`

p1 ´ αq

ε2

. (30)

While harmonic averages have already been used in FEM at the crossing of a
discontinuity [17, 18] this derivation provides a robust physical interpretation,
going beyond the intuitive representation of a series of two capacitors, and a
more accurate expression in terms of a WHA.

Thus, Eeff is the electric field corresponding to the correct voltage drop
between r1 and r2, its tangential component equals that of the actual electric
field at r0. The corresponding effective electric displacement is Deff :“
εeffEeff “ Dnpr0q ` εeffEtpr0q, its normal component equals that of the
actual electric displacement at r0. This construction provides a convenient
expression for the dielectric constant to be used in the solution scheme, with
an expression which is only slightly more complex than the conventional one
and tends to it when α tends to 0 or to 1.

Moreover, if we assume to know ϕpr1q and ϕpr2q, we can derive an inter-
esting expression for the potential located exactly at the intersection with
the surface:

ϕpr0q “ p1 ´ αqϕpr1q ` αϕpr2q ` p1 ´ αqαhνDnν

´ 1

ε2
´

1

ε1

¯

« ϕpr1q `
α

ε1
¨
ϕpr2q ´ ϕpr1q

α

ε1
`

p1 ´ αq

ε2

.
(31)
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Expression in Eq. (31) descends from the following quite reasonable approx-
imation: Dnν « Deff

nν . Details on its theoretical accuracy are deferred to
future work. Here, we will benchmark this choice by comparing the surface
potential and the ionic energy, which depends on it, against analytical values
on single and multiple-sphere systems.

3.3. Electrostatic energy calculation
It is convenient now to recast the energy of a linearized Poisson-Boltzmann

system as a sum of three terms, as shown in Eq. (9). The Coulombic term,
deprived of the singularity related to the self-energy, can be calculated ana-
lytically as follows:

Ecoul “

Natoms
ÿ

i“1

ÿ

jăi

qiqj
4πεmrij

(32)

where rij represents the distance between charges i and j.
The two remaining energy terms involve surface integrals, and we address
them differently.

3.3.1. The polarization contribution
The polarization contribution to the electrostatic energy can be written

as the energy of the fixed point charges i inside the solute subjected to the
potential generated by the polarization charges spread over the MS, presented
in Eq. (13):

Epol “
1

2

Natoms
ÿ

i“1

qi

ż

Γ

σpolpr̃q

4πε0}r̃ ´ ri}
dS (33)

where ri is the position of the charge on the i´th atom and σpol is the surface
polarization charge.

We take advantage of the Gauss law’s property to calculate this contribu-
tion. In Eq. (29), we conjecture that the best way to approximate a region
where there is a dielectric discontinuity with a region where the dielectric
is uniform is to assume that the uniform dielectric takes the WHA form.
We therefore use Deff as the best way to estimate the flux of Dn passing
through the MS intersected by a cube. Once we have solved the PBE, we
can easily derive, for each MS-intersecting edge, the quantity Deff

ν h2
ν , which

corresponds to the flux of Deff through a square orthogonal to the edge.
If we now consider the flux of Dn through the part of the MS contained

in the cube, one can note that an accurate evaluation would require a good
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Figure 1: Black dots represent the "current" node 0 and its six adjacent ones. The green
cross represents the intersection between the edge connecting nodes 0 and 6 and the MS
(in light blue). The reddish square is the intersection between the cube and the plane
orthogonal to the edge and passing through the said intersection. The green dashed line
represents the intersection between this plane and the MS.

knowledge of both Dn and of the local MS shape. But if we apply Gauss law
to the space region inside the cube, which is also located between the MS
and the square orthogonal to the edge which passes through the intersection,
as represented in Fig. 1, we can suggest, since in our model there is no free
charge located around the MS, the following approximation:

Dnνh
2
ν

ˇ

ˇ

square
«

ĳ

MSXcube

DndS . (34)

By means of this approach, we derive the total polarization charge qp «

18



ε0

ˆ

1

εs
´

1

εm

˙

Deff
ν h2

ν located on the piece of MS intersecting a cube and

concentrate it on the intersection point rp between the MS and the grid. The
final calculation takes, therefore, the following form:

Epol “
1

2

Natoms
ÿ

i“1

NIc
ÿ

p“1

qiqp
4π}rp ´ ri}

(35)

where NIc is the total number of cubes intersecting the MS.

3.3.2. Ionic direct contribution calculation
By considering Eqs. (14) and (9), one can get the expression for the direct

ionic contribution:

Eion “
1

2

Natoms
ÿ

i“1

qi

ˆ
ż

Γ

ϕpr̃q
pr̃ ´ riq ¨ npr̃q

4π}r̃ ´ ri}3
dS ´

1

εs

ż

Γ

Dpr̃q ¨ npr̃q

4π}r̃ ´ ri}
dS

˙

(36)

Here, the second integral is equivalent, up to a multiplicative constant, to
that in Eq. (33), and thus is treated similarly.
We now focus on discretizing the first integral of Eq. (36):

I “

ż

Γ

ϕpr̃q
pr̃ ´ riq ¨ npr̃q

4π}r̃ ´ ri}3
dS . (37)

To evaluate this integral, we take again the advantage of the information de-
livered by NanoShaper, namely analytical intersections and normals (Fig. 2).
This is used to locally re-triangulate the surface via the marching cubes al-
gorithm. The total molecular surface is hence approximated as the union of
the triangles:

Γ «

Nt
ď

j“1

Γj (38)

where Nt is the number of triangles in the cube grid. Overall, using this
information, the integral (37) can be discretized as follows:

I «

Nt
ÿ

j“1

ż

Γj

ϕpr̃q
pr̃ ´ riq ¨ npr̃q

4π}r̃ ´ ri}3
dS «

Nt
ÿ

j“1

Tj

3

ÿ

k“A,B,C

ϕprkq
prk ´ riq ¨ nprkq

4π}rk ´ ri}3

(39)
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Figure 2: Triangulation of the MS with normal vectors given by NS.

where Tj is the area of the j-th triangle and k labels its three vertices A,
B and C. The potentials at the triangle vertices are calculated through the
formula (31).

While the type of calculations performed in Sect. 2.2 are quite common
in the treatment of elliptic PDEs, we are not aware of any PB solver im-
plementing this solution for the calculation of the ionic contribution to the
electrostatic energy.

3.4. Exploiting de-refinement for more efficient BCs
We have shown in Sect. 2.3 that even the likely most accurate BCs used

in Finite Difference and Finite Element methods, often called Coulombic,
cannot be considered asymptotic, and their accuracy may be sensitive to
particular characteristics of the computed system. Furthermore, their com-
putational cost can become significant for large systems, as it involves calcu-
lating distance-based functions between all atomic charges and all elements at
the boundary of the computational domain where the equation is solved. On
the other side, null, homogeneous Dirichlet BCs would, in principle, be exact
at a very far distance from the solute regardless of its features, but using a
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very low percentage filling (aka perfil) could be computationally unfavorable,
wasting a lot of computational effort on degrees of freedom located far in the
solvent. Let’s consider the possibilities given by numerical advances, though.
We may note that grid adaptivity, which is usually adopted to increase the
accuracy in the most critical regions, which in the PB are the point charges
and the MS, can very simply be applied to reduce the resolution in the re-
gions where there are no criticalities. Moreover, while changing resolution
near complex geometries may have inherent complexities beyond the sim-
ple number of d.o.f., doing this in the solvent is much lighter. This is why
we suggest that the overall best trade-off between accuracy and computa-
tional cost is to use a uniform grid tight around the system, say with a perfil
around 90%, followed by a de-refinement or the grid, until a much lower perfil
is reached, say between 15% and 20%. It is worth noting that, due to the
specific octree structure of our grid, if we fix the "tight" box size, we can no
longer exactly determine the perfil within the entire computational domain.
Indeed, the octree structure of cubic elements imposes that the entire com-
putational domain is again a cube having a side length, which is a power of 2
of the inner grid spacing. So, one can only fix an upper bound for the overall
perfil.

4. Software Architecture

The philosophy that guided the design of NextGenPB was, on the one
hand, to rely as much as possible on existing Free Software libraries that
provide the required capabilities, whenever possible, while, on the other
hand, integrating such libraries by means of adapters providing an inter-
mediate level of abstraction allowing, when needed, the plug-in addition
or replacement of libraries serving similar purposes. This approach is in-
deed inherited in NextGenPB from its main dependency which is the bimpp
C++ library [20, 28]. bimpp provides the main methods that implement the
distributed memory parallel assembly of the discrete operators discussed in
Sect. 3 and, in addition, adapters for parallel solvers for the related linear
systems via direct [29, 30] or iterative [31, 32] methods. While many possible
solvers can be invoked through the available interfaces, given the structure of
the system derived from the discretization of the linearized PB equation, the
most used solver in our tests is the Conjugate Gradient solver implemented
in LIS with a SSOR preconditioner so, unless stated otherwise, one can as-
sume that this is the choice adopted for all the tests in the following sections.
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bimpp also provides a class for managing hierarchically (de)refinable Carte-
sian Oct-tree meshes, which is essentially a wrapper around the C library
p4est [33, 34].1 The description of the molecular surface is handled through
an interface to the NanoShaper library which implements a set of different
surface description formats [5, 12]. Parallel I/O of structured binary data is
implemented in bimpp via linking to the liboctave library which is part of
GNU Octave [35], so that the output files can be conveniently post processed
via scripts using the GNU Octave interpreter; output in vtk file format is
also available for visualization.

5. An analytical benchmark

For the case of solutes represented by Ns non-overlapping dielectric spheres
Ωm,i with the same relative dielectric constant εr,m and centered at points
ri P R3 (each sphere Ωm,i is characterized by a radius Ri and contains a
fixed centrally-located point charge qi, i “ 1, . . . , Ns) we look for the total
self-consistent potential ϕprq (at a point r P R3) in the form [36, 37]

ϕprq “

#

ϕin,iprq “ ϕcoul,iprq ` ϕ̌in,iprq, r P Ωm,i,

ϕoutprq “
řNs

i“1 ϕout,iprq, r P Ωs,
(40)

where the sum
řNs

i“1p¨q in ϕout reflects the superposition principle applicable
to the Debye-Hückel description. Addend ϕcoul,iprq “

qi
4πε0εr,m}r´ri}

in (40) is
obviously the Coulombic potential due to the given free charge qi situated
at ri, while unknown potentials ϕ̌in,i and ϕout,i are expressed through local
eigenfunction expansions (of Laplace type for ϕ̌in,i and Poisson-Boltzmann
type for ϕout,i)

ϕ̌in,iprq “
ÿ

n,l
Lnl,iϱ̃

n
i Y

l
npϱ̂iq,

ϕout,iprq “
ÿ

n,l
Gnl,iknpϱ̃iqY

l
npϱ̂iq,

(41)

where dimensionless ϱ̃i “ kDϱi is the scaled (by a Debye screening length k´1
D )

radial coordinate of r measured from the i-th sphere’s center (i.e. ϱi “ r´ri,
ϱi “ }ϱi}, ϱ̂i “ ϱi{ϱi), knp¨q are modified spherical Bessel functions of the 2nd

1While the initial plan was to implement this wrapper as a generic interface allowing
for the replacement of p4est with other Octree libraries, the excellent performance of p4est
has made the implementation of additional adapters a very low priority task.
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kind, Y l
np¨q are the standard orthonormal complex-valued spherical harmonics

(see [38]), and
ř

n,lp¨q denotes the sum
ř`8

n“0

řn
l“´np¨q. Unknown coefficients

Lnl,i and Gnl,i of (41) are to be determined from boundary conditions on the
spheres’ boundaries (see details in Appendix D).

According to (40), the total electrostatic energy can now be calculated as
E “ 1

2

řNs

i“1 qi ¨ pϕin,i ´ ϕcoul,iq|ϱi“0 “ 1
2

řNs

i“1 qi ¨ ϕ̌in,i
ˇ

ˇ

ϱi“0
“ 1

2

řNs

i“1 qiL00,i{
?
4π

(note that Y 0
0 “ 1?

4π
); subtracting the Coulombic potential ϕcoul,i from the

full potential ϕin,i (see (40)), to avoid infinity in energy, corresponds to the
removal of the so-called self-energy term [14, 36].

To deepen the possibilities of comparing calculations based on this ana-
lytical model with the results of numerical calculations [14], it is desirable
to be able to calculate not only the total electrostatic energy E, but also its
components (see (9)). While the calculation of the Coulombic part is trivial,
calculations of other parts become more involved – e.g. in the considered case
of centrally located point charges, one can show (see details in Appendix D)
that the corresponding resulting reaction potential ϕpol,i,i at point ri (i.e. at
the i-th sphere’s center) created by the total polarization charge density on
the i-th surface (ϱi “ Ri) is

ϕpol,i,i “
qi

4πε0Ri

ˆ

1

εr,s
´

1

εr,m

˙

, (42)

while the potential ϕpol,i,j created by the same density at point rj (i.e. at the
j-th sphere’s center with j ‰ i) is

ϕpol,i,j “
qi

4πε0aij

ˆ

1

εr,s
´

1

εr,m

˙

`

ˆ

1 ´
εr,m
εr,s

˙

ÿ

n,l

nR̃n
i Lnl,i

2n ` 1

ˆ

Ri

aij

˙n`1

Y l
npâijq,

(43)

R̃i “ kDRi, aij “ rj ´ ri (see Appendix D for details). With the reaction
potentials (42) and (43) so obtained one can immediately calculate the cor-
responding (polarizational) energy contributions 1

2
qiϕpol,i,i and 1

2
qjϕpol,i,j, for

all i, j “ 1, . . . , Ns, j ‰ i; note that 1
2
qiϕpol,i,i “

q2i
8πε0Ri

`

1
εr,s

´ 1
εr,m

˘

, which
coincides with the conventional Born energy of a single sphere at zero ionic
strength (see [36]). Ionic energy contributions (see (9)), as they appear in
[14], can then be calculated by subtracting the Coulombic part and the (just
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derived) polarization contributions from the total energy E.
We have written MATLAB scripts to calculate the potential and energy us-
ing the above analytical expressions (https://github.com/concept-lab/
Analytical_Electrostatics/tree/main).
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6. Results

This section provides a detailed accuracy and computational cost analy-
sis, comparing the proposed solver with the leading solvers commonly used
in biomolecular simulations. The benchmarks include both analytical so-
lutions and real biomolecular systems. Additionally, we present results on
parallelization and scalability obtained using High-Performance Computing
(HPC) architectures.
Unless otherwise specified, the following simulations use a solvent dielec-
tric constant of 80, a solute dielectric constant of 2, an ionic strength of
0.145 mol{L and a temperature of 298.15K.

6.1. Accuracy
6.1.1. Analytically Solvable Systems

The comparison is made against the finite difference (FD) calculation
implemented in the DelPhi [39] solver and the second-order accuracy im-
plemented in the MIBPB solver [7, 40]. The ground truth consists of the
analytical calculations for a many-sphere system, as described in Sect. 5
and having foundations in [36, 37, 41–43] and references therein. To perform
a fair comparison, the same grid structure and parameters are used in the
benchmarks despite the greater flexibility of the NGPB solver.

The Kirkwood sphere. First, we consider a simple system for which the lin-
earized Poisson-Boltzmann equation (LPBE) can be analytically integrated:
a single dielectric sphere immersed in an electrolytic solution. Although the
spherical system can easily be solved analytically, it shares some common-
alities with more complex alternatives since its symmetry differs from that
of the Cartesian grid on which it is mapped and solved. The analytical
expressions for the polarization and ion energies are [36, Eq. (88)]:

Epol “
1

2

ˆ

1

εs
´

1

εm

˙

q2

4πR
(44)

Eion “ ´
1

2

q2

4πεs

kD
p1 ` kDRq

(45)

where q is the charge, R is the radius of the sphere, and kD is the inverse
Debye length. We use a uniform mesh with a grid spacing of 0.5 Å for
all solvers, with 15% of the box filled and homogeneous Dirichlet boundary
conditions. This setup isolates the effect of boundary conditions from the
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calculations. The sphere has a radius of 2 Å and a charge of 1 e.s.u. We
compare the energy and the potential at the surface of each solver with
the analytical solution. As shown in Table 1, the relative error for NGPB
is at least one order of magnitude lower than that of the other solvers for
each energy term. To represent the accuracy of the potential at the surface,
interpolating the electrostatic potential at any surface point inside a cubical
volume using the potential values at the eight vertices employing a trilinear
function, we use a box plot (Fig. 3). In this plot, the cross represents the
mean of the data, the box represents the interquartile range (IQR), containing
the middle 50% of the data, and the whiskers extend to cover 96% of the
data. The most extreme 2% on either side are considered outliers.

- Polarization Ionic Total
Value rKbT s -68.31 -0.35 -68.65

Relative error
NGPB 7.38e-10 3.39e-02 1.72e-04
DelPhi 5.89e-05 -5.98e-01 -2.97e-03
MIBPB 7.16e-03 7.16e-03

Table 1: Analytical value and signed relative error in energy calculation for NGPB, DelPhi
and MIBPB for the Kirkwood sphere. The percentage of box filling is 15%. For MIBPB,
we could not identify the energy contributions from the polarization and ionic terms indi-
vidually, so we report the error for their combined total along with the total energy error.

Non-overlapping Spheres. We showed in Sect. 5 that it is possible to achieve
an analytical solution also for systems composed of many non-overlapping
spheres. These systems pose challenges to the PB solution very similar to
real biomolecules, except for the construction of the MS. For this purpose,
we select a 30-sphere system, as shown in Fig. 4. The positions of the centers
of the 30 spheres are chosen to ensure that the system lacks any symmetry.
Additionally, the charges of the atoms in the three spheres with the greatest
z-values are set to zero to evaluate the accuracy of the potential in these
atoms, a procedure commonly done in the protocols that estimate the pKa
of titratable residues. For this benchmark, we assess our code in terms of
accuracy and compare it with that of other well-established solvers, such as
DelPhi and MIBPB. For all solvers, we use a uniform mesh with a grid spacing
of 0.5 Å, with 20% of the box filled and homogeneous Dirichlet boundary
conditions. Results are presented in Tables 2, 3 and Fig. 5. As in the case
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Figure 3: Box plot of relative error for the electrostatic potential at the surface compared
against analytical results for NGPB, DelPhi and MIBPB for the Kirkwood sphere.

of a single sphere, NGPB turns out to be remarkably accurate in calculating
both energy and potential at the surface and the atom centers.

BCs assessment. We test the proposed approach for the BCs here, which
is described in Sect. 3.4. We first show that, as already observed, the BCs
and some grid artifacts impact different outputs of the PB solution’s outputs
differently. Thus, we compare the differences in energies and potentials on a
single-sphere system upon application of D-H/Coulombic BCs wrt null BCs
at a perfil of 80%. At this perfil value, the former BCs are far more accurate.
However, as it can be seen in Fig. 6 and in Table 4, this difference in accuracy
impacts substantially the potential at the surface and, as a consequence, on
the ionic energy term, but it goes unnoticed if only the polarization term,
which is the most significant, is considered.
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Figure 4: Schematic representation of 30–spheres system.

- Polarization Ionic Total
Value rKbT s -10310.57 -151.13 -2255.59

Relative error
- Polarization Ionic Total
NGPB -4.16e-05 1.39e-02 7.46e-04
DelPhi 4.13e-04 -8.85e-02 -4.04e-03
MIBPB 4.00e-03 1.86e-02

Table 2: Analytical value and signed relative error in energy calculation for NGPB, DelPhi
and MIBPB on the 30-sphere system. The percentage of box filling is 20%, and null BCs
are used. For MIBPB, we can not separate the energy contributions from the polarization
and ionic terms individually, so we report the error for their combined total along with
the total energy error.

We then show the results obtained by leaving a uniform grid resolution on
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Figure 5: Box plot of relative error of potential at the surface compared with analytical
results for NGPB, DelPhi and MIBPB on the 30-sphere system.

- Atom1 Atom2 Atom3
NGPB 2.71e-05 -1.19e-03 -4.66e-03
DelPhi 6.04e-04 4.60e-03 8.56e-03
MIBPB -2.99e-01 -3.07e-01 -2.97e-01

Table 3: Signed relative error on uncharged atoms for NGPB, DelPhi and MIBPB on the
30-sphere system. The percentage of box filling is 20% and null BCs are used.

a region of parallelepipedal shape around the solute and performing a grid
de-refinement until a much larger computational domain is reached. This
technique allows us to bring the boundaries of the computational domain
at a distance where null Dirichlet BCs become accurate irrespective of the
system-specific geometry. This is obtained without a significant increment
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of the number of degrees of freedom, which may even get reduced for highly
non-globular solutes relative to standard cubic computational domains (see
Fig. 7). For the 30-spheres system, we compare the use of D-H/Coulombic
BCs at a perfil of 80% with null BCs, applying de-refinement from 80%
to 20% (or smaller) and from 95% to 20% (or smaller). From the results,
shown in Fig. 8, we can see excellent results for null BCs when we de-refine
until 20% perfil. Moreover, adopting a parallelepipedal rather than cubic
uniform grid and possibly going from a perfil of 80%, as commonly done in
PB calculations, to that of 95% may compensate for the d.o.f. increment
due to those located in the solvent, in the de-refinement region. Overall, this
appears to be a convenient solution in terms of accuracy and computational
cost.

Figure 6: Box plot of relative error of potential at the surface compared with analytical
results with NGPB assigning different BCs for one-sphere systems at 80%.

BCs Polarization Ionic Total
D-H @80% 7.38e-10 4.91e-02 2.49e-04
NULL @80% 7.38e-10 6.12e-01 3.10e-03

Table 4: Signed relative error in energy calculation with NGPB assigning different BCs
for one-sphere systems at 80%.
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Figure 7: Representation of the adaptive grid.

Figure 8: Box plot of relative error of potential at the surface compared with analytical
results on the 30-spheres system using different BCs. D-H/Coulombic BCs on a cubic grid
with 80% perfil are used in the leftmost column. In the second and third, parallelepipedal
uniform grid (perfil of 80% and 95%, respectively) followed by a de-refined one until
20% are used. The reduction in d.o.f. from the first and the second columns is due to
the aspect ratio of the system, which permits a further computational saving due to the
parallelepipedal shape of the uniform grid.

6.2. Real biomolecular systems
Binding energy calculation. We now assess our computational solution by
analyzing its convergence wrt grid resolution on real biomolecular systems.
We take six different, representative complexes from the dataset proposed by
Fenley and co-workers [44] and observe the convergence of the binding free
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energy (∆∆G) and the total energy wrt the resolution. ∆∆G is calculated as:

∆∆G “ ∆Gc ´ ∆G1 ´ ∆G2 (46)

where ∆G is the total electrostatic energy as defined in Eq. (9), and the sub-
scripts c, 1, and 2 correspond to the complex and the unbound components,
respectively. To measure the convergence rate, we set as reference the results
obtained when the grid spacing is 0.2 Å. Moreover, we compare our results
with different Poisson-Boltzmann solvers, including CPB [45], MIBPB [40],
DelPhi [39], PBSA [46], APBS [47] and FEM-BEM [48], by taking their re-
sults from the works [49] and [48].
We set a 90% perfil uniform grid and de-refine until we reach about the 20%
perfil. For each resolution, we randomly displace the solute’s centroid 30
times within a cube of half the grid spacing.

In Table 6, we list the mean ∆∆G and the total energy, along with
their respective standard deviations. Using data for CPB [44] and MIBPB
[49], Fig. 9 shows the convergence plots for these solvers alongside those of
NGPB. As one can see, we obtained satisfactory convergence at a grid spac-
ing of 0.67 Å for ∆∆G. As per the total energy, see Fig. 10, NGPB results
are already quite accurate, starting from a grid spacing of 1 Å. For calcu-
lating ∆∆G, CPB reaches good convergence values for grid spacing values
ď 0.4 Å, while MIBPB has better control over the results at larger spacings
and a less rapid convergence in the low spacing range. It is worth noting that
both local refinement around the surface, as done in CPB, and second-order
accuracy enforcement, as done in MIBPB, entail a quite significant computa-
tional cost. The results for individual binding energies at the finest mesh for
different solvers, also taken from [44, 49], are compared with those of NGPB.
Interestingly, while there can be quite significant differences among the re-
sults of different solvers and considering that there is no ground truth for
these realistic systems, we can however observe that the results of NGPB
are always close to those of MIBPB, which is supposedly among the most
accurate solvers since it enforces second-order accuracy.2 It is also important
to note that the ionic component of the energy, which is typically negligi-
ble compared to other energy components, gains a more significant relative

2New results for the complete binding benchmark dataset show excellent agreement
between CPB binding energies and those of MIBPB and NGPB (Marcia O. Fenley, private
communication).
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Complex Total charge res ∆∆Gion{∆∆G
102d -20 0.90
227d -20 1.71
1b27 -4 0.03
1x1x -3 0.02
1a1t 8 0.59
484d -16 0.35

Table 5: Relative importance of the ionic part of the binding energy wrt ∆∆G for each
complex.

contribution to the binding energy when the systems involved are highly
charged. As illustrated in Table 5, we decompose the binding energy into its
components, expressed as ∆∆G “ ∆∆Gcoul ` ∆∆Gpol ` ∆∆Gion, and ex-
amine the relative significance of the ionic component (∆∆Gion) in the total
binding energy. It is plausible that the observed discrepancies among some
of the considered solvers, which are larger for more highly charged systems,
are due to the specific ways used to calculate this term.

Application to large systems. The most recent experimental techniques are
providing us with structures at atomic or near-atomic resolution of unprece-
dented size. The computational challenges in solving such large systems’
electrostatics are not trivial. Here, NextGenPB was challenged to calculate
the electrostatic potential of two viral structures: the swine virus H1N1 cap-
sid and and the human adenovirus (pdb id 1VSZ). For the H1N1 capsid,
a grid resolution of 2 Å was used while for the 1VSZ system, a finer res-
olution of 0.5 Å was employed, to better capture the local nuances of the
electrostatic potential, which is particularly important for understanding the
molecular interactions. The resulting electrostatic potentials were plotted
on the molecular surfaces of both systems, providing visual insights into the
charge distribution and potential hotspots. These results are illustrated in
Fig. 12 for H1N1 and Fig. 13 for 1VSZ.
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Figure 9: Convergence profile for ∆∆G and total free energy w.r.t. the finest mesh for
NGPB, MIBPB and CPB.
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Figure 10: Convergence profile for total free energy w.r.t. the finest mesh for NGPB.

Figure 11: Binding energies for different solvers at 0.2 Å grid spacing.
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Figure 12: Half structure of the H1N1 swine virus having the molecular surface colored
based on the local electrostatic potential.

Figure 13: Human adenovirus structure (pdb id 1VSZ) with the molecular surface colored
based on the local electrostatic potential and showing main electric field lines.
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102d 1b27 1a1t

h[Å] ∆∆G σ ∆∆G σ ∆∆G σ

1.00 11.16 28.10 54.49 12.44 63.17 2.30
0.67 9.87 1.34 86.71 2.41 62.82 1.09
0.50 10.01 0.42 87.16 0.99 62.35 0.68
0.40 10.24 0.43 87.31 0.72 62.79 0.50
0.33 10.08 0.42 87.34 0.34 62.54 0.26
0.25 10.08 0.28 87.30 0.22 62.51 0.23
0.20 10.08 0.20 87.35 0.17 62.59 0.19

∆G σ ∆G σ ∆G σ

1.00 -25612.73 21.94 -64947.35 6.20 -41003.42 1.92
0.67 -25550.94 1.13 -64982.73 1.49 -41012.02 0.80
0.50 -25552.22 0.34 -64990.27 0.79 -41016.33 0.37
0.40 -25553.14 0.29 -64993.69 0.43 -41018.32 0.29
0.33 -25553.83 0.30 -64995.87 0.19 -41019.71 0.11
0.25 -25554.65 0.18 -64998.33 0.13 -41021.29 0.15
0.20 -25555.00 0.14 -64999.58 0.08 -41022.01 0.09

227d 1x1x 484d

h[Å] ∆∆G σ ∆∆G σ ∆∆G σ

1.00 -17.30 26.39 74.41 13.91 130.84 4.09
0.67 4.58 1.82 112.77 1.84 131.93 0.93
0.50 5.43 1.02 113.87 0.89 132.16 0.57
0.40 5.43 0.53 114.12 0.63 132.00 0.52
0.33 5.43 0.27 114.05 0.51 132.37 0.46
0.25 5.47 0.25 114.09 0.44 132.60 0.30
0.20 5.38 0.18 114.19 0.22 132.63 0.30

∆G σ ∆G σ ∆G σ

1.00 -27099.69 22.64 -64663.93 5.28 -39427.15 2.91
0.67 -27030.78 1.43 -64707.76 1.08 -39435.01 0.66
0.50 -27032.26 0.45 -64714.43 0.61 -39439.08 0.48
0.40 -27033.44 0.35 -64718.07 0.59 -39441.38 0.34
0.33 -27034.18 0.18 -64720.31 0.44 -39442.46 0.24
0.25 -27034.96 0.18 -64722.83 0.268 -39443.98 0.18
0.20 -27035.40 0.14 -64724.03 0.17 –39444.68 0.09

Table 6: Convergence results for electrostatic free energies and ∆∆G.

37



7. Discussion and Conclusions

Here we present a new solving and analyzing framework for the Poisson-
Boltzmann equation where we leverage the availability of a very accurate
description of the molecular surface, as provided by the NanoShaper soft-
ware, by employing some analytical derivations that are used to customize
the Cartesian FEM used to discretize and then solve the equation. The ana-
lytical contributions and corrections were used to make the expressions of the
stiffness and mass matrices more accurate and to accelerate the calculation
of the different components of the solvated system’s electrostatic energy.

Interestingly, we also constructed an analytical benchmark consisting of
combinations of non-overlapping spheres where numerical PB methods can
be challenged. The availability of analytical results concerning more realistic
systems is of paramount importance for making educated assessments of the
solvers’ quality.

On the numerical side, we use a Cartesian grid that can be locally refined,
if needed. In our experience, however, the best trade-off between accuracy
and computational cost for biomolecular systems consists of adopting a uni-
form grid of h “ 0.5 Å, tightly enclosing the system, and de-refining it (via
de-duplication) until a global percentage of filling between 15 and 20% is
reached. At the boundaries of the larger domain, homogeneous Dirichlet
boundary conditions are applied. Together with our treatment of the dielec-
tric discontinuity, this allows a good quality determination of the different
energy contributions and surface potential while limiting the overall number
of degrees of freedom and, therefore, the computational cost.

Our analysis corroborates that, when calculated via the electric displace-
ment flux method, the polarization energy term is quite robust concerning
grid artifacts and boundary condition accuracy. In contrast, the value of the
potential at the surface and, by consequence, that of the ionic contribution
are more sensitive to both aspects.

We validate our new approach first against the ground truth represented
by our analytical expressions, which, by separately providing the different en-
ergy terms, allow for a detailed analysis of the accuracy of the results. Then,
we consider real biomolecular systems for which no analytical expression is
available. Our figure of merit, in this case, is the rate of convergence of the
total energy wrt grid resolution for different relative mutual placements wrt
the grid. We use existing simulation data to compare our performance with
that of some widely used codes.
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Overall, the performance of NextGenPB is remarkable: in terms of accu-
racy, it reproduces analytically-derived electrostatic potentials at the molec-
ular surface and energies with a relative error which is at least one order of
magnitude smaller than that of the considered alternatives at the same grid
resolution. On realistic systems, it quickly converges to the target value,
and it yields results very close to those of MIBPB, which is expected to be
the most accurate alternative since it enforces second-order accuracy. In-
terestingly, the capability to accurately calculate the ionic contribution al-
lowed highlighting its relevance in estimating the ∆∆G. Indeed, while the
ionic contribution is a small fraction of the others in the ∆G, it can become
prominent, due to cancellations of the other terms, if the systems are highly
charged, as it occurs with nucleic acids, when the ∆∆G are derived.

In regard to computational efficiency, the better description of the di-
electric discontinuity at almost no cost allows for better accuracy without
the need to perform local refinements or second-order accuracy enforcement,
which are computationally costly. Moreover, the derivation of the ionic con-
tribution as an integral over the molecular surface allows its separate deter-
mination in only one run, in contrast to what is done in other PB solvers,
where two runs at different ionic strengths are often performed. Finally,
using grid de-refinement to impose null Dirichlet boundary conditions at a
large distance from the solute allows saving the calculation of D-H-like ones
without compromising on accuracy and while still keeping limited the overall
number of degrees of freedom.

Under these considerations, the proposed approach, which marries ana-
lytical calculations and established numerical approaches, proves to achieve
noteworthy cost-effectiveness. It paves the way for accurate and accelerated
derivations of electrostatic potentials on large datasets that can be used to
feed, for instance, machine learning tools. A prototypical version of NGPB
was incorporated in the MCCE software to describe the protonation states
of proteins [10], which yielded auspicious results. The future outlook for
this activity is to transfer as many as possible of these improvements to a
full nonlinear PB solver. Moreover, we are working on letting NGPB inherit
the ability of NanoShaper to automatically filter out the internal cavities
that are smaller than a given threshold in volume, in order to give the user
the freedom to decide where they want the high-dielectric constant to be
assigned to. As a general comment, it is conceivable that the approach of
using local analytical solutions in the elements crossing a sharp boundary
can be profitably applied to other PDEs. Indeed, models leading to finite
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discontinuities in the constitutive parameters are relatively common in many
fields, for instance, in models generated via Computer-Assisted Design.
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Appendix A. Application of Green’s identities to partition the in-
ternal potential

Let’s write Eq. (7) in operatorial form:

Lrϕs “ ρf , (A.1)

where the linear operator L is defined as:

L “ ´∇ ¨ pεprq∇p¨qq ` cprqp¨q r P D . (A.2)

A straightforward application of the second Green’s identity to the op-
erator L is not possible, since εprq is not continuous and, consequently, the
electrostatic potential is not differentiable at the surface Γ. Therefore, we
will attempt a non rigorous derivation, where the gradient of ε is considered
in a distributional sense. More in detail, we consider εprq, which is a step
function with the discontinuity located on Γ, as a limit for d Ñ 0` of the
following function:

εdprq “
εs ´ εm

2

„

erf

ˆ

uprq

d

˙

` 1

ȷ

` εm . (A.3)

For the definition of u, we start by considering for each r near the surface, its
orthogonal projection on Γ, namely rΓ P Γ, and its direction nprΓq. We de-
fine u as the oriented distance from the surface itself: uprq “ pr´ rΓq ¨nprΓq.
In this approximation, εdpu “ 0q “ ε̄ “

εm ` εs
2

. A schematic general repre-
sentation of εd is shown in Fig. A.14. It is interesting to note that numerical
FEM-BEM-coupled modelling with MS represented as a continuous interface
(similarly to (A.3) with non-zero d) and the corresponding impact of such
diffused interfaces on solvation and binding energy, were very recently treated
in [51]. In addition to the error function erf, the work [51] has benchmarked
other sigmoidal functions (like tanh) to couple the internal and external re-
gions.

Let’s now consider the gradient of εd, it is aligned with the normal at the
surface and takes the following form:

∇εdprq “
dεdpuq

du
∇u “ pεs ´ εmqN p0,

d2

2
qnprΓq (A.4)

(here the symbol N p0, d2{2q indicates the normal distribution density func-
tion with zero mean and variance d2{2).
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In the d Ñ 0 limit, we obtain the gradient expression:

∇εprq “ pεs ´ εmqδppr ´ rΓq ¨ nprΓqqnprΓq rΓ P Γ . (A.5)

In what follows, we assume that the limits for d Ñ 0 and the integral oper-
ators can be swapped. Similarly to what is done in the case of the second
Green’s identity, we consider the following identity:

ż

Ω

tLrvsw ´ Lrwsvu dV “

ż

Ω

∇ ¨ rεprq pv∇w ´ w∇vqs dV (A.6)

where Ω Ď D, w and v are suitable test functions, r̃ is the integration variable.

Let us now instantiate Eq. (A.6) by choosing Ω “ Ωm, wpr̃q “ ϕpr̃q as the
solution of Eq. (A.1), and vpr̃q “

q

4πεm}r̃ ´ r}
representing the point charge

potential centered at the observation point r P Ωm. The left-hand side (LHS)
of Eq. (A.6) then takes on the following form:

ż

Ωm

tLrvpr̃qsϕpr̃q ´ Lrϕpr̃qsvpr̃qu dV “

ż

Ωm

"

qϕpr̃q

„

cpr̃q

4πεm}r̃ ´ r}
`

`
εpr̃q

εm
δpr̃ ´ rq `

∇pεpr̃qq ¨ pr̃ ´ rq

4πεm}r̃ ´ r}3

ȷ

´
ρfq

4πεm}r̃ ´ r}

*

dV .

(A.7)

εm

εs

ε̄

u
´

d

2

d

2

0

Γ

Figure A.14: Schematic representation of the approximated variation of ε.
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In Ωm, cpr̃q “ 0 and εprq “ εm. Relation (A.7) then becomes:
ż

Ωm

tLrvpr̃qsϕpr̃q ´ Lrϕpr̃qsvpr̃qudV “

“ qϕprq `
q

4πεm

ż

Ωm

ϕpr̃q
∇pεpr̃qq ¨ pr̃ ´ rq

}r̃ ´ r}3
dV ´

q

4πεm

ż

Ωm

ρf

}r̃ ´ r}
dV “

“ qϕprq `
q

4πεm

ż

Ωm

ϕpr̃qpεs ´ εmq
δppr ´ rΓq ¨ nprΓqqnprΓq ¨ pr̃ ´ rq

}r̃ ´ r}3
dV `

´
q

4πεm

ż

Ωm

ρf

}r̃ ´ r}
dV .

(A.8)
Thanks to the single layer property of the Dirac delta function and consid-
ering that, along the limit for d Ñ 0 process, we are integrating only on the
internal half of the layer enclosing the surface where εd is changing, we can
recast the following volume integral in a surface one:

ż

Ωm

ϕpr̃qpεs ´ εmq
δppr ´ rΓq ¨ nprΓqqnprΓq ¨ pr̃ ´ rq

}r̃ ´ r}3
dV “

“
εs ´ εm

2

ż

BΩm

ϕpr̃q
pr̃ ´ rq ¨ npr̃q

}r̃ ´ r}3
dS .

(A.9)

In the present case, BΩm ” Γ and n denotes the unit vector orthogonal to Γ
and oriented in the outward direction.
Let us now consider the right-hand side (RHS) of (A.6) in our instantiation:

ż

Ωm

∇¨rεpr̃qvpr̃q∇ϕpr̃q ´ εpr̃qϕpr̃q∇vpr̃qsdV “

“ ´

ż

Ωm

∇ ¨ rvpr̃qDpr̃qsdV `

ż

Ωm

∇ ¨ rεpr̃qϕpr̃q
qpr̃ ´ rq

4πεm}r̃ ´ r}3
sdV “

“ ´q

ż

Γ

Dpr̃q ¨ npr̃q

4πεm}r̃ ´ r}
dS ` q

ż

Γ

ε̄ϕpr̃q
pr̃ ´ rq ¨ npr̃q

4πεm}r̃ ´ r}3
dS ,

(A.10)

where D is the electric displacement vector and p∇¨qn “ ∇p¨q¨n. The applica-
tion of the divergence theorem done in this latest derivations was a bit more
natural in the integral involving D since its normal component is continuous,
while the contribution to the integral given by the discontinuous tangential
component is nullified by the scalar product with n. In the second integral,
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in contrast, we have been forced to consider the limit of εd. Combining (A.8)
and (A.10), we can express the electrostatic potential in any point of Ωm as
follows:

ϕprq “

ż

Ωm

ρf

4πεm}r̃ ´ r}
dV ´

εs ´ εm
2

ż

Γ

ϕpr̃q
pr̃ ´ rq ¨ npr̃q

4πεm}r̃ ´ r}3
dS`

´

ż

Γ

Dpr̃q ¨ npr̃q

4πεm}r̃ ´ r}
dS `

ż

Γ

ε̄ϕpr̃q
pr̃ ´ rq ¨ npr̃q

4πεm}r̃ ´ r}3
dS “

“

ż

Ωm

ρf

4πεm}r̃ ´ r}
dV ´

ż

Γ

Dpr̃q ¨ npr̃q

4πεm}r̃ ´ r}
dS `

ż

Γ

ϕpr̃q
pr̃ ´ rq ¨ npr̃q

4π}r̃ ´ r}3
dS ,

which actually yields Eq. (10).

Appendix B. Ionic potential: from volume to surface formulation

If we repeat the previous calculations by assuming Ω “ Ωs, and therefore
accounting for the fact that in this region ρf pr̃q “ 0 while cpr̃q ‰ 0 (except for
the Stern layer, if any), and by choosing as test function vpr̃q “

q

4πεs}r̃ ´ r}
,

with r P Ωm, we obtain, for the LHS of Eq. (A.6):
ż

Ωs

tLrvpr̃qsϕpr̃q ´ Lrϕpr̃qsvpr̃qu dV “

ż

Ωs

qϕpr̃q

4πεs

„

cpr̃q

}r̃ ´ r}
`

∇εpr̃q ¨ pr̃ ´ rq

}r̃ ´ r}3

ȷ

dV .

(B.1)

and for its right-hand-side:
ż

Ωs

∇¨rεpr̃qvpr̃q∇ϕpr̃q ´ εpr̃qϕpr̃q∇vpr̃qsdV “

“ ´q

ż

ΓYΣ

Dpr̃q ¨ mpr̃q

4πεs}r̃ ´ r}
dS ` q

ż

ΓYΣ

ε̄1ϕpr̃q
pr̃ ´ rq ¨ mpr̃q

4πεs}r̃ ´ r}3
dS ,

(B.2)

where ε̄1 “ ε̄ on Γ and ε̄1 “ εs on Σ, and m is the outward normal from Ωs; Γ is
the surface separating Ωs from Ωm and Σ is the external surface enclosing Ωs.
If, as it is commonly assumed, the solvent region extends to infinity, it can
be shown that the surface integrals over Σ vanish. Consistently, the normal
vector m on Γ coincides with ´n. If we now equate Eqs. (B.1) and (B.2),
and consider that ρspr̃q “ ´cpr̃qϕpr̃q, we get:

ż

Ωs

ρspr̃q

4πεs}r̃ ´ r}
dV “ ´

ż

Γ

Dpr̃q ¨ npr̃q

4πεs}r̃ ´ r}
dS `

ż

Γ

ϕpr̃q
pr̃ ´ rq ¨ npr̃q

4π}r̃ ´ r}3
dS . (B.3)
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It is interesting to note that the LHS of the latter equation is the potential
generated by the ions in solution screened by the polarizable solvent, evalu-
ated at a point r inside the solute. This is the exact definition of the reaction
potential coming from the ions in solution, that we call ϕion (see (14) and
(9)). We get here a direct derivation of what has been found at the end of
Sect. 2.2.

Appendix C. Application of Green’s identities to partition the po-
tential in the solvent

There is a third way to apply the same procedure seen in the two previous
Appendices, to extract further interesting information. In this case, we again
assume Ω “ Ωs, and account for the fact that in this region ρf pr̃q “ 0 while
cpr̃q ‰ 0 (except that in the Stern layer, if any). In contrast to the previous
applications, we choose as test function the D-H solution for a single charge
in solution, with the observer location r P Ωs:

vpr̃q “
qe´kD}r̃´r}

4πεs}r̃ ´ r}
. (C.1)

To simplify the derivation, we assume the distance of r from the surface Γ is
larger than any d considered in the limiting process for εd (see Appendix A),
so that we can always assume that εprq “ εs. The LHS of Eq. (A.6) yields

ż

Ωs

tLrvpr̃qsϕpr̃q ´ Lrϕpr̃qsvpr̃qu dV “ ´q

ż

Stern layer

ϕpr̃q
k2
De

´kD}r̃´r}

4π}r̃ ´ r}
dV `

` q

ż

Ωs

ϕpr̃q
∇εpr̃q ¨ pr̃ ´ rqe´kD}r̃´r}p1 ` kD}r̃ ´ r}q

4πεs}r̃ ´ r}3
dV ` qϕprq ,

(C.2)

where the term qϕprq results from the convolution of ϕpr̃q with the Dirac
delta arising from the PB operator, while the RHS of Eq. (A.6) yields:
ż

Ωs

∇¨rεpr̃qvpr̃q∇ϕpr̃q ´ εpr̃qϕpr̃q∇vpr̃qsdV “ ´q

ż

ΓYΣ

e´kD}r̃´r}Dpr̃q ¨ mpr̃q

4πεs}r̃ ´ r}
dS`

` q

ż

ΓYΣ

ε̄1ϕpr̃q
e´kD}r̃´r}p1 ` kD}r̃ ´ r}qpr̃ ´ rq ¨ mpr̃q

4πεs}r̃ ´ r}3
dS ,

(C.3)

45



where ε̄1 “ ε̄ on Γ and ε̄1 “ εs on Σ, m is the outward normal from Ωs, Γ is
the surface separating Ωs from Ωm and Σ is the external surface enclosing Ωs.
If, as it is commonly assumed, the solvent region extends to infinity, it can
be shown that the surface integrals over Σ vanish. Consistently, the normal
vector m on Γ coincides with ´n. If we now equate Eqs. (C.2) and (C.3)
and reorder the terms, we will finally get:

ϕprq “

ż

Stern layer

ϕpr̃q
k2
De

´kD}r̃´r}

4π}r̃ ´ r}
dV `

ż

Γ

e´kD}r̃´r}Dpr̃q ¨ npr̃q

4πεs}r̃ ´ r}
dS`

´

ż

Γ

ϕpr̃q
e´kD}r̃´r}p1 ` kD}r̃ ´ r}qpr̃ ´ rq ¨ npr̃q

4π}r̃ ´ r}3
dS ,

which actually yields Eq. (15).

Appendix D. Details on analytical calculations done in Sect. 5

Unknown coefficients Lnl,i and Gnl,i of (41) are to be determined from
boundary conditions on the boundaries of spheres – namely,

ϕin,i|ϱiÑR´
i

“ ϕout|ϱiÑR`
i
,

εr,m pn̂i ¨ ∇ϕin,iq|ϱiÑR´
i

“ εr,s pn̂i ¨ ∇ϕoutq|ϱiÑR`
i
,

(D.1)

where n̂i is the outer unit normal on the boundary of Ωm,i. When imposing
boundary conditions (D.1) on the i-th spherical surface, to have all quan-
tities represented through the same basis functions set (namely, spherical
harmonics tY l

npϱ̂iqu0ď|l|ďn), we expand the offside (i.e. those with respect
to center rj, j ‰ i) screened harmonics tknpϱ̃jqY

l
npϱ̂jqu0ď|l|ďn in ϕout us-

ing relations (see [41, 42]) kLpϱ̃jqY
M
L pϱ̂jq “

ř

l1,m1
HLM

l1m1
paijqil1pϱ̃iqY

m1
l1

pϱ̂iq

with coefficients HLM
l1m1

paijq “
ř

l2,m2
p´1ql1`l2HLM

l1m1l2m2
kl2pãijqY

m2
l2

pâijq and

HLM
l1m1l2m2

“ CL0
l10l20

CLM
l1m1l2m2

b

4πp2l1`1qp2l2`1q

2L`1
, where aij “ rj ´ ri points from

ri to rj, ϱi ă aij “ }aij}, ãij “ kDaij, CLM
l1m1l2m2

“ ⟨l1l2;m1m2 | LM⟩ are
Clebsch-Gordan coefficients, inp¨q are modified spherical Bessel functions of
the 1st kind. Doing so, we, in particular, ensure the correct mathematical
treatment of mutual polarization effects [36]. These operations readily con-
vert boundary conditions (D.1) into a linear algebraic system governing the
unknown coefficients of (41); by numerically solving it, unknown potentials
(41) are thereby completely determined. Note that in practical numerical cal-
culations, in a manner completely similar to the particular case of 2-sphere
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systems extensively described in [36], one needs to limit index n in (41) (and
this then naturally impacts the size of the linear system formed) by some
user-defined threshold nmax, i.e. one has 0 ď n ď nmax everywhere in the cal-
culations; now gradually increasing nmax one ensures that potentials and/or
other monitored quantities (such as energy) stop changing (their changes be-
come negligible and not affecting the data within the precision reported in
the work).

In order to establish equality (42) we observe that the total polarization
charge density at the i-th surface (ϱi “ Ri) is [36]

σtot,ipϱ̂iq “ ε0

ˆ

1

εr,m
´

1

εr,s

˙

εr,mkD
B

Bϱ̃i
ϕin,i

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ϱi“Ri

“ ε0

ˆ

1

εr,m
´

1

εr,s

˙

εr,mkD

ˆ

´qikD
4πε0εr,mϱ̃2i

`
ÿ

n,l

Lnl,inϱ̃
n´1
i Y l

npϱ̂iq

˙
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ϱi“Ri

,

so that the corresponding resulting reaction potential ϕpol,i,i created by this
density at point ri (the i-th sphere’s center) is thus expressed by integral over
the surface BΩm,i of sphere Ωm,i (note the orthogonality property of spherical
harmonics when integrating them over sphere):

ϕpol,i,i “
1

4πε0

¿

BΩm,i

σtot,ipϱ̂iq

Ri

dS “
qi

4πε0Ri

ˆ

1

εr,s
´

1

εr,m

˙

,

that is equality (42).
Next, in order to establish equality (43), i.e. to evaluate the resulting

potential ϕpol,i,j “ 1
4πε0

ű

BΩm,i

σtot,ipϱ̂iqdS

}Riϱ̂i´aij}
created by density σtot,i at point rj

(note that Riϱ̂i ´ aij is the vector, ϱj, pointing from rj to the integration
point on BΩm,i corresponding to Riϱ̂i) let us use the addition theorem for
spherical harmonics (see [38, § 3.6]) to express

1

}Riϱ̂i ´ aij}
“

4π

aij

ÿ

n,l

1

2n ` 1

ˆ

Ri

aij

˙n

Y l
npâijqY

l
npϱ̂iq

‹,

from which taking into account the orthogonality property of spherical har-
monics one then readily obtains relation (43).
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