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ABSTRACT: Bovine rhodopsin is the most extensively
studied retinal protein and is considered the prototype of
this important class of photosensitive biosystems involved in
the process of vision. Many theoretical investigations have
attempted to elucidate the role of the protein matrix in
modulating the absorption of retinal chromophore in
rhodopsin, but, while generally agreeing in predicting the
correct location of the absorption maximum, they often
reached contradicting conclusions on how the environment
tunes the spectrum. To address this controversial issue, we combine here a thorough structural and dynamical characterization of
rhodopsin with a careful validation of its excited-state properties via the use of a wide range of state-of-the-art quantum chemical
approaches including various flavors of time-dependent density functional theory (TDDFT), different multireference
perturbative schemes (CASPT2 and NEVPT2), and quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) methods. Through extensive quantum
mechanical/molecular mechanical (QM/MM) molecular dynamics simulations, we obtain a comprehensive structural
description of the chromophore−protein system and sample a wide range of thermally accessible configurations. We show
that, in order to obtain reliable excitation properties, it is crucial to employ a sufficient number of representative configurations of
the system. In fact, the common use of a single, ad hoc structure can easily lead to an incorrect model and an agreement with
experimental absorption spectra due to cancelation of errors. Finally, we show that, to properly account for polarization effects on
the chromophore and to quench the large blue-shift induced by the counterion on the excitation energies, it is necessary to adopt
an enhanced description of the protein environment as given by a large quantum region including as many as 250 atoms.

1. INTRODUCTION

Rhodopsin1,2 is the visual pigment responsible for dim light
vision and is the most extensively studied member of the family
of visual opsin proteins, a large class of G-protein-coupled
receptors that respond to light and initiate the visual transduction
process in vertebrate.3,4 Most visual opsins share the same
covalently linked chromophore, the retinal protonated Schiff
base (RPSB) molecule, while variations in the chromophore−
protein interaction tune the absorption maximum over a very
wide range of wavelengths from 420 to 570 nm.3,4 This
remarkable spectral tuning has prompted a large number of
experimental1−32 and theoretical32−62 studies that have
attempted to understand the molecular mechanism underlying
the functioning of visual opsins.
Due to the complexity of these systems, obtaining an accurate

theoretical description of the absorption in visual opsins is not a
trivial task which might depend on various ingredients entering
in the calculations (e.g., the method chosen to optimize the
structure or to compute the excited states, the protonation states
of relevant amino acids, etc.). Nevertheless, for rhodopsin, many
theoretical studies have reported a remarkable agreement with
the experimental absorptionmaximum even though these studies
often differ considerably in the theoretical approaches employed

and normally resort to different approximations in the treatment
of the chromophore−protein interaction. However, in spite of
the generally good agreement in the absorption wavelengths,
different studies often lead to very varying conclusions as regards
the role of the protein environment in tuning the excitation
energy of the chromophore. In particular, while there is general
consensus that the addition of the counterion induces a blue-shift
in the excitation energy of retinal, the magnitude of the predicted
shift spans a range as large as 0.3−1.2 eV.35−40,55−61

Furthermore, even more controversial is the issue of whether
the rest of the protein environment quenches the effect of the
counterion. Several studies35,37−40 find that adding the rest of
protein residues has a negligible effect (0.01−0.1 eV), while
others36,55−61 observe a red-shift which can be as large as 1.2 eV
and cancel the blue-shift induced by the counterion. Remarkably,
all studies agree in reporting a final excitation energy which lies
within 0.1 eV of the experimental absorption maximum at 498
nm (2.49 eV).5 It is clear that the messages conveyed by these
contradicting studies cannot all be simultaneously right.
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Therefore, the apparent agreement with experiment is in most
cases due to a favorable cancelation of errors.
Despite the numerous theoretical investigations, it remains

therefore unclear whether we are in a position to accurately
describe the optical properties of opsins from first principles and
whether we have identified all necessary ingredients to achieve
this goal. It is clear that one should use an accurate approach to
compute the electronic excitations, but, even if we restrict
ourselves to highly correlated methods, this choice is far from
obvious as the various techniques yield very different results even
for the retinal chromophore in gas phase.63−67 Furthermore, for
the description of the chromophore−protein interaction, it has
been pointed out that, to obtain accurate absorption energies, the
mutual polarization of the chromophore and the protein
environment should be considered.45−47 Nevertheless, the
generally accepted procedure is to employ a standard embedding
scheme, where only the chromophore is described at the
quantum level, while the rest of the protein environment is
modeled by employing fixed, partial point charges, normally
taken from a particular classical force field. In this multiscale
scheme, the point charges polarize the quantum chromophore in
its ground and excited states, whereas the environment does not
respond to the presence of the chromophore. Finally, another
important aspect of modeling photoactive proteins is to properly
account for the dynamical nature of the protein since thermal
fluctuations can affect the structure, the chromophore−protein
interaction, and the resulting excitation energy. This point has
been largely ignored in most previous theoretical studies, which
just consider a single, static model of the protein. In such models,
the protein is often taken to be the available crystallographic
structure, where only the chromophore or a small region around
it is relaxed, while the rest of the protein is kept fixed at the
crystallographic positions. The investigations which attempt to
include thermal sampling do so in a limited way, either by only
performing classical molecular dynamics (MD) followed by
QM/MM geometrical optimization49−51 or by performing QM/
MM MD in which often a part of the protein is kept fixed.52−54

Here, we will explore these issues to understand which
theoretical ingredients are needed for an accurate description of
the optical properties of rhodopsin. To achieve this goal, we
employ a realistic model of rhodopsin embedded in its native
membrane environment, which was carefully equilibrated for 300
ns with classical MD.68 For this model system, we perform
extensive and fully unconstrained QM/MM MD simulations of
up to 18 ps length employing density functional theory (DFT)
for the quantum part in order to obtain an accurate structural
description of the chromophore and of the thermal fluctuations
of the chromophore−protein system at room temperature. A
thermally averaged absorption spectrum obtained with an
expedient but more approximate approach such as the ZINDO
method allows us to select a set of configurations close to the
corresponding theoretical absorption band maximum, for which
we recompute the excitation energies at a higher level of theory.
In this step, we employ a range of highly correlated methods such
as the quantum Monte Carlo (QMC), multireference
perturbation theory (CASPT2), and the n-electron valence
state perturbation theory (NEVPT2) approaches, to compute
the excitation energies and systematically validate the use of
certain flavors of TDDFT (in particular, CAM-B3LYP) in
rhodopsin. Furthermore, with the use of enlarged quantum
regions with as many as 250 atoms, we will explore at the
TDDFT level whether the conventional point-charges embed-
ding scheme based on a nonpolarizable classical force field
properly accounts for the effect of the protein environment.
Finally, we will compare our results with previous theoretical
studies on rhodopsin55−61 based on a QM/MM partial structure
relaxation at the complete-active-space self-consistent-field level,
combined with the original formulation69 of CASPT2 to
compute the excitation energies, and provide some reasons for
the remarkable, but fortuitous, agreement with experiments
achieved in these previous studies.

2. MODEL SYSTEM
Our model system of the bovine rhodopsin dark state in its
adapted form consists of two rhodopsin monomers embedded in

Figure 1.The retinal protonated Schiff base (RPSB) with the Glu113 counterion andGlu181.We also show the labeling used for the conjugated chain of
the RPSB and the side chain of the Lys296 residue.
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an explicit membrane. This model system was employed to
investigate rhodopsin signal transduction in our previous study,68

where it was extensively equilibrated at room temperature using
classical MD.
Rhodopsin consists of 348 amino acid residues, and, in our

model system, all potentially charged amino acids, including the
C- and N-termini, are considered to be in their default
protonation states at physiological pH (i.e., charged), except
Asp83 and Glu122 that are assumed to be neutral in line with
FTIR experiments.19 The somewhat controversial protonation
state of Glu181 is here chosen as charged in line with recent
experimental and theoretical studies32,53 and is further tested as
described in detail below. Histidine residues are considered to be
protonated either at the Nδ position (His100, His211) or the Nε

position (His65, His152, His195, His278). As shown in Figure 1,
the retinal chromophore is covalently linked to the Lys296
residue via a protonated Schiff base linkage, which we collectively
call the retinal protonated Schiff base (RPSB). Other notable
features are a disulfide bond between the Cys110 and Cys187
residues and two palmitic acid residues, which act as membrane
anchoring points, that are bound to Cys322 and Cys323.
As shown in Figure 2, the rhodopsin dimer is embedded in an

explicit membrane modeled by 1-stearoyl-2-oleoyl-sn-glycero-3-

phosphoethanolamine (SOPE) lipids, while explicit water
molecules cover the cytoplasmic and extracellular sides. To
obtain an overall neutral system, four sodium ions are added. The
complete model system consists of the two rhodopsin
monomers, approximately 20000 water molecules, and 300
lipids, which results in a total number of around 100000 atoms.
In the QM/MM MD simulations, we employ three different

QM regions (see Chart 1): Rho-1, which only includes the
retinal protonated Schiff base (RPSB); Rho-2, which includes
the RPSB and the Glu113 counterion; andRho-3, which includes
the RPSB, the Glu113 counterion, and Glu181. In Chart 1c, we
indicate the labeling used in this paper and the QM/MM
boundaries employed in the QM/MM MD simulations.

3. METHODS
3.1. Molecular Dynamics. 3.1.1. Classical Simulations.We

give here the most relevant details of the classical MD setup and
refer the reader to ref 68 for further details. The complete model
system of the two rhodopsin monomers, the membrane, and the
water molecules is placed in a periodically repeated cubic box
with approximate dimensions of 130 × 80 × 100 Å3. The waters
are described using the TIP3P force field,70 and the AMBER/
parm99 force field71 is employed for all standard protein
residues. The force fields for the RPSB and the palmitic acid
residues are described in ref 72, while the AMBER/parm96 force
field is used for the SOPE lipids. As described in ref 68, the entire
system was equilibrated via classical MD for 300 ns in the NPT
ensemble at a temperature of 300 K and a pressure of 1.05 bar.

3.1.2. QM/MM Simulations. In order to choose a
representative starting structure for the QM/MM MD
simulations, we perform a clustering analysis73 on the last 100
ns of the classical MD equilibration run from ref 68. Each
trajectory frame is ranked based on the number of neighboring
frames that are within 1 Å RMSD cutoff. The top-ranked frame
and all its neighboring frames then form a cluster. The frames
corresponding to this cluster are then removed and the ranking
process repeated until all frames are assigned to a given cluster.
This results in a set of nonoverlapping clusters. We then use the
central structure from the most populated cluster as a starting
structure for our QM/MM MD simulations.

Figure 2. The rhodopsin dimer system used in the current work. The
dimer is embedded in an explicit membrane, and the extracellular side is
facing up. For clarity, hydrogens are not shown for the lipids.

Chart 1. Three Different QM Regions Employed in the QM/
MM MD Simulations: a) Rho-1, RPSB; b) Rho-2, RPSB
+Glu113; c) Rho-3, RPSB+Glu113+Glu181
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We perform the QM/MM MD simulations using the QM/
MM scheme implemented in the CP2K package.74 This QM/
MM scheme employs the Quickstep QM code,75 the Fist MM
driver, and a real-space multigrid technique for the electrostatic
coupling between the QM andMM regions.76,77 The QM region
is treated within density functional theory (DFT) in the
generalized gradient approximation with the PBE78 exchange-
correlation functional, while theMM region is modeled using the
AMBER force field described above. In the DFT calculations, a
mixedGaussian and plane waves (GPW) approach is used, where
the wave function is described with a triple-ζ valence basis set
augmented with two sets of polarization functions (TZV2P),79

while the electron density is converged employing an auxiliary
plane-wave basis set with a density cutoff of 320 Ry. The
Goedecker-Teter-Hutter (GTH) pseudopotentials80,81 are
employed to describe the core electrons.
Only the chromophore located in one of the two monomers is

included in the QM region, while the other, together with the rest
of the protein environment, is treated at the MM level. As
mentioned above, we perform three different QM/MM MD
simulations that employ the different QM regions depicted in
Chart 1: Rho-1, RPSB; Rho-2, RPSB and Glu113; Rho-3, RPSB,
Glu113, and Glu181. As shown in Chart 1c, the QM/MM
boundary for the Glu113 and Glu181 residues is through the
Cα−Cβ bond, while for the RPSB the boundary is through the
Cα−Cβ bond of Lys296. We saturate the valency of the QM
regions by adding hydrogen capping atoms to the carbon QM
atoms at the QM/MM boundary. In the QM/MM interface
scheme used here,76 the additional coordinates introduced by the
hydrogen capping atoms are eliminated by employing the
IMOMM82 link-atom scheme where the positions of the
hydrogen capping atoms are expressed as a function of the
coordinates of the atoms forming the original bond, and the
forces on the link atoms are accordingly redistributed. A scaling
factor of 1.38 was applied to relate the MM carbon−carbon
distances to the QM carbon−hydrogen ones. All simulations are
performed in the Born−Oppenheimer (BOMD) approximation
within the first-principles MD framework and with a time step of
0.5 fs. In each simulation, the QM region is initially optimized,
while the MM part is kept frozen. The initial velocities after the
optimization of the QM region are taken from a Maxwell−
Boltzmann distribution at the specified temperature. The QM/
MM MD simulations are then started and run in the canonical
(NVT) ensemble for 15 ps with the Rho-1 and Rho-2 QM
regions and 18 ps with Rho-3. A stochastic velocity rescaling
thermostat83 is employed to maintain the temperature at 300 K.
To compute the geometrical averages and the ZINDO excitation
energies, we discard the first part of the runs, corresponding to an
equilibration time of about 7 ps, and use the last 7.5 ps, 7.3 ps, and
11.3 ps of theRho-1,Rho-2, andRho-3 runs, respectively, where
we collect frames every 5 fs (10 time steps) for a total number of
1491, 1450, and 2248 frames, respectively.84

3.2. Static Excited-State Calculations. 3.2.1. Theory
Levels and Electronic Structure Codes. For the ZINDO
calculations, we employ the Gaussian 09 code85 with the default
settings and compute the excitation energies of the four lowest
roots, which we weight with the oscillator strength to calculate
the ZINDO absorption spectra. The TDDFT calculations with
CAM-B3LYP86 and LC-ωPBE87,88 functionals are performed
using the Gaussian 09 code and the 6-31+G* basis set. For the
CC2 calculations, we use the TURBOMOLE code89 where we
employ the resolution-of-the-identity (RI) approximation,90 the

ANO-L-VDZP91 basis set, and the aug-cc-pVQZ auxiliary basis
set.92,93

The CASPT2 calculations are performed with theMOLCAS94

7.2 code. Unless otherwise stated, we use the default IPEA zero-
order Hamiltonian95 and report the single-state (SS) CASPT2
values. We use a constant imaginary level shift96 of 0.1 au and
employ the ANO-L-VDZP basis set. For the CAS active space,
we include all 12 π electrons in the reference and test the use of
12 to 15 active π orbitals, resulting in a CAS(12,12) to
CAS(12,15) expansion. We use a state-average (SA) CASSCF
wave function with equal weights over either the two (S0 and S1)
or three (S0, S1, and S2) lowest-energy states.
For the NEVPT2 calculations, we use the strongly contracted

(SC) variant97−99 as implemented in the ORCA 2.8100,101 code
and use the same basis set and SA-CASSCF wave function as in
the CASPT2 calculations. The DMC calculations are performed
with the CHAMP102 code. In all DMC calculations, we use a
CAS(12,12) expansion, SA-CASSCF wave functions optimized
over two states with equal weights, and pseudopotentials with the
corresponding double-ζ basis set103 and with added s and p
diffuse functions on the heavy atoms.
We choose different basis sets for the TDDFT and PT2

calculations since, depending on the code, segmented or
generally contracted basis sets can be more efficient, with
MOLCAS being for instance optimized for generally contracted
basis sets. As shown in Tables S2 and S3, the excitation energies
computed with the 6-31+G* and ANO-L-VDZP basis sets differ
by at most 0.02 eV both at the TDDFT/CAM-B3LYP and
CASPT2 level and are within 0.01 eV of the corresponding aug-
ANO-L-VDZP values. For further details on the choice of basis
set, CAS active space, and various issues related to the CASPT2,
NEVPT2, and DMC calculations, we refer the reader to the SI.

3.2.2. Point-Charges Embedding Scheme. In the computa-
tion of the excitation energies, we perform single-point
electrostatically embedded QM calculations, where the fixed,
partial point charges of the MM region polarize the ground- and
excited-state densities of the QM region. We employ two
different QM regions, one including only the chromophore
(RPSB) and the another including the chromophore and the
Glu113 counterion (RPSB+Glu113). For the RPSB, the
boundary of the QM region is chosen along the Cγ−Cδ bond
of the Lys296 residue, and it is along the Cα−Cβ bond for
Glu113. The valency of this QM region is saturated by adding
hydrogen capping atoms at the atoms on the boundary. TheMM
environment is modeled by employing partial AMBER force field
point charges at the atomic positions. The TDDFT/MM, CC2/
MM, andNEVPT2/MM calculations are performed by including
the partial MM charges as point charges. In the CASPT2/MM
calculations, we employ the ESPF104 electrostatic coupling
scheme implemented in Molcas to include the partial point
charges. We note that the usage of the ESPF electrostatic
coupling scheme in the MOLCAS calculations leads to
deviations of less than 0.02 and 0.01 eV in the CASSCF/MM
andCASPT2/MM excitation energies, respectively, compared to
the use of normal point charges as also employed in the
NEVPT2/MM calculations with ORCA. Therefore, any differ-
ence in the CASPT2/MM and NEVPT2/MM results is due to
the differences in the correlated methods and not due to the
different electrostatic coupling scheme employed. The QMC/
MM calculations are performed using the electrostatic coupling
scheme as in the QM/MM approach employed in the CPMD
code.77 In the single-point excited-state calculations performed
using point-charges embedding, we turn off the point charges of a
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small group of MM atoms at the QM boundary as precautionary
measure against overpolarization of the QM region (see the SI
for details). However, we note that overpolarization of the QM
region is not an issue in the present excited-state calculations
since setting the charges to zero yields excitation energies at the
TDDFT/CAM-B3LYP and CASPT2 level that differ by only
0.01 eV from the values obtained retaining the original charges.
For clarity, we stress again that we only set these charges to zero
in the single-point excited-state calculations when using the
point-charges embedding scheme and that the ground-state
QM/MM MD simulations with CP2K are performed with the
full MM charges and a QM/MM electrostatic coupling76,77 that
cures possible problems with overpolarization of the QM region.

4. RESULTS
4.1. QM/MM MD Simulations. As well-known, the time

scales accessible in QM/MM MD simulations are orders of
magnitude smaller than what is possible in classical MD
simulations. This makes the selection of a starting point in a
QM/MM MD simulation a critical issue as the initial structure
must be representative of an average configuration of the system.
In this work, we make this selection by using a clustering analysis
on a 100 ns classical MD simulation to identify an initial
structure. Starting from this selected structure, we perform three
different QM/MM MD simulations at room temperature that
differ in the QM region used: Rho-1 has the minimal QM region
of the RPSB, Rho-2 adds the Glu113 counterion to the QM
region, and Rho-3 additionally includes the Glu181 residue in
the QM region. The Rho-1, Rho-2, and Rho-3 simulations are
run for a total time of 15 to 18 ps, from which we use the last 7 to
11 ps for the analysis and calculations below.
All three QM/MMMD simulations show the same hydrogen

bonding network (HBN) around the chromophore in the
protein pocket, which is well preserved from the initial structure
from the cluster analysis and stable throughout each simulation.
The HBN can be divided into two parts, one around the Glu113
counterion and the other around Glu181. As shown in Figure 3a,
the Glu113 counterion is hydrogen bonded to a crystallographic
water, wat2b,16,17 and to Thr94, which is a residue known to be
important for the stability of the protein pocket.21,22 In the HBN
around Glu181 shown in Figure 3b, one oxygen of Glu181 is
hydrogen bonded to Tyr191 and Tyr192, while the other oxygen
is hydrogen bonded to Tyr268 and a crystallographic water
molecule, wat2a.15−17 This water molecule also forms a hydrogen
bond to Ser186 and the backbone of Cys187. Finally, another
water molecule bridges the Tyr191 and Tyr268 residues.
We consider the protonation state of Glu181 to be charged as

recent experimental32 and theoretical32,53 evidence is mounting
in support of this choice. We also note here that, throughout the
100 ns classical MD simulation, the RMSD of the residues
around the active site pocket is low when compared with the
initial X-ray structure, further confirming the internal consistency
of our model and that the protonation states used, especially the
one chosen for Glu181, are adequate. This is also in line with a
previous classical MD study72 on a rhodopsin monomer.
Furthermore, to investigate the effect of the chosen protonation
state of Glu181 on the absorption energy, we perform MD
simulations of the E181Q mutant, which displays an
experimental absorption maximum at 2.44 eV,31,32 which is
red-shifted by only 0.05 eV with respect to the absorption peak in
native rhodopsin. We equilibrate E181Q at the QM/MM level at
300 K and then slowly anneal it down to 0 K. The excitation
energies are then computed on the annealed structure of the

E181Qmutant at the CAM-B3LYP and the CASPT2 level with a
point-charges embedding scheme and compared to the
corresponding energies obtained with a similarly annealed
structure from the Rho-1 trajectory of wildtype rhodopsin. In
agreement with absorption experiments31,32 and previous
theoretical studies,32,53 we do not observe a substantial difference
in the value of the excitation energies (less than 0.02 eV), which
indicates that the charge neutralization of Glu181 (through a
E181Q mutation) does not significantly affect the absorption
properties of rhodopsin.
In Table 1, we show the relevant geometrical parameters for

the three QM/MM runs. For comparison, the geometrical
parameters of the retinal chromophore optimized in the gas
phase are presented in Table S1 in the SI. As observed in the
crystallographic structures and expected from the location in the
protein pocket, the geometry of the chromophore is considerably
distorted by the interactions with the protein environment with
respect to the gas-phase geometry. Interactions with the residues
in the protein pocket significantly distort the conjugated chain of
the chromophore from planarity, as can be seen from the C11−
C12 dihedral angle (ϕC10−C11−C12−C13). This is also observed in
the overall length of the conjugated chain since the C6−N16
distance (dC6−N16) is about 0.3−0.5 Å shorter than in the gas-
phase geometry, indicating a more bent chromophore. We note
that the chromophore in the 1U19 crystallographic structure17

displays similar geometrical features and is significantly distorted
from planarity.
We observe that the three runs differ considerably in the

counterion distance (dcounterion), which we define as the distance

Figure 3. The hydrogen bonding network (HBN) around the
chromophore in the protein pocket: a) HBN around the Glu113
counterion and b) HBN around Glu181.
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between the nitrogen on the RPSB and the closest carboxylate
oxygen on the Glu113 counterion. For the Rho-1 run, the
counterion distance is about 0.4 Å longer than for the Rho-2 and
Rho-3 runs. There is also a difference in the BLA, which has a
slightly smaller average value in the Rho-1 run. All the QM/MM
runs show the sameHBN and have the same starting point so it is
clear that the difference in the counterion distance lies in how the
interaction between the chromophore and the counterion is
described. In the Rho-1 run, we have a quantum-classical
interaction, while, in Rho-2 and Rho-3 runs, we have a
quantum−quantum interaction. It is hard to fully judge which
description leads to a more accurate counterion distance as
comparison with other calculations and experiments yields a
mixed message. Our classical MD simulation has an average
counterion distance of 2.73 Å (with a root-mean-square
fluctuation of 0.11 Å), and most other theoretical stud-
ies17,34,53,60 converge to a value of about 2.7 Å. On the other
hand, all rhodopsin crystallographic structures14−17 have a
counterion distance in the range of 3.1 Å to 3.9 Å. Fortunately,
we will see below that the increased counterion distance does not
seem to change the thermally averaged excitation energies.
Finally, we note that the Rho-2 and Rho-3 runs exhibit very
comparable geometrical parameters and, as shown below,
ZINDO excitation energies. This indicates that is not needed
to treat the charged Glu181 residue as quantum in the QM/MM
MD simulations.
4.2. ZINDO Absorption Spectra. For each of the three

QM/MM MD simulations, we extract 1500−2000 equally
spaced frames from the last 10 ps of the simulations, which we
use to obtain the absorption spectra at room temperature. This
puts some constraints on the excited-state approach we can use,
which must give reasonable results and be economical. Here, we
use the semiempirical ZINDO method, which surely fulfills the
criterium of being affordable. Even though ZINDO has shown a
reasonable performance in benchmark studies of retinal and
related polyenals105 as well as rhodopsin intermediates,106 we
need to keep in mind that ZINDO often exhibits red-shifted
excitation energies as compared to more accurate approaches.107

Here, we use however the ZINDO results mainly as a guide in
identifying structures which are in a representative region of
phase space, namely, which give excitation energies close to the
maximum of the theoretical absorption band.

The ZINDO calculations are performed on cluster models that
include the RPSB and the Glu113 counterion as well as other
nearby residues we find to be important for the absorption.
These residues have been selected starting from a much larger
cluster which includes all residues within 5 Å from the
chromophore, and computing the excitation energies of all
possible clusters which only differ from the original 5 Å model in
one missing residue, to identify the residues which affect the
ZINDO excitation energies the most. The contribution to the
ZINDO spectrum of all the residues not included in the final
M10 cluster (see below) is negligible (less than 0.01 eV). In
Figure 4, we show the convergence of the excitation energies as
the cluster size is increased from the smallest model which only
included the chromophore. We note that, in the clusters, the
retinal chromophore is extended to include Lys296 backbone
atoms and is therefore slightly larger than the RPSB model used
throughout the paper. For each cluster size, the excitation

Table 1. Relevant Geometrical Parameters (See Figure 1) and ZINDO Results for the QM/MM MD Runsb

Rho-1 Rho-2 Rho-3

QM region RPSB RPSB+Glu113 RPSB+Glu113+Glu181
average/RMSF

dcounterion 3.23/0.10 2.77/0.11 2.77/0.11
dC6−N16 11.20/0.17 11.19/0.13 11.24/0.18
BLA 0.051/0.020 0.059/0.020 0.057/0.021
ϕC5−C6−C7−C8 −44.2/10.1 −50.4/10.8 −45.7/9.8
ϕC10−C11−C12−C13 −17.6/8.8 −14.4/9.4 −11.9/9.3
ZINDO (S0 → S1, eV) 2.34a/0.10 2.41a/0.12 2.42a/0.13
Gaussian fit to ZINDO absorption spectrum
μ (eV) 2.33 2.40 2.41
σ (eV) 0.10 0.12 0.12
fwhm (eV) 0.24 0.28 0.28

aThe statistical error of the average energy is 0.01 eV (see ref 84). bTrajectory averages are shown together with their root mean square fluctuations
(RMSF). Distances are in Å and angles are in degrees. The BLA is defined as the difference between the averages of the single and double carbon−
carbon bonds lengths and computed including the bonds between C5 and C15. For the Gaussian fit to the ZINDO absorption spectrum, we show the
mean (μ), the standard deviation (σ), and full width at half maximum (FWHM). The 1U19 crystallographic structure17 has the following geometrical
parameters (chain A/B): dcounterion = 3.45/3.28 Å, dC6−N16 = 11.21/11.29 Å, ϕC5−C6−C7−C8 = −30.3/−31.9°, and ϕC10−C11−C12−C13 = −40.8/−36.1°.

Figure 4. Convergence of the ZINDO average excitation energy with
the size of the cluster model. The smallest cluster consists of only the
chromophore (here extended to include Lys296 backbone atoms), and
additional residues are then added one by one.We also consider a cluster
composed of all residues within 5 Å from the chromophore (about 40
residues and 720 atoms). Note that the +E113 model also includes 7
waters located around the retinal chromophore. A set of 100 equispaced
frames from the Rho-2 run is employed.
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energies are computed on a subset of 100 equispaced frames
from the Rho-2 run. For the chromophore (M1 model), we
obtain an average value of 2.18 eV, and adding the Glu113
counterion plus the water molecules located around the retinal
chromophore (M2 model) blue-shifts the average excitation
energy to 2.45 eV. The inclusion of Glu181 and Ala292 (M4
model) gives the highest excitation energy, while, starting from
the M5 model, each additional residue leads to a red-shift. The
average excitation energy levels off for models M10 to M12 to a
converged value of 2.40 eV. The extended model given by all
residues with at least one atom within 5 Å of the chromophore
(about 40 residues and 720 atoms) yields an average excitation
energy of 2.41 eV, that is, equal to the values obtained for the
M10 to M12 clusters. It is therefore sufficient to use the M10
cluster model for the ZINDO calculations of the excitation
energies. TheM10model includes about 250 atoms and is shown
in Figure 5.

With the M10 cluster, we now calculate the ZINDO
absorption spectrum by weighting the excitation energy of the
four lowest states with the corresponding oscillator strengths for
the full set of frames. We note that the inclusion of states higher
than S1 does not appreciably affect the ZINDO absorption
spectrum as the higher excitations are well separated from the S0
→ S1 excitation (see the SI). We show the spectrum for the Rho-
2 run in Figure 6. As shown in Table 1, we find that the average
ZINDO excitation energies for the three runs are very similar to
the absorption maxima obtained in the Gaussian fits.
Furthermore, the results for the Rho-2 and Rho-3 runs are
almost equal, which is consistent with the observation above that
the inclusion of Glu181 in the QM region of the QM/MM MD
simulation does not influence the structure of the protein pocket.
The spectrum for the Rho-1 run is instead slightly red-shifted by
about 0.07 eV, and this shift is consistent with the slightly lower
BLA. As shown below, the small differences between the

excitation energies computed for the Rho-1 and the Rho-2 or
Rho-3 trajectories are even smaller at the TDDFT level.
Finally, we observe that, for the Rho-2 and Rho-3 simulations,

the absorption maximum of about 2.4 eV is very close to the
experimental value of 2.49 eV (498 nm). Furthermore, for
rhodopsin, the inhomogeneous broadening at room temper-
ature, (i.e., the broadening of the spectrum due to thermal
fluctuations in the structure) has been estimated to be 0.16 eV,26

which is in good agreement with the full width at half-maximum
of 0.25−0.30 eV for the ZINDO spectra.109 We remark however
that, since we are not considering quantum vibronic states in the
ground and excited states, we can expect a difference between the
location of the theoretical and experimental absorption maxima
due to the neglect of nuclear quantum effects. In general, a
perfect match between computed vertical energies (with classical
nuclei) and experiments25−27,33 might not be expected.

4.3. TDDFT Excitation Energies. We employ time-
dependent density functional theory (TDDFT) to refine the
excitation energies of frames extracted from the region of the
ZINDO absorption maximum.109 We select eleven frames, five
from the Rho-1, five from the Rho-2, and one from the Rho-3
run as it gives identical results as theRho-2 run. For these frames,
we compute the TDDFT excitation energies using a quantum
region that includes either the chromophore (RPSB) or the
chromophore and the counterion (RPSB+Glu113), without
(None) and with (Full) the MM point charges of the whole
system. We also compute the excitation energies of the M10
cluster used in the ZINDO calculations.
In the TDDFT calculations, we opt to employ the CAM-

B3LYP functional from the class of long-range corrected
functionals since it performs well for the RPSB in the gas
phase, in reproducing both highly correlated excitation energies
as well as their dependence on the BLA (see SI). This must be
contrasted for instance to the use of the B3LYP functional, which
displays an incorrect behavior as a function of the structural
model (see Table S1 and Figure S1 and also ref 46). The
performance of the CAM-B3LYP functional in the presence of an
MM protein will be tested against the CASPT2, NEVPT2, and
QMC methods in the next section.
We show the CAM-B3LYP results in Table 2 and in Figure 7.

When we include the effect of the protein environment, the
frames extracted from the different QM/MM runs display rather
similar excitation energies even though the counterion distance is
about 0.4 Å longer for theRho-1 run. This is consistent with what
we have observed at the ZINDO level. Given the similarity in the

Figure 5. The M10 cluster model used in the ZINDO calculations,
which includes about 250 atoms. For clarity, the hydrogens are not
shown in the figure. See also Figures S2−S6 which show the incremental
inclusion of different amino acid residues in the cluster.

Figure 6. ZINDO absorption spectrum for the Rho-2 trajectory
obtained with a histogram where the excitation energies are weighted
with oscillator strength (blue boxes). We show also a Gaussian fit of the
histogram (red line). For the histogram, we use bins of 0.01 eV.
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excitation energies, we will not distinguish in the following
between frames from individual runs. The distorted chromo-
phore without MM charges (RPSB/None) has an average
excitation energy of 2.39 eV at the CAM-B3LYP level, and, for
comparison, we also compute the corresponding LC-ωPBE
average value, which is equal to 2.53 eV. These average excitation
energies are slightly blue-shifted with respect to the correspond-
ing values obtained for the RPSB model optimized in the gas
phase (see Table S1 in the SI). As expected, adding the full
protein environment by embedding the chromophore in a sea of
MM point charges (RPSB/Full) results in a blue-shift of about
0.2−0.3 eV. A larger blue-shift with respect to the gas phase
(RSBP/None) is obtained if the Glu113 counterion is explicitly
described quantum mechanically (RPSB+Glu113/None), and
the further addition of the rest of the protein as MM charges
(RPSB+Glu113/Full) brings it in agreement with the values with
the smaller QM region (RPSB/Full). Therefore, the inclusion of
the fixed point charges gives rise to very similar excitation
energies regardless of whether the counterion is part of the QM
region or not. Furthermore, in the excited states, we do not
observe charge transfer between the chromophore and the
counterion. Consequently, if we limit ourselves to a point-
charges electrostatic embedding scheme to describe optical
absorption in rhodopsin, we do not need to include the

counterion in the QM region as it seems to play a mainly
electrostatic role.
If we include only RPSB or RPSB+Glu113 in the QM region

with fixed point charges for the rest (RPSB/Full or RPSB
+Glu113/Full), the CAM-B3LYP/MM excitation energies have
an average of about 2.65 eV and are therefore blue-shifted with
respect to the experimental absorption maximum of 2.49 eV.
When going from this electrostatically embedded QM
description to the M10 cluster model, we obtain a red-shift
which ranges between 0.05 and 0.15 eV as shown in Figure 7f.
One may ask if the red-shift obtained with the cluster model is
due to spurious charge transfer problems, which often plague
TDDFT calculations. The CAM-B3LYP functional is however
from the class of long-range corrected DFT functionals designed
to mend this kind of problems. In fact, we observe no indication
of spurious intermolecular charge transfer, and, also for the large
M10 cluster, the character of the excitation has a dominant π→
π* contribution on the chromophore as in the calculations of the
excitation energies performed using the point-charges embed-
ding scheme. Therefore, the red-shift obtained with the cluster
model is not an artifact of approximate TDDFT but is due to an
enhanced description of the protein environment, resulting from
the inclusion of a large number of surrounding residues in the
QM region.
In Figure 7, we also present TDDFT results obtained with the

LC-ωPBE functional, which is also a long-range corrected
functional but has 100% exact-exchange at long-range as
compared to 65% in CAM-B3LYP. As well-known for singlet
excited states,110 the LC-ωPBE excitation energies are blue-
shifted with respect to CAM-B3LYP values but display the same
trends. In particular, as shown in Figure 7f, the red-shifts
obtained with the M10 cluster are very similar for LC-ωPBE and
CAM-B3LYP and are also consistent with the trend observed in
the ZINDO calculations, confirming the CAM-B3LYP results.
The validity of the CAM-B3LYP and LC-ωPBE functionals will
be further validated through a comparison with highly correlated
calculations below.
In Figure 8, we show the CAM-B3LYP and LC-ωPBE

excitation energies obtained for the different cluster models
extracted from frames 4 and 7. As in the corresponding ZINDO
study, the chromophore is here extended to include Lys296
backbone atoms and therefore slightly larger than the RPSB
model used throughout the rest of the paper. Both chromophore
models yield however TDDFT excitation energies which agree
within 0.02 eV (both with and without the MM charges, see the

Table 2. CAM-B3LYP/6-31+G* Excitation Energies (eV) for
Frames from the Absorption Maximum of the Rho-1, Rho-2,
and Rho-3 Runs

QM: RPSB RPSB+Glu113 M10

frame MM: none full none full none

Rho-1 1 2.49 2.68 2.71 2.69 2.58
2 2.31 2.58 2.61 2.59 2.51
3 2.33 2.67 2.64 2.65 2.53
4 2.45 2.70 2.69 2.71 2.56
5 2.38 2.69 2.67 2.70 2.57

Rho-2 6 2.36 2.64 2.71 2.66 2.60
7 2.42 2.63 2.72 2.62 2.53
8 2.38 2.65 2.71 2.62 2.58
9 2.38 2.63 2.78 2.66 2.59
10 2.38 2.68 2.78 2.70 2.62

Rho-3 11 2.36 2.65 2.72 2.65 2.61
average - Fr 1−5 2.39 2.66 2.66 2.67 2.55
average - Fr 6−11 2.38 2.65 2.74 2.65 2.59
average - Fr 1−11 2.39 2.65 2.70 2.66 2.57

Figure 7. CAM-B3LYP (filled symbols) and LC-ωPBE (empty symbols) excitation energies for frames from the absorption maximum of the Rho-1,
Rho-2, and Rho-3 runs. We show the excitation energies computed with different QM/MMmodels in panels a)−d) and with the M10 cluster in panel
e). In panel f), we show the shift in the excitation energies obtained when going from RPSB+Glu113/Full to the M10 cluster. The order of the frames is
the same as in Table 2.
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SI). For both frames, the CAM-B3LYP excitation energies nearly
parallel the average ZINDO values, being systematically blue-
shifted. A similar behavior is observed for the LC-ωPBE values.
Therefore, both within TDDFT and ZINDO, the negatively
charged residues (Glu113 and Glu181) and Ala292 induce a
blue-shift in the excitation energy while the subsequent addition
of residues Thr118, Gly114, Ala117, Tyr268, Cys187, and
Ser186 leads to a red-shift. The contributions of other amino
acids are very small (smaller than 0.01 eV), so the TDDFT
excitation energies like the ZINDO ones are converged for the
M10 cluster.
In summary, our TDDFT results show that the conventional

embedding scheme (a quantum chromophore only, embedded
in fixed point charges) is inadequate for the computation of the
optical properties of rhodopsin since it leads to excitation
energies which can be blue-shifted by as much as 0.2−0.3 eV. To
overcome these limitations, one needs to employ a significantly
larger QM region, and we identify the M10 model as the smallest
quantum model which yields converged excitation energies, in
good agreement with experiments.
4.4. Excitation Energies from Highly-Correlated Calcu-

lations. To compute the excitation energies with various highly
correlated methods, we select one frame from each trajectory:
frame 4 from Rho-1, frame 7 from Rho-2, and frame 11 from
Rho-3 (see the SI for additional information). For these frames,
we perform calculations with the approximate singles and
doubles coupled-cluster (CC2) method, two flavors of multi-
configuration perturbation theory (CASPT2) characterized by
two different zero-order Hamiltonians, and the more recent n-
electron valence state perturbation theory (NEVPT2). All the
perturbative calculations are based on the same zero-order
complete-active-space self-consistent-field (CASSCF) wave
functions. Finally, we also employ the diffusion Monte Carlo
(DMC) approach, which has been shown to perform well in
describing excited states.66,111−115 We note that we recently
demonstrated that DMC, NEVPT2, and the more recent flavor
of CASPT2 agree rather well for the excitation energies of the
chromophore in the gas phase.66 In particular, the DMC and
NEVPT2 energies are in agreement within better than 0.1 eV,
with CASPT2 being red-shifted with respect to NEVPT2 by at
most 0.06 eV (see also Table S1).

In the CASPT2 and NEVPT2 calculations, we test the
convergence of the results with respect to the size of the CAS
expansion, starting from theminimal CAS(12,12) which includes
all π electrons in the reference and a number of active orbitals
equal to the number of heavy atoms as obtained by using one
atomic orbital of p character per heavy atom. Since it is not
generally the case that a minimal CAS space is suffi-
cient,113,116−118 the convergence of the energies must be
assessed by adding more virtual orbitals to the expansion.
Consequently, we also perform calculations with a CAS(12,13), a
CAS(12,14), and, at the CASSCF level only, with a CAS(12,15)
expansion. We find that, if we increase the active space from the
minimal size to a CAS(12,13), we obtain converged CASSCF,
CASPT2, and NEVPT2 excitation energies. In particular, the use
of a CAS(12,13) active space leaves the CASPT2 excitation
energies practically unchanged and raises the NEVPT2 values by
less than 0.05 eV, bringing them in better agreement with QMC.
For further information on the dependence of the perturbative
calculations on the choice of active space, number of states, and
single-state versus multi-state approach, we refer the reader to the
SI.
The TDDFT results obtained in the previous section indicate

that going beyond the conventional electrostatically embedded
QM/MM description with the use of large quantum clusters
changes the excitation energies by a non-negligible amount.
Unfortunately, while it is possible to use large quantum models
within TDDFT, a system of 250 atoms is out of reach for most
highly correlated methods. Therefore, for the calculations with
the high-level methods, we will remain within a point-charges
embedding scheme and compare with the corresponding
TDDFT/MM values in Table 3.
The CASPT2 excitation energies for the chromophore

embedded in the MM charges (RPSB/Full) are very comparable
to the CAM-B3LYP ones and thus blue-shifted with respect to

Figure 8. CAM-B3LYP (filled symbols) and LC-ωPBE (open symbols)
excitation energies computed on different cluster models extracted from
frames 4 and 7. See the caption of Figure 4 for further details.

Table 3. Excitation Energies (eV) on Selected Frames from
the Absorption Maximum

QM: RPSB RPSB+Glu113 M10

method Fr. MM: none full none full none

CAM-
B3LYPa

4 2.45 2.70 2.69 2.71 2.56
7 2.42 2.63 2.72 2.62 2.53
11 2.36 2.65 2.72 2.65 2.61

LC-ωPBEa 4 2.57 2.82 2.85 2.83 2.66
7 2.55 2.74 2.84 2.74 2.64
11 2.51 2.82 2.88 2.83 2.77

CC2b 4 2.03 2.59
7 2.08 2.49
11 2.16 2.54

CASPT2c 4 2.29 2.71
7 2.22 2.61
11 2.16 2.72

NEVPT2d 4 2.39 2.76
7 2.35 2.65
11 2.28 2.74

DMCe 4 2.52(3) 2.78(3)
7 2.73(3)
11 2.82(3)

a6-31+G* basis set. bANO-L-VDZP basis set. cSS-CASPT2 using
ANO-L-VDZP and CAS(12,13) over 2 states. dNEVPT2/SC using
ANO-L-VDZP and CAS(12,13) over 2 states. eDMC using D+ basis
and CAS(12,12) over 2 states.
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the experimental value. The behavior of the two approaches is
however not the same since the CASPT2method responds much
more strongly to the addition of the MM point charges: Adding
the MM point charges to the isolated chromophore (RPSB/
None) results in a 0.4−0.6 eV blue-shift for CASPT2, compared
to only 0.2−0.3 eV for CAM-B3LYP.
If we consider the NEVPT2 results, we observe a small

difference of 0.1 eV between NEVPT2 and CASPT2 values for
the isolated chromophore, and, once the MM charges are
included, the twomethods yield results in even better agreement,
with NEVPT2 being at most 0.05 eV higher. At the NEVPT2
level, the addition of the MM point charges (RPSB/Full) results
therefore in a 0.3−0.5 eV blue-shift with respect to the isolated
case (RPSB/None) and a slightly less strong response to the
environment than in the CASPT2 approach. We note that the
NEVPT2 method is known to be sensitive to the quality of the
zero-order wave function and can give an unsatisfactory
performance if the correction due to dynamical correlation is
large.118 However, for the results presented here, this is not an
issue (see the SI).
Finally, the DMC results also agree rather well with the

NEVPT2 estimates and are at most 0.1 eV higher. Interestingly,
DMC appears to bring the excitation energies in closer
agreement with the LC-ωPBE values both for the isolated
chromophore and in the MM protein. In summary, while
CASPT2, NEVPT2, and DMC display larger differences (up to
0.2 eV) in the excitation energies of the isolated chromophore
(RPSB/None), the three methods are significantly closer (within
better than 0.1 eV) once the MM charges are added. The only
approach which is at variance with the other methods is CC2,
whose excitation energies of about 2.5−2.6 eV (RPSB/Full) are
in fact lower and in agreement with the experimental absorption
maximum at 2.49 eV, probably due to error cancellation.
The CASPT2 approach has been extensively used in the past

decade to study the absorption properties of rhodopsin and other
visual opsins.55−61 Our results differ in the use of a more recent
and improved formulation of the CASPT2 theory, which has
been shown to generally give a better performance in describing
electronic excitations,65,66,95,111−113,119 as we will discuss in more
detail below. Employing the older formulation of the CASPT2
method as used in previous rhodopsin studies results in
excitation energies significantly red-shifted by 0.3 eV, in the
range of 2.3−2.4 eV. A comparison of the two flavors of this
perturbative approach with other methods (NEVPT2 and
DMC) with their balanced description of static and dynamical
correlation strongly indicates that the improved CASPT2
formulation used here is indeed more accurate.
In summary, we observe that TDDFT/CAM-B3LYP,

CASPT2, NEVPT2, and DMC yield very comparable results
within the conventional embedding scheme with the chromo-
phore in theQM region and the rest of the protein treated asMM
point charges. The results obtained are 0.2−0.3 eV blue-shifted
as compared to the experimental absorption maximum at 2.49
eV. We stress again that, even though an enlarged quantum
region brings the TDDFT energies in better agreement with the
experimental value, a calculation with the same large QM region
is not possible with the other methods. Nevertheless, it is
plausible that a similar (or larger, given the stronger response of
the high-level methods to the MM charges) red-shift in the
excitation energies would be obtained for a calculation with these
highly correlated methods and the same large QM cluster.
4.5. Comparison with Previous CASPT2/MM and Other

Studies. As briefly mentioned in the previous section, the

CASPT2 approach in its older formulation has been one of the
most widely used methods to investigate the optical absorption
of rhodopsin55−61 in the past decade. These studies have
employed a conventional embedding scheme (the quantum
chromophore is embedded in the point charges of the rest of the
protein) and generally reported a remarkable agreement with the
experimental absorption maximum, yielding results in a range of
2.3 to 2.6 eV. This must be contrasted with our findings of
significantly blue-shifted excitations computed with highly
correlated approaches and an MM environment. Here, we will
show that the agreement of previous studies appears to be
fortuitous and that the reported results depend very much on the
precise details of the computational procedure employed and the
ad hoc choice of the model configuration.
The older formulation of the CASPT2 approach (CASPT2/0-

IPEA) is based on a different zero-order Hamiltonian than the
one used in this work. The newer formulation of the CASPT2
approach (CASPT2/S-IPEA) we use employs an improved zero-
order Hamiltonian, the so-called IPEA Hamiltonian, which was
developed to give on average more accurate results for properties
such as electronic excitations.95 In our previous work on gas-
phase retinal,65,66,120 we have shown that CASPT2/S-IPEA gives
more accurate excitation energies in agreement with NEVPT2
and DMC methods, while the CASPT2/0-IPEA excitation
energies are at variance and systematically lower by 0.3 eV. The
disagreement of this older CASPT2 formulation with highly
correlated approaches and reference data is in line with what was
reported also for other molecules.111−113,119 As explained, the
exact same behavior is observed in the previous section for the
rhodopsin frames.
To model rhodopsin, previous CASPT2/MM studies have

used the available crystallographic structures for which only the
geometry of the chromophore is optimized with the CASSCF
method, which largely lacks the inclusion of dynamical
correlation. As we have shown for the RPSB in the gas phase,
CASSCF leads to an inadequate description of the structure of
retinal and yields excitation energies that are 0.3 eV higher than
those obtained with more appropriate DFT structural
models.65,66 Another important difference with our work is
that previous CASPT2/MM studies have used very different
protonation states, especially, they have considered Glu181 to be
protonated (neutral). While we have shown above that replacing
a charged Glu181 with a neutral residue as Gln181 does not
significantly affect the excitation energies, we need to keep in
mind that, in our simulations, the whole protein (and not just the
chromophore and selected amino acids) was thermally
equilibrated for the two choices of the charge state at position
181. Finally, in previous CASPT2/MM studies, only the
chromophore was included in the QM region, while the rest of
the environment has been described by using Amber MM point
charges, and no thermal effects were included.
To further understand the discrepancy with previous

CASPT2/MM studies, we follow two routes. In the first route,
we employ exactly the same structural model as used in refs 60
and 61, which was constructed from the 1U19 crystallographic
structure17 with an unrelaxed protein environment (the model
was kindly provided by one of the authors of ref 61, N. Ferre)́.
From this model, we also construct different structures either by
changing the protonation state of Glu181 or by reoptimizing the
original CASSCF chromophore with DFT and the BLYP
functional. In the second route, we also start from the 1U19
crystallographic structure but use the protonation state for all
residues as in our model. We then keep the protein environment
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fixed and optimize the geometry of the chromophore, with either
CASSCF or DFT/BLYP.
In Table 4, we present the CASPT2/MM excitation energies

computed for the original structure employed in refs 60 and 61,

with different zero-order Hamiltonians and basis sets. For the
older CASPT2/0-IPEA formulation, we only obtain an excitation
compatible with the experimental absorption maximum if we use
the small and unconverged 6-31G* basis set as normally done in
these older studies,60,61 while a better ANO-L-VDZP basis leads
to a value which is too low. The CASPT2/S-IPEA formulation
gives excitation energies systematically blue-shifted by about 0.4
eV. Here, we do not adopt the point of view61 that certain
approaches should be used in combination with particular
unconverged basis sets in the study of rhodopsin but conclude
that the apparent agreement of the CASPT2/0-IPEA for-
mulation with experiments is due to a favorable, but fortuitous,
cancelation of errors.
In Table 5, we consider different models constructed with

different possible combinations of the protonation state of

Glu181 and methods used to optimize the chromophore. This
investigation leads to the interesting finding that different models
may accidentally lead to final excitation energies which are rather
close. However, the corresponding structures are in fact rather
different as regards the geometry of the chromophore and the
chemical environment of the protein. Moreover, even though the
final excitation energies from the CASSCF model from refs 60
and 61 and our BLYP model are equivalent (2.63 and 2.57 eV,
respectively), the conclusions on the effect of the environment
are rather different. The former model leads to a counterion
quenching effect from the rest of the protein of almost 0.9 eV,
while the latter is characterized by a corresponding value of only
0.1 eV (see Table S11). Clearly, these findings indicate that
considering only one single structure is not a reliable procedure
since the various computational ingredients (e.g., protonation

states, chromophore geometry, and excited-state method)
influence significantly the excitation energies. Therefore, for
one particular structure, it is easy and possible to obtain an
apparent agreement with the experimental absorption maximum
even though the structural model is not correct. As we have done
here, the proper procedure is to validate the results with a variety
of highly correlated techniques and to employ multiple
representative snapshots of the chromophore−protein system
obtained with thermal sampling.
Finally, we mention the recent work of ref 62, where only the

chromophore is optimized within quantum Monte Carlo while
keeping the rest of the protein fixed starting from one frame
annealed at the PBE/MM level. This procedure results in an
increased BLA of 0.088 Å and, correspondingly, an increased
CAM-B3LYP/MM excitation energy of about 2.9 eV, higher
than the values of 2.6−2.7 eV obtained here. The authors report
an apparent agreement of the B3LYP/MM excitation energy
with the experimental absorption maximum. Unfortunately, the
use of the B3LYP functional for retinal systems is problematic
since it gives the incorrect dependence of the excitation energies
on the BLA of the chromophore. In particular, as shown in Table
S1 and Figure S1, the B3LYP excitation energy decreases with
increasing BLA at variance with all highly correlated approaches,
while CAM-B3LYP displays the correct behavior. Therefore, the
B3LYP functional cannot be used in general to study retinal
configurations and the agreement with experiments obtained
with the B3LYP approach on this particular frame is due to
cancellations of errors. Furthermore, we note that only the
chromophore is optimized within QMC at fixed protein
coordinates starting from one particular frame obtained at the
PBE/MM level, a procedure which, for rhodopsin, may lead to
rather varying excitation energies as shown above. At last, given
the consistently good agreement of CAM-B3LYP/MM with
highly correlated calculations on all our frames and the similar
dependence of these approaches on the BLA parameter, we
might expect to obtain increased correlated excitation energies
(QMC/MM, CASPT2/MM, and NEVPT2/MM) on the
particular frame of ref 62, with respect to the values reported
in Table 2.

5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
In this work, we have performed a thorough investigation of the
absorption properties of rhodopsin with a wide range of
theoretical methods. We carefully constructed a model of
rhodopsin in a realistic membrane environment, which was
extensively equilibrated at room temperature at the classical MD
level. Starting from an unbiased initial structure selected with the
help of a clustering analysis, we performed QM/MM MD
simulations of more than 15 ps at room temperature to obtain an
accurate geometrical description108 of the retinal chromophore
and of the thermal fluctuations of the chromophore−protein
system. The hydrogen bond network around the chromophore
was very stable throughout the classical and the QM/MM MD
simulation, which is an additional indication of the robustness of
our model. With the QM/MM trajectories, we have computed
the ZINDO absorption spectrum of rhodopsin at room
temperature, which we then used to identify configurations
close to the ZINDO absorption maximum.
For these selected structures, we computed the excitation

energies with a variety of first-principles approaches (TDDFT,
multireference perturbation, and quantum Monte Carlo
methods) in combination with different schemes to model the
chromophore−protein interaction. Within the conventional

Table 4. CASPT2/MM Excitation Energies (eV) Computed
with the Rhodopsin (1U19) CASSCF/Amber Model Used in
Refs 60 and 61a

CASPT2 basis excitation

0-IPEA 6-31G* 2.38
ANO-L-VDZP 2.22

S-IPEA 6-31G* 2.75
ANO-L-VDZP 2.63

aWe note that Glu181 is protonated in this model.

Table 5. CASPT2/MM Excitation Energies (eV) Obtained
from Different Rhodopsin (1U19) Modelsb

residue protonations chro. opt. Glu181 CASPT2a

from refs 60 and 61 CASSCF prot. 2.63
CASSCF deprot. 2.96
BLYP prot. 2.17
BLYP deprot. 2.55

as in this study CASSCF deprot. 3.14
BLYP deprot. 2.57

aCASPT2/S-IPEA with the ANO-L-VDZP basis set. bOnly the
chromophore is optimized with either CASSCF or BLYP, using the
protonation state of Glu181 as indicated. In boldface, we indicate the
excitation energies which are accidentally in close agreement with
experiments.
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scheme of a small quantum region (the chromophore with at
most the counterion) embedded in fixed, partial MM point
charges, we obtained excitation energies at the TDDFT and
highly correlated level that are 0.2−0.3 eV higher than the
experimental absorption maximum at 2.49 eV. The use of a larger
quantum region (about 250 atoms) shifts the TDDFT excitation
energies to lower energies and brings them in good agreement
with the experimental absorption maximum, especially consid-
ering the inherent theoretical complexity of rhodopsin. As for the
many previous multireference perturbation (CASPT2) studies of
rhodopsin in a classical environment,55−61 claiming a remarkable
agreement with experiments, we demonstrated that this
agreement is fortuitous and due to a favorable cancelation of
errors for the use of a superseded flavor of perturbative approach,
an unconverged basis set, and an incorrect proteinmodel. Finally,
we showed that, when only one structure is used (no thermal
sampling), one can often obtain the correct answer (the
experimental absorption maximum) for the wrong reasons due
to the arbitrarity in the choice of the many parameters (e.g.,
protonation states, geometry, excited-state method, embedding
model, etc.) that influence the description of a system as complex
as rhodopsin.
An important finding of our study is that the description of the

protein in terms of classical, nonpolarizable environment as in
conventional point-charges embedding schemes appears to be
inadequate to describe the absorption of rhodopsin. In the past,
other authors had pointed out similar caveats,45−47 but these
older studies were either lacking the inclusion of thermal
sampling (they used only one structure for the protein) or
employed a smaller range of theoretical methods to validate their
conclusions. Our extensive study corroborates these older
findings and strongly points to the need of adding various key
active-site residues to obtain a converged and more accurate
description of the optical properties of rhodopsin. Perhaps, this
should not come as a surprise since the first optically allowed
excitation involves a rather large transfer of positive charge from
the protonated Schiff base toward the β-ionone ring, and a large
difference in dipole moment between the ground and the excited
state, estimated to be about 12 D for RPSB in solution.18

Therefore, such a change upon photoexcitation should induce a
response (polarization) of the protein environment, an effect not
taken into account by the fixed MM point charges used in
embedding schemes.
Here, we provided a better description of the environment by

enlarging the quantum region to include as many as 250 atoms.
Obviously, this solution is not optimal since these calculations
are quite expensive already at the TDDFT level and are
prohibitive for the high-level excited-state methods. However,
not all hope is lost. Another important finding from our TDDFT
calculations with large clusters is that the excitation energies in
rhodopsin do not display intermolecular charge transfer but
remain confined to the chromophore. Therefore, a multiscale
partitioning of the system in an active region and a surrounding
protein is still possible, and one might obtain more accurate
excitation energies using a polarizable protein environment.
In conclusion, our calculations identify the necessary

ingredients for an accurate description of the absorption of
rhodopsin. We demonstrate the need of a realistic structural
model of the system obtained through extensive QM/MM
molecular dynamics simulations, which account for the thermal
fluctuations in the chromophore−protein structure and ensure
an accurate description of the chromophore. To estimate the
absorption maximum, it is important to employ not one but

several representative configurations of the system. In addition,
the use of a single structure may hide the limitations of themodel,
especially if this one structure happens to yield a plausible
excitation energy as in many previous studies of rhodopsin.
Finally, a proper description of the environment as given by a
larger quantum region is crucial to accurately compute the
excitation energies of rhodopsin since the minimal model used in
conventional point-charges embedding schemes, where only the
chromophore (and maybe the counterion) is included in the
quantum region while the rest of the protein environment is
described classically with a nonpolarizable force field, leads to
blue-shifted excitation energies.

■ ASSOCIATED CONTENT
*S Supporting Information
Additional computational details. Vertical excitation energies for
RPSB in the gas phase. Figures of the cluster models. Bond
lengths for the RPSB in the protein. ZINDO absorption spectra
for all QM/MM MD simulations. Further details on the
TDDFT, CASPT2, and NEVPT2 excitation energies. Coor-
dinates for the RPSB+Glu113 QM region. This material is
available free of charge via the Internet at http://pubs.acs.org.

■ AUTHOR INFORMATION
Corresponding Author
*E-mail: ursula.roethlisberger@epfl.ch (U.R.), c.filippi@
utwente.nl (C.F.).
Notes
The authors declare no competing financial interest.

■ ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
The authors acknowledge Nicolas Ferre ́ for kindly providing the
rhodopsin model employed in refs 60 and 61. O.V. and C.F.
acknowledge the support from the Stichting Nationale
Computerfaciliteiten (NCF-NWO) for the use of the SARA
supercomputer facilities and the support of the Donald Smit
Center for Information Technology, University of Groningen,
for the use of their Blue Gene machine. The authors also thank
the CADMOS project for computer time. The financial support
for CADMOS and the Blue Gene/P system is provided by the
Canton of Geneva, Canton of Vaud, Hans Wilsdorf Foundation,
Louis-Jeantet Foundation, University of Geneva, University of
Lausanne, and Ecole Polytechnique Fed́eŕale de Lausanne.
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(93)Weigend, F.; Köhn, A.; Haẗtig, C. J. Chem. Phys. 2002, 116, 3175−
3183.
(94) Aquilante, F.; De Vico, L.; Ferre,́ N.; Ghigo, G.; Malmqvist, P.-A.;
Neograd́y, P.; Pedersen, T. B.; Piton̆aḱ, M.; Reiher, M.; Roos, B. O.;
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