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Abstract

Although DNA is often bentn vivo, it is unclear how DNA-bending forces modulate DNA
protein binding affinity. Here, we report how a ganof DNA-bending forces modulates the
binding of the Integration Host Factor (IHF) protéd various DNAs. Using solution fluorimetry
and electrophoretic mobility shift assays, we messuhe affinity of IHF for DNAs with
different bending forces and sequence mutationsadiBg force was adjusted by varying the
fraction of double-stranded DNA in a circular sult#, or by changing the overall size of the
circle (1). DNA constructs contained a pair of FérsResonance Energy Transfer dyes that
served as probes for affinity assays, and readbeutling forces measured by optical force
sensors (2). Small bending forces significantlyr@ased binding affinity; this effect saturated
beyond ~3 pN. Surprisingly, when DNA sequences thatnd IHF only weakly were
mechanically bent by circularization, they boundrihiore tightly than the linear “high-affinity”
binding sequence. These findings demonstrate thatl dending forces can greatly augment
binding at sites that deviate from a protein’s @nssis binding sequence. Since cellular DNA is
subject to mechanical deformation and condensataffinities of architectural proteins
determinedn vitro using short linear DNAs may not reflentvivo affinities.

Keywords: DNA Bending / Binding Affinity / DNA-protein interetions / IHF / Optical force
sensor
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Introduction

DNA bending and looping play important roles inngeriptional regulation (3, 4),
recombination (5), and chromosome compaction (b6 Manner in which proteins induce sharp
bends in their DNA substrates, and the conversélgmo of how DNA conformation affects
protein binding affinity, have been extensivelydséd (7-16). Among other things, it is now
understood that “pre-bending” DNA substrates canilifate the formation of certain protein-
DNA complexes. The increased affinity for pre-bBINA has been demonstrated for catabolite
activator protein (CAP) (15), TATA binding prote{iiBP) (16), and Integration Host Factor
(IHF) (14).

The next step in the field is to move beyond bineayegories of "bent" or "unbent”
DNA, and to quantify how protein-DNA affinities armaodulated by a variety of forces. For
instance, inside the cell, DNA compaction estalesh background DNA bending force that is
continually changed by DNA-manipulating moleculaachines. These forces may modulate
protein-DNA affinity in ways that are difficult tgauge with conventional protein-DNA affinity
assays. It is also important to determine whetleguence mutations that normally disrupt
binding can be compensated by forces that benD iz

Our model system is IHF, a 22kDa heterodimericgirothat site-specifically binds and
sharply bends DNA (11, 17). IHF participates iresipecific recombination, transcriptional
regulation, and chromosome compaction (17-24).criastal structure of the IHF-DNA complex
reveals that in it, the DNA is bent by 160 degre#e a U-turn (11); this bending has been
corroborated by other techniques (13, 25, 26). Sites where IHF binds and sharply bends
DNA are largely dictated by an indirect readout hadsm (27), which discriminates among
DNA sequences via sequence-dependent architeckea#lires including conformation (e.g.
twist) and flexibility (28). Both the dramatic DNAleformation induced by IHF, and the
importance of sequence-induced DNA structure aexildllity on binding site recognition (29),
suggest IHF as a model system for examining therpidy between bending forces and the
effects of DNA sequence.

We measured the affinity of IHF for substrates sabfo different bending forces (Fig. 1)
using a variety of biophysical techniques, inclgdiFRET, electrophoretic mobility shift assays
(EMSA), and optical force sensors. A bending foreternal to the DNA construct, was changed
by varying substrate geometry. Annealing differkmgths of complementary DNA to single-
stranded DNA loops yielded substrates with a varadtinternal bending forces. The resulting
circular constructs were hybrids of stiff doubleastled DNA and comparatively flexible single-
stranded DNA. The loops also contained FRET dondracceptor fluorophores that served two
functions: as reporters for binding affinity assaged as parts of an optical force sensor that
reports the force internal to circular constru@y {Whereas previous studies on IHF binding to
pre-bent DNA used fully double-stranded mini-cisckhat were over 145 bp (13-16), we used
much smaller constructs constrained to 57 nuclest{gt) to obtain tightly bent substrates with
adjustable and measurable internal forces.

Consistent with previous studies on CAP and TBP,fewend that IHF binds strained
circularized substrates much tighter than otherwigeivalent linear substrates. Small bending
forces significantly boosted binding affinity. Teffect was not linear and appeared to saturate at
about three picoNewtons (pN): forces beyond 3 pdll mbt further increase binding affinity.
Surprisingly, mechanical forces could be used toved a mutant “low-affinity” binding site
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into a high affinity binding site, which bound IHRore tightly than the “high-affinity”
consensus binding site for IHF. These findings hawelications for the identification of
relevant protein binding sites in genomes (30), letoclarify how regulatory signals are
integrated at transcription initiation sites ()danay enable controlled mechanical tuning of the
affinity of protein-DNA interactions.

Results and Discussion

Investigating the relationship among DNA bendingcé DNA sequence, and protein-
DNA affinity required synthesis of DNA constructsithv varying internal bending forces
(hereafter referred to as internal force). To #rad, unstressed linear and stressed circular DNAs
were prepared (Fig. 1). Circular substrates werdemay ligating ssSDNA and then annealing
complementary DNAs (Fig. 1C). The internal forceaitoop was controlled by either changing
the fraction of the loop that was double-strandeldyochanging the loop length. Since dsDNA is
significantly stiffer than ssDNA (the persisteneadth of dsDNA is ~50 nm but the persistence
length of ssDNA is ~1 nm) (31, 32), changing thioraf dSDNA:ssDNA modulates the internal
force.

Since the mechanics of small DNA circles are incletaty understood (although this is
improving rapidly (1, 33-35)) it is not possible aocurately predict their internal forces. Hence,
we measured them experimentally by integrating éesensors that report force via optical
changes. The force sensor consists of an entrppiogs(a piece of SSDNA) with a pair of FRET
dyes, such that the extension of the spring (amd the force acting on the spring) can be
tracked via FRET (2). At low forces, the entroplasticity of the ssSDNA brings the donor and
acceptor dyes close together, resulting in high FREiciency. At high forces, the ssDNA is
stretched, and FRET efficiency decreases.

The FRET vs. force curve of our force sensor coutd be calculated due to the
complicated effects of potential basepairing on atdensibility. Hence, we experimentally
calibrated the sensor using single-molecule teal®sg(2). Known forces were applied to a
variety of sSSDNA springs with magnetic tweezers #rel FRET efficiency was simultaneously
monitored using single-molecule total internal @efion fluorescence. Using these optical force
sensors, we previously showed that 101mer loops rgernal forces around 1-3 pN, whereas
shorter 57mer loops have internal forces betweer1Z5pN at low ionic strengths (1). In the
present study, we use a force sensor with Cy3 ariddyes separated by ten single-stranded
bases, which reports forces up to 20 pN (previodsbkignated as FS10 (2)).

We used two complementary methods to determinditiding affinity of IHF to DNA
substrates with varying internal forces. The fagproach was a solution FRET assay that takes
advantage of the FRET dyes that are part of thécalpforce sensor. Solution FRET has
previously been used to examine the binding of tblfinear substrates (26, 36-38). Here, we
extend the technique to prebent circular DNA suabss. This assay yields true equilibrium
measurements that do not suffer from dissociatimat tight occur during electrophoresis.
Electrophoretic mobility shift assays, however, dahe advantage of being able to detect
binding stoichiometry and non-specific binding (4®); EMSA has been previously used with
IHF (41-43). Since IHF can recognize DNA in botlesfic and non-specific modes (17, 42),
EMSA was essential to confirm that we were prolspgcific interactions and complexes, as
determined by their characteristic gel shift mapilEMSA also permitted clean comparisons of
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linear and circular constructs whose sole diffeeeixcthe internal force associated with their
geometry. Both solution FRET and EMSA were perfatnmehigh salt buffers (220mM NacCl,
pH 7.4) to minimize non-specific binding of IHF BINA (44).

IHF binds circular constructs with more than ten-fold higher affinity than linear constructs

Circles produced by ligating ssDNAs were purified ¢el electrophoresis. Ligation
products were resistant to digestion by exonuclegseonfirming their circular geometry.
Annealing complementary DNA vyielded a double-stexhdregion containing the well-
characterized, high affinity H' binding site for IHF (11). The nomenclaturetbé constructs is
as follows: the first number denotes the overalgth of the DNA in nucleotides, “L” denotes
linear, “C” denotes circular, and the second nunderotes the length of the double-stranded
region. Thus, the 57C35 substrate consists ofcaleir 57 nucleotide (nt) ssSDNA to which a 35
nt complement has been annealed.

We first compared IHF binding to linear (43L41 gFilA or 57L35 - Fig. 1B) and
circular (57C35 - Fig. 1C) DNA constructs with sicden FRET (Fig. 2) and EMSA (Fig. 3).
Solution FRET assays (Fig. 2) were performed bttitg concentrated IHF into a solution of
dually-labeled DNA. For both linear (Fig. 1A) andcalar (Fig. 1C) DNA constructs, the
dramatic bend induced by IHF brings the donor acekptor dyes together resulting in greater
FRET as evidenced by reduced Cy3 emission (567 eeR)pand increased Cy5 emission (670
nm peak) (Fig. 2A&B).

Taking advantage of the different degrees of FREffvben the free and bound state, we
used a FRET ratio to indicate the fraction of boMA. The FRET ratio is the ratio of acceptor
emission resulting from FRET (Cy3 excitation — Bi§&B), to acceptor emission when directly
excited (Cy5 excitation — Fig. 2A&B Inset) (seecaldethods). This measure accounts for dye
bleaching and DNA dilution as the titration progres.

Fitting the fraction bound (obtained by measuring ERET ratio) to a one-site saturation
binding model yields the dissociation constafp)((see Methods). For the unstressed 43L41
substrate, th&p was 9.3 + 0.2 nM (Table 1), on the same ordeodbkd previously reporteldp
of 1.9 nM for a fully double-stranded 30mer coniainthe H’ binding site (41). The slightly
weaker binding affinity we observe is consistentthwihe higher, more stringent salt
concentrations used in these experiments (220mMI Ni@@ versus 60 mM KCI in (41)).
Control titrations of equivalent volumes of bufidrowed no increase in FRET (Fig. 2C&D open
circles).

When the DNA was strained by circularization (57CBHy. 1C), significantly less IHF
was required to reach saturation binding (notedifferent scale on the x-axis in Fig. 2D vs. Fig.
2C). The dissociation constant for 57C35 decreés€d49+ 0.01 nM. Hence, circularizing the
DNA substrate increased IHF affinity almost 20-fqBable 1). For comparison, a five-fold
increase in affinity was observed for binding t& X% fully double-stranded mini-circles versus
linear DNAs (14).

Similar results were obtained with an orthogonathod of measuring binding affinity -
the electrophoretic mobility shift assay (EMSA)g#ie 3 shows representative gels for linear,
57L35 (Fig. 3A), and strained circular 57C35 (F&B) constructs. For each gel, a constant
concentration of IHF is titrated with increasing@amts of dye-labeled DNA. For both linear and
circular constructs, DNA bound by IHF has a retdradmbility relative to free DNA.
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We observed an increased affinity for the straioedular 57C35 (0.2 0.1 nM) when
compared to unstressed linear 57L35 (6.2.3 nM). The similarity in dissociation constants
obtained by solution FRET and EMSA methods is eraming, especially given the different
titration schemes (titrating DNA vs. titrating IHE$ed in the different assays.

Comparison between the assays also serves as @lcnicheck for binding to the
ssDNA region between the FRET pair. The similantyneasured binding affinity for the 43L41
construct (solution FRET) and the 57L35 (EMSA) sgjghat the single-stranded tail present
with 57L35 does not noticeably affect IHF bindingder these conditions. This was further
confirmed with saturation binding assays on a cetefy single-stranded linear substrate, which
revealed no evidence of IHF binding to the ssDNgiole common to the 57mer constructs (Fig.
S1). Finally, there was also no evidence for noeeBr binding, dissociation during
electrophoresis, and bound complexes other tharetipected 1:1 IHF:DNA stoichiometry.
These observations are important for a straightiodwinterpretation of the solution FRET
assays.

The EMSA assays used linear constructs that weednaitar as possible to the circular
constructs. The 57L35 construct (Fig. 1B) is exattie same as the 57C35 (Fig. 1C) construct
except for the single phosphodiester bond thaingjigishes their geometry. We did not use the
57L35 construct for solution FRET studies, sincéhbdyes are on the same side of the IHF
binding site (Fig. 1B); IHF binding and bending da®t bring the dyes closer together with a
resulting FRET change.

For the EMSA assays (but not the solution FRET isg)d we note that the
concentrations of IHF and DNA tend towards the idtmmetric regime.” Our experimental
conditions were chosen to ensure sufficient fluoeas signal for visualization. Binding affinities
can still be measured under these conditions peavitlat ligand depletion is taken into account
(45) - the equilibrium is simply shifted. Importgntwe obtained similar absolute dissociation
constants as well as identical trends between Dbdl#situcts with the solution FRET and EMSA
assays (Table 1).

Complement lengths resulting in internal forces >3 pN do not significantly affect IHF binding
affinity

Having confirmed that IHF binds circularized DNA radightly than linear DNA, we set
out to determine if the affinity could be contralley modifying the internal force of the DNA
substrate. To vary the internal force, we adjusitedamount of double-stranded DNA in a given
loop and the total loop length. We first investeghtthree additional ds:ssDNA ratios by
annealing complements of 30, 39, and 43 nts to5theer loop. The minimum complement
length, 30 nt, is determined by the footprint oFli#6), and the maximum complement length
of 43 nt is limited by the force sensor region, ethimust remain single-stranded to utilize the
previous force calibrations (2). Annealing theskeded complements yields constructs with
internal forces of ~%12 pN at low ionic strength (1).

Dissociation constants for 57C30, 57C39 and 57CéB:vobtained by solution FRET
titrations and EMSA (Fig. 2D and Table 1). EMSA vaso performed for the equivalent linear
constructs (57L30, 57L39 and 57L43). IHF affinir DNA increased by at least an order of
magnitude upon circularization, from 5-13 nM to-0.2 nM (ranges include both solution FRET
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and EMSA values, Table 1). Thus, across all comptentengths, IHF binds small strained
circles with greater affinity than linear DNAs afentical sequence.

We also investigated IHF binding affinity to ledsagied 101mer loops with EMSA.
101C87 showed a roughly 10-fold increase in affifi{;, = 5.1+ 1.7 nM for linear, and 0.5
0.2 nM for circular), similar to the increase seath the 57mer (Table)1However, the 101C77
construct exhibited only a 1.5-fold increase inratfy, the smallest difference seédifp(= 1.5+
0.3 nM for linear to 0.2 0.2 nM for circular). Affinity changes with smalleomplements could
not be measured because the electrophoretic nyobilifts were too small to be able to make
reliable binding affinity measurements (Fig. S3ikdwise FRET changes upon binding of IHF
were too small to obtain reliable affinity measuesits.

There was no clear effect on binding affinity wiesther the dsDNA:ssDNA ratio or loop
length was varied (Fig. 2D and Table 1). For thstressed linear constructs, this agrees with a
previous study which found similar affinities fanéar 30 bp and 179 bp duplexes (41). The lack
of a clear trend for the circularized constructssarprising since circularized constructs with
different complement lengths and loop sizes woddekpected to have different internal forces
and curvatures. To understand the null result,ldlck of a clear affinity trend, we used the
integrated optical force sensors to measure tlee$anternal to the loops.

FRET from the optical force sensors provides ammeasé of the internal force in a
circular DNA substrate prior to IHF binding. Diffart dsDNA:ssDNA ratios yield different
FRET efficiencies (Fig. S2, (1)). These efficierscége true FRET efficiencies (as opposed to the
FRET ratio used in the solution FRET assays), wtibee degree of dye labeling and the
polarization, extinction coefficients, and quantwmelds of the dyes have been taken into
account (1, 47).

To estimate internal force, we converted FRET &dficy to force via a previously
determined calibration curve (2). A caveat in ipteting FRET efficiencies in terms of forces is
a difference in buffer conditions: EMSA was perfednin a high salt buffer to ensure that we
were observing IHF binding in its specific bindimgode whereas the sensor calibration
experiments were done in a comparatively low satiteln (2). Both dsDNA (48, 49) and ssDNA
(32) exhibit a decreased persistence length undghn balt conditions, because increased
shielding of the phosphate backbone charges aehighic strength permits sharper bending. A
decreased high-salt persistence length for botiNédsBnd ssDNA will result in the dyes being
closer together on average and result in a higleasored FRET value. To identify the forces in
high salt buffer with greatest accuracy, a compggle molecule recalibration of the force
sensor in high salt buffer would be required. ladteve estimate the forces by using the FRET
values measured in low salt buffer and the origioate sensor calibration curve. Metropolis
Monte Carlo simulations revealed negligible fordeamges to within the precision of the
simulations £ ~1pN) when accounting for the expected persisterugth changes of double and
single-stranded DNA due to the different salt ctinds (see Supplementary Materials and Table
S1).

Using the previously measured calibration curve,carverted the relationship between
affinity (from EMSA measurements) and FRET effiagnFig. 4A) to affinity versus internal
force (Fig. 4B). Linear constructs are not plotiedrig. 4A since their FRET efficiencies do not
relate to internal force. Circularizing the constg) yielding ~2-3 pN internal forces (101mers),
was sufficient to increase the affinityl.5-foldtdmal forces greater than ~3 pN (observed in the
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57mer constructs) resulted in greater increasaffimty (~10-fold). Further increases in internal
force (beyond 3pN) exhibited no significant efféEig. 4B). Note that the FRET efficiency
measured for 57C30 maps to a force above the maxifmuce explored in the empirical
calibration (2).

The significant increases in affinity observed upooularization are consistent with the
notion that internal force bends the DNA and themrefreduces the free energy of bending that
must be expended by IHF. The relative insensitigityHF binding to forces greater than a few
pN was unexpected. However, without high-resolusitnctural data of the final bound states of
the various constructs, it is not particularity Wovhile to speculate about the mechanochemical
basis for the effect’s saturation at ~3-5 pN. Ip@ssible that besides modulating the internal
force within the loop, changing the complement tengnay affect substrate geometry in ways
that could perturb IHF binding affinity. Since IHB a minor-groove binding protein, the
accessibility of the minor groove in the differecdnstructs is an important consideration.
Indeed, the correspondence between the directidgheobend induced by internal force and the
final protein-DNA structure is important (15, 16)he relative position of where the ssDNA
enters and leaves the dsDNA helix, which is relatethe helical repeat of DNA, will affect the
torsional strain of the construct. Since the loapes not rotationally constrained, relaxing to the
construct’'s lowest torsional energy configuratiofl affect both the accessibility of the minor
groove and the direction of pre-bend in a compldarergth dependent manner.

Affinity reductions due to mutations can be rescued by internal force

Last, we explored the sensitivity of internal foinduced changes to affinity to another
parameter: DNA sequence mutations. We studied twtamb sites (57M1 and 57M2), with
significantly reduced binding affinities for IHF I} Both mutants replace an AT basepair in the
IHF consensus binding patches with a GC basepairmBdeling the IHF crystal structure
complex (PDB ID 1IHF), the 57M1 mutant was predicte disrupt the hydrogen bonding of an
arginine inserted into the minor groove. Similatlye 57M2 mutant was predicted to disrupt a
proline intercalation site. Mutant circular constuwere variants on the 57C35 construct.

A comparison of solution FRET binding curves fosstrassed wildtype (43L41), versus
mutant M1 (43M1L41) constructs demonstrates theisogntly reduced binding affinity of IHF
to the M1 linear mutant (Fig. 5A) (43M1L41: 156 nM, 43L41: 9.3 0.2 nM). Our measured
dissociation constant for the M1 linear constrigcslightly higher than the previously reported
value of 81 nM (41) (again consistent with the ligisalt conditions used in this assay). In
contrast, the solution FRET binding curves for wikltype 57C35 circles and the mutant M1
circles (57M1C35) are similar (Fig. 5B) reflectintpeir similar dissociation constants
(57M1C35: 0.89+ 0.06 nM, 57C35: 0.42 0.01 nM, Table 2). Internal force thus results in
almost a 200-fold increase in affinity.

This demonstration of mechanical rescue of IHF inigdaffinity to mutant DNA
sequences is corroborated by EMSA experiments. siggificantly lower affinity of linear
mutant constructs required the use of nonhomologmumspetition assays (Fig. S4) (2). We
found that 57M1L binds IHF several-fold worse ththe wildtypei H’ site (57L35) with an
affinity of 46 + 6 nM. Upon circularization, thkp of the 57M1L35 mutant dropped to G:®.4
nM, indicating a ~80-fold increase in affinity (Tlek?2). Remarkably, both solution FRET and
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EMSA binding assays show IHF bound the circularided-affinity” mutant site (57M1C35)
about 10-foldighter than a linear “high-affinity” consensus site (55L& 43L41).

The affinity of the 57M2L mutant was too low to rseee accurately by competition
EMSA or solution FRET. Instead, we use the previooseasured value of 690 nM (which used
radioactivity - a method incompatible with the fersensors) (41). This dissociation constant is
likely a lower bound in our assay conditions, sitite M2 binding affinity in our high salt buffer
should be weaker than in the previous study’s losat buffer. As with the M1 mutant, IHF
bound the circularized 57M2C35 substrate tightanttihe linear wildtype “high-affinity”
binding site (43L41 or 57L35), which is remarkablace the affinity of IHF for the unstressed
linear 57M2L35 site was two orders of magnitudeer than for the wild-type site (Fig. 5B
inset, Table 2). The affinity increases observednugrcularizing the mutant constructs were the
largest seen in this study. This raises the pdagitihat some DNA sequences conventionally
believed to be deficient for IHF binding (as judged. by gel retardation on short linear DNAS),
may actually bind IHF more tightiiy vivo than the supposedly high-affinity sites.

Conclusions

These studies highlight the interplay between DNBss$rate internal force, specificity of
DNA sequence and protein-DNA binding affinity. Tingpact of internal force is most strikingly
demonstrated by the rescue of binding affinity incudarized constructs mutated away from the
wildtype sequence. In this light, it may be ess#ntd account for DNA architecture when
determining relevant protein binding sii@svivo. Unstressed DNA fragments or plasmids which
have been traditionally used to map binding sigeitto be linear on the length scale of the
binding site. For architectural proteins like IHRutational studies that use locally linear DNA
substrates to highlight the importance of spedifises for protein site determination may be less
relevantin vivo where DNA is likely to be bent (3, 4).

Since small internal forces are sufficient to ims® binding affinity, and larger
perturbations have minimal further effect (Fig. 4Bpppears that architectussitain or bending
induced by small amounts of internal force is sdnsg IHF. This characteristic may partially
explain IHF’'s non-specific bindinm vivo. Even if a DNA sequence does not conform to IHF’'s
site specific consensus sequence, small intermeé$ocan substantially increase the affinity of
IHF for that site. The free IHF concentratiorvivo has been estimated to be ~15-35 nM (41), or
a thousand-fold less than the total IHF concemnatf 6-30uM (50). Given that there are at
most a few hundred specific IHF sites (17), a sigat fraction of IHF is likely nonspecifically
sequestered on genomic DNA (41). Perhaps the tasgrvoir of non-specific binding sites with
low in vitro affinities can be partially explained by affinityscue due to DNA architecture.
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Materials and Methods

Protein Purification

IHF (plasmid - a gift of Phoebe Rice) was expressed coli following standard
protocols. Following lysis, IHF in the supernatasft a 50% ammonium sulfate cut was
precipitated with an 80% ammonium sulfate cut. TeHlet was resuspended and dialyzed
against 100mM NaCl, 25mM HEPES pH 7.0 and 10% gbiceThe resulting solution was
loaded on a SP Sepharose column. Step washes eoenped at 150mM and 250mM NacCl,
and the IHF containing fraction was eluted at tB08M NaCl step in 25mM HEPES pH 7.0,
0.1mM EDTA, and 5% glycerol. Purified IHF was contrated using an Amicon Ultra-15
Centrifugal Filter, 5000 MWCO, and dialyzed agaiikBgh Salt IHF Buffer: 220mM NacCl,
50mM Tris-HCI pH 7.4, 0.5mM EDTA, 5% glycerol. Asdged by SDS gel, protein was 92 %
pure. Protein concentration was quantitated usimgpmption at 276nm, with a 5800Mm*
extinction coefficient (28). The active fraction pfotein was determined by gel shift assays
performed under stoichiometric conditions (51). édncentrations of IHF are reported as active
fraction concentrations.

DNA Constructs

Please see Supplementary Material for all DNA seges

Linear constructs were formed by annealing oligath \&’ terminal Cy3 or Cy5 dyes
(Fig. 1A), or by annealing complements of varioeadths to dually-labeled (Cy3 and Cy5)
ssDNA oligos (Fig. 1B). Consistent with the predacthermodynamic stability of the duplexes,
native PAGE revealed that complements with lengitbsve 30 bases were nearly 100%
annealed (data not shown). Dually-labeled ssDNAyasli were circularized with CircLigase
ssDNA Ligase (Epicentre, CL4115K) (Fig. 1C), gelriped, and checked with exonuclease
digests as previously described (1, 2). Anneallmgamplementary oligos was performed in 1X
TBE buffer supplemented with 50 mM NaCl. Annealingxtures were cooled from 80
degrees to 2C over 90 minutes and then stored &€ 4

Solution FRET Measurements for Binding Affinity

Dually-labeled DNA was titrated with a concentragedution of IHF. Two replicates, as
well as a mock control titration with equivalentlwmmes of buffer were performed for each
construct. All experiments were performed in IHgMsalt buffer (see Protein Purification) at
room temperature.

Five minutes were allowed for equilibration aftelddion of concentrated IHF (longer
equilibration times did not result in changes ie tRRET ratio). Mixing was performed by
pipetting. The initial volume of buffer was 700 ukith an initial DNA concentration of 0.5 nM
for all titrations except for the 57M2C35 construdtich had a 1.0 nM initial concentration.
After the last titration point, the solution hadebediluted by ~ 20 %. DNA dilution was taken
into account in the analysis.

Emission spectra were taken on a FluoroLog-3 flueter (Horiba Jobin Yvon), with 5
nm excitation slit, 15 nm emission slit, 0.5 s gregion time, and 2 nm increments. To maximize
the signal to noise ratio, we elected not to plpckarizers in the beam path. Emission spectra
were recorded from 562-700 nm (542 nm Cy3 excitgtiand 660-700 (640 nm direct Cy5
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excitation). Cuvettes were cleaned with 5M Nitricid\for at least 1 hour between experiments,
and rinsed well with clean water.

The FRET ratio is defined as the ratio of acceptoission resulting from FRET (Cy3
excitation), to acceptor emission when directly ixt (Cy5 excitation): FRET ratio =
F(670,542)/F(670,640), wherewy{’) refers to fluorescence intensity measured atelengthv
(in nm) when excited at wavelength Prior to calculating F(670,542), the Cy3 emisstail at
670 nm was subtracted from the emission spectrurfittilyg to a standard Cy3-labeled DNA
emission spectrum (1, 47). The dissociation cond€arwas derived by fitting FRET data to the
following equation with SigmaPlot (v.10, Systat Safre Inc.):

FRETRatio = (FractionBound)(r7, —77,) +17,

_[PD]
[Dr]
[PD]2 = (P +D; +Kp)[PD]+R.D; =0
wherern, and/; are the FRET ratio corresponding to bound andBidé respectively, Pr] and

[D+] are the total IHF and DNA concentrations respetyi, [PD] is the concentration of IHF-
DNA bound complex, anl{ is the dissociation constant.

FractionBound

Saturation Binding Electrophoretic Mobility Shift A ssays

Electrophoretic Mobility Shift Assay§EMSA) were performed as an independent
method to obtain binding affinities. In these expents, the IHF concentration was held
constant at 21 nM while the concentration of dutdlyeled DNA was varied from 2.5 to 50 nM
in a 20uL reaction volume. Samples were incubated for 38 minutes at room temperature in
high salt IHF buffer (see Protein Purification)cileasing the incubation time did not affect the
binding affinities. Samples were loaded onto 4-20%s-HC| Gradient gels (Bio-Rad, 161-
1159), and electrophoresed in 1X TBE on ice at 13o01AL35 minutes that had been pre-run for
15 minutes. Cy5 fluorescence was observed on adyplgel scanner (GE Healthcare, Model
8600) at a 500V PMT setting. ImageQuant (Molecidgnamics) was used to quantitate the
bound and free DNA. Four replicates were perforrfadall constructs except for 57M2C35
where three replicates were performed.

At the concentrations of DNA and IHF employed inr @xperiments, a significant
fraction of the DNA was depleted by binding to IHKe fit to a model that accounts for ligand
depletion and nonspecific binding by using the mdtdiogy developed by Swillens (45).
Binding curves were fit in SigmaPlot.

Competition Electrophoretic Mobility Shift Assays for the Linear Mutant DNA

The binding affinity of IHF to the linear 57mer mant (57M1L) construct was
sufficiently low to warrant competition experimerfits determination of dissociation constants.
In these experiments, the amount of IHF and labptele is held constant, while the unlabeled
competitor concentration is varied. The amountH# In the assays was fixed at 63 nM. For our
labeled probe we used 57L35 at a fixed concentrasfo5 nM. For our competitor, we used a
fully double-stranded sequence containing the Miamtusite, 57M1. Since high concentrations
of competitor were used (up to 50uM), a fully daulstranded competitor was necessary to
ensure no nonspecific binding to single strandgbns of the competitor.
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IHF, buffer and labeled probe were combined andbated for five minutes. Increasing
competitor concentrations (0 uM to 50 uM) were adtte compete the IHF off the labeled
probe. The 20 pL reactions were allowed to equtidrfor 90 minutes, in the dark at room
temperature. Samples were loaded onto a 10% TBEpgelun at 13 mA for 15 minutes on ice,
and subsequently run at 13 mA for 45 minutes on keee and bound labeled probe were
guantitated as in the saturation binding gels. Feplicates were performed.

The fraction of labeled probe bound to the proteas determined from the results of the
guantification. We plotted the relative yield ofettabeled probe-protein complef, against
competitor concentratiorC] (41) with an offset to account for non-specifiading, a. We fit
the results using SigmaPlot according to the eqoati

;o IC,, N (1)
[C]+1Cs,
This yielded an estimate fd€so (the concentration of competitor necessary to @mfHF off
half of the labeled DNA), which was used to calteildeKp for the unlabeled competitor. Since
the concentrations of IHF exceeded Kiss for both labeled and unlabeled species, we used t
methodology of Linden (1982) (52), which allowsadation ofKp without constraints on the
IHF concentration. First, using thiCso from Equation 1, the free, unlabeled competitor
concentrationig was determined from

K
e :|C50_Rr+& i + DA 2)

2 | Kpszas T He KD57L35+HF+&
2

where Ry is the total IHF concentratiorts is the concentration of free, labeled probe and
Kbs73s IS the dissociation constant of the labeled 571BBally, Kp v, the dissociation constant
of the unlabeled mutant was determined from thentjiya

|
Kom = i o 3)
+__F

K _rF
14 H F 4 RT D 57L35 2

I<D,57L35 I<D,57L35 KD,57L35 +H F

Results for the M2 mutant were highly variableelikdue to the large amount of added
competitor necessitated by the use of fluorescascepposed to radioactivity. Hence in this
paper, we use the previously-measured value oh69(41) for theKp of 57M2L.

Bulk FRET Efficiencies for Internal Force Estimation

FRET efficiencies were extracted from bulk fluomsce measurements as previously
described (1, 2). Bulk fluorimetry was performedaither high salt IHF buffer (see protein
purification) or low salt buffer (1X TBE, 50mM NaClThere was no significant difference
between FRET measurements for a given construfdrpszd in low salt buffer or in the original
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calibration buffer (10mM Tris pH 8.0, 50mM NaCl)atd not shown). After correcting for
incomplete annealing and incomplete donor labelFIRET efficiencies were converted to a
common Forster distance basis to account for @iffees in local environment and converted to
forces using the previously measured calibratiane(l, 2).
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Table 1. Dissociation constants for linear and circulardtyipe constructs with varying internal
forces as determined by solution FRET and/or EMSA.

Dissociation constants for wildtype sequenégs(nM)
Construct Linear Circular
Solution FRET EMSA Solution FRET EMSA
(meant stdev) (meantsterr) (meant stdev) (meant sterr)
n=2 n=4 n=2 nz4
57-30 47+1.4 0.85 0.07 0.5:0.3
57-35 6.8+2.3 0.49¢ 0.01 0.2¢0.1
57-39 13.4: 8.8 0.54 0.09 0.7+ 0.4
57-43 6.5+ 4.4 0.80+ 0.02 0.2£0.1
43-41  9.32+0.16 ////////////////////////////////
%
101-77 15+0.3 0.9+0.2

101-87 5.1+1.7 0.5+0.2
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Table 2. Dissociation constants for linear and circular amiitconstructs as determined by
solution FRET and/or EMSA.

Dissociation constants for mutant sequenkggnM)

Construct Linear Circular

Solution FRET EMSA Solution FRET EMSA

(meant stdev) (meant sterr) (meanx stdev) (meant sterr)

n=2 n=4 n=2 n>4
57M1-35 46+ 6 0.89+ 0.06 0.6+ 0.3
57M2-35 690+ 69' 4.67+1.78 1.6+ 0.5

" 3 replicates were performed for 57M2C35
" from (41) where errors were estimated as 10%®ftkasureép
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Figure Legends

Figure 1.

Schematic of DNA constructs.Two types of linear constructs were used. The fige @) is
formed by annealing complementary ssDNA oligoshdabeled with either Cy3 (green circle)
or Cy5 (red circle) dyes on their 5’ termini. Thecend type of linear construd@)is formed by
annealing dually-labeled ssDNA (blue) directly tolabeled complementary ssDNA (red) of
various lengths. Circular constructS)(were formed by first incubating ssDNA, dually-éddd
with Cy3 and Cy5 dyes, with ssDNA ligase. The Cy8 &€y5 FRET pair separated by 10 bases
of ssDNA forms the optical force sensor. Gel padfissDNA circles were then annealed to
complements of different lengths. All constructatained a dsDNA region with a wildtypeH’

IHF binding site or a mutant binding site. IHF (o ellipse) induces a dramatic bend in the
DNA.

Figure 2.

Solution FRET assay for IHF binding affinity to wildtype DNA constructs with varying
internal forces. Binding curves were measured by fluorimetry ofljuiabeled DNA (0.5 nM)
titrated with concentrated IHFA(& B) Representative raw emission spectra with Cy3tation
(542nm), and Cy5 excitation (inset - 640nm), takethe beginning (black, - IHF) and endpoint
of the IHF titration (red, + IHF, 146 nM for linedBL41, 6 nM for circle 57C35). The overall
decrease in fluorescence intensity at the endeofittation is due to dilution and bleaching, but
these effects are accounted for by the ratiomERET measure (see Methods) used to calculate
fraction DNA bound. Normalized FRET ratio indicates fraction of DNA bound for the linear
(C) and circular D) titrations. Circular constructs with four differtedsDNA:sSDNA ratios were
studied. Two replicates (n = 2) were performed d&tir constructs. Filled symbols are IHF
titrations, lines are fits, and open circles arédswcontrols.

Figure 3.

Electrophoretic Mobility Shift Assay (EMSA) for IHF binding affinity to wildtype DNA
constructs with varying internal forces. A fixed amount of IHF (21 nM) was titrated with
increasing amounts (shown) of linear or circularANDye-labeled DNA experienced reduced
mobility for both linear (57L35 - A) and circulab{C35, B) constructs. Four replicates (n = 4)
were performed for each construct. Free and boand$as assayed by Cy5 fluorescence were
guantitated by densiometry to obtain binding cunstown with associated fits. A total of 59
EMSA assays were performed for the different caicss:

Figure 4.

Internal force above ~3 pN does not significantly féect IHF binding affinity. A ) Kp vs.
FRET efficiencies, with dissociation constants freMSA (seeFig. 3), and FRET efficiencies
from optical force sensors-ig. S2(1)). B) Kp vs. Internal Force Estimaténternal force is
estimated by using a previously determined calinaturve (2) to map the converted FRET
efficiencies to force. We do not account for thgher ionic strength used in the EMSA
experiments as the expected force differences al@vbour experimental error (see text and
Table SJ). Linear constructsT@ble 1) have zero internal force by definition. Black ags:
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57mer data. Black empty square denotes 57C30 WFRRES efficiency falls above the range of
the calibration curve. Red squares: 101mer datte the logarithmic y-axis.

Figure 5.

Solution FRET assay for IHF binding affinity to mutant DNA constructs. Binding curves for
linear (A) and circular B) wildtype and mutant constructs. Note the différecales on the x-
axes. Black symbols are wildtype constructs, rechlsys are mutant (M1) constructs, open
circles are buffer control titrations, lines arerresponding fits. The linear wildtype titration
(43L41) was only carried out until 146 nM IHF at ial point a reasonable plateau had been
reached. Inset inB)): binding curve to circular mutant (M2) construBed symbols are an IHF
titration, green circles are buffer controls.
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Supplementary Material for “Mechanical conversion d low-affinity Integration Host
Factor binding sites into high-affinity sites”

Merek Siu, Hari Shroff , Jake Siegel, Ann McEvogvid Sivak, Ann Maris, Andrew
Spakowitz, Jan Liphardt

Oligonucleotide Sequences

Linear Oligos for Solution FRET experimenEd. 1A)

43Cy35’ Cy3-GGC CGG GCC AAAAAAGCATTG CTTATC AATTTATG CACCTCT
43CompCy5
5 Cy5-GTA GAG GTG CAA CAA ATT GAT AAG CAATGC TTTTTT GGC CCG G

43M1Cy3

5 Cy3-GGCCGGGCCAAAAAAGCATTGCTTATCAATTTGTCGCACCTCT
43M1CompCy5S

5 Cy5-GTAGAGGTGCGACAAATTGATAAGCAATGCTTTTTTGGCCCGG

Dually labeled oligosKig. 1B&C)

Cy3 and Cy5 dyes were covalently attached to sisgi@nded DNA (Fidelity Systems Non-
Vanilla Oligonucleotide Synthesis) to make temdi@ the loop construct&old denotes the
35 bp IHF consensus sequenea highlights bases that are changed in the mutanesegs.

57mer Loop, 5'P - AC[U-Cy5]ACGGATGGGA[T-Cy3]GGCCGGCCAAAA
AAGCATTGCTTATCAATTTGTTGCACC TCT

57M1, 5'P - AC[U-Cy5]ACGGATGGGA[T-Cy3]GGCCGGCCAAAA
AAGCATTGCTTATCAATTTGT CGCACCTCT

57M2, 5'P - AC[U-Cy5]ACGGATGGGA[T-Cy3]GGCCGGCCAAAA
AAGCATTGCTTATC CCTTTG GGGCACCTCT

101mer Loop 5'P — AC[U-Cy5]ACGGATGGGA[F
Cy3]GACAAGACTAGGATTACACAACTGCAGGGCCAAAAAAGCATTGCTTATCAATT
TGTTGCACCTCTAGACTATGATTTATACAAGTAG
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Unlabeled Complements
For some experiments, the following oligos (IntégdaDNA Technologies) were annealed to the
above sequences:

57_3Q 5 GTGCAACAAATTGATAAGCAATGCTTTTTT

57_355 AGGTGCAACAAATTGATAAGCAATGCTTTTTTGGC

57_39 5 AGAGGTGCAACAAATTGATAAGCAATGCTTTTTTGGCCC
57_43 5 GTAGAGGTGCAACAAATTGATAAGCAATGCTTTTTTGGCCCGG
57M135 5’AGGTGCGACAAATTGATAAGCAATGCTTTTTTGGC

57M235 5 AGGTGCCCCAAAGGGATAAGCAATGCTTTTTTGGC

101_775 TTGTATAAATCATAGTCTAGAGGTGCAACAAATTGATA
AGCAATGCTTTTT T GGCCCTGCAG TTGTGTAATCCTAGT

101_875 TCTACTTGTATAAATCATAGTCTAGAGGTGCAACAAATTGATA
AGCAATGC TTTTTTGGCCCTGCAGTTGTGTAATCCTAGTCTTGT
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Figure S1, IHF has no detectable binding to the sgie stranded force sensor Total
concentrations of ssDNA and IHF in each lane wdsmnfical to total concentrations other
saturation binding experiments when full compleraem¢re used. Only one band, corresponding
to free ssDNA, was observed at all concentratidrssDNA.



Mechanical conversion of IHF affinity 29

0.55 -
>
O 0.50 | %
c
QL .
=
S= 045 -
Ll
|_ i
o
LL 0.40 = | ] E
0.35 - .
[ ]

I I | | | I
57C30 57C35 57C39 57C43 101C77 101C87

Construct

Figure S2, 101mer constructs have higher FRET effiencies than 57mer constructs (data
from (1)). FRET efficiencies for 57mer loops (black) with, 3%, 39, 43 base double-stranded
regions and 101mer loops (green circles) with 7d 8@ base double-stranded regions were
measured in low ionic strength buffer. FRET effics for the linear constructs are not shown
since they are not related to the internal fordeictvis zero by definition.
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Figure S3, Limits to Kp determination. Representative gels for 101C55 and 101C81 are
shown. For 101C55 constructs, free and bound barelinseparable. Arrows indicate free and
bound bands in the 101C81 gel.
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Monte Carlo simulations of salt effects on intérfieace estimation

To estimate the error in the internal force coneerslue to the elevated experimental salt
concentrations, we performed Metropolis Monte Cartoulations. Simulations were performed
without any free parameters in high salt conditiosed for our binding assays (220mM NaCl)
and sensor calibration salt conditions (50mM NaDNA was represented as a wormlike chain
discretized at the level of a single nucleotidethwvasDNA nucleotides and dsDNA basepairs
distinguished by different contour lengths and is¢gace lengths. Our Hamiltonian included
DNA bending elasticity, twist elasticity, and voleminteractions. We sampled thermal
fluctuations using standard Metropolis Monte Camethods. Trial displacements preserving
geometric constraints included ‘crankshaft rotagicend twist rotations. The Forster distance,
Ro, and single-stranded persistence lengths parameters were fit through calibration to
previous single-molecule force experiments (seddiljletails). Average forces were calculated
directly from histograms of dsDNA helix end-to-eseparation.

Simulated Forces (pM ~1 pN)

Low salt High salt
57C30 2 2
57C35 4 5
57C39 5 5
57C43 4 4
101C77 2 1
101C87 1 1

Table S1, Monte Carlo simulations of the internal érce in DNA constructs in low and high
salt buffers. EMSA experiments were performed in a high salt éuffhereas single molecule
calibration of the force sensor was performed ilowa salt buffer. Monte Carlo simulations
(described above and in (1)) were performed usstgnated salt-dependent changes in the
persistence length of single-stranded and doubdaded DNA (2-4). This set of simulations has
a precision oft ~1 pN.
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Figure S4,Competition EMSA to determine M1 mutant bindingraffy.

IHF (63 nM) was incubated with labeled wildtype DN8VL35) (5 nM) and competed off by
titrating with unlabeled competitor mutant (57M1E2MIA. (A) Representative gel shows the
concentration of retarded bound labeled DNA deangass the unlabeled competitor DNA
concentration increases. (B) Quantitation of thesgewing fraction bound with increasing
competitor DNA concentration and associated fit.
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