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If a deuterated molecule containing strong intramolechiatrogen bonds is placed in a
hydrogenated solvent it may preferentially exchange deutefor hydrogen. This prefer-
ence is due to the difference between the vibrational zemotpnergy for hydrogen and deu-
terium. Itis found that the associated fractionation fadtds correlated with the strength of
the intramolecular hydrogen bonds. This correlation ha&nhesed to determine the length
of the H-bonds (donor-acceptor separation) in a diversgeraf enzymes and has been ar-
gued to support the existence of short low-barrier H-bodarting with a potential energy
surface based on a simple diabatic state model for H-bondsaigalate® as a function of
the proton donor-acceptor distan&e For numerical results, we use a parameterization of
the model for symmetric O-H- O bonds Chem. Phys. Lett. 535, 196 (2012)]. We con-
sider the relative contributions of the O-H stretch vilwafi O-H bend vibrations (both in
plane and out of plane), tunneling splitting effects at énémperature, and the secondary
geometric isotope effect. We compare our tabahs a function ofR with NMR experi-
mental results for enzymes, and in particular with an erogimarametrizatio®(R), used

previously to determine bond lengths.
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. INTRODUCTION

The issue of low-barrier hydrogen bonds in proteins and drahey play any functional role,
particularly in enzyme catalysis, is controversﬁl —=1@lentifying such short hydrogen bonds,
characterised by a donor-acceptor distancg of 2.45—2.65 A, is not completely straightforward
]. In protein X-ray crystallography, the standard esror inter-atomic distances are about 10
to 30 per cent of the resolution. Hence, for an X-ray struectuith 2.0 Aresolution, the standard
errors in the distances at€0.2—0.6) A. This uncertainty makes it difficult to distinguish betwee
short strong bonds and the more common weak long bonds Rvith2.8 A [12]. NMR provides
an alternative method of bond length determination via'theehemical shift. An independent
NMR “ruler” involves isotopic fractionation, where one nse@&es how much the relevant protons

(H) exchange with deuterium (D) in a solvent.
Pr—H + Dsolvent =Pr—-D + Hsolvent (1)

Here Pr-H denotes a protein with a proton in the relevantdyein bond. The fractionation ratio
can also be determined from UV spectrosc [13].
The fractionation ratio is equilibrium constant of Hg. (1):

[PI‘ — D] [Hsolvcnt]

P
[PI‘ — H] [Dsolvont]

(2)

Translated into partition functions; is essentially determined by the relative zero-point eperg
(ZPE) of a D relative to an H in the protein. As described byd<ey and LiangHS], the ratio is
given by

kEgTIn® = Zy_py — Zp_pr + ZD solvent — ZH solvent (3)

whereT is the temperature andy_p, denotes the zero-point energy of a proton participating in
the relevant hydrogen bond in the protein. Throughout thep we sef’” = 300 K.

Fractionation is a purely quantum effect. If the nuclearaiyits were classical, the frac-
tionation ratio would be one. It would also be one if there @veo changes in the vibrational
frequencies — more correctly, zero-point energies — of Ibbdnd D when they moved from the
solvent to the protein. However, the vibrational potestaik different in the two environments.
The donor-acceptor distancg, is typically shorter in the protein, indicating a strongfebond
and a softer X-H stretch potential (X is the H-bond donor)ngxmuently, the difference between

H and D zero-point energies gets larger| [14], a@ngets smaller with decreasing. However,



for very short bonds, typically when the donor and accephtaresthe H or D atoms, the stretch
frequencies begin to harden astdstarts to increaseb then has a non-monotonic dependence on
xhd)

Mildvan and coIIaboratorsL_L{u& considered a particparametrisation of the H-bond po-
tential to connect the observed fractionation ratio withaleacceptor bond lengths in a range of
proteins. They generally find reasonable agreement betdetenminations of the length from the
fractionation factor and that from the NMR chemical shif. darticular, the uncertainty is less
than that deduced from X-rays.

In this paper, we systematically investigate how the faation factob varies with the donor-
acceptor distancg. Specifically, we consider the relative importance of défe contributions to
®. We find that the competing quantum effects associated WwétlxtH stretch and bend modes
are the most significant. Non-degeneracy of the two bend sade tunnel splitting of the stretch
mode have small but noticeable effects. The only importéfieceof the secondary geometric
isotope effect is that it enhances the contribution fronttin@el splitting, mostly foR ~ 2.4—2.6
A. For most values ofz, the value of® we calculate differs from the empirical relation due to
Mildvan et al. ] that has been used to determine bond kenigtenzymes.

1. METHOD

We calculate the H/D zero-point energies, and hehoeith the electronic ground state poten-
tial of a two-diabatic state mod&lﬂl?]. For X and Y as donad anceptor, the two diabatic states
of the model are X-H- - Y and X - - H-Y, which are modelled as Morse oscillators. The coupling
between the diabats is a function®f the X-Y distance, as well as the H-X-Y and H-Y-X angles;
it decreases exponentially with increasing R and gets wewikle larger angular excursions of the
H atom. Previously, we showed that this model can give a aaée description of the correla-
tions observem& for a diverse range of chemical compsietween? and X-H bond lengths,
vibrational frequencies, and isotope effe [14].

We now briefly discuss the domain of applicability of this piemmodel to hydrogen bonds
in proteins, which are certainly complex and diverse chaimsystems. First, our focus is on
a small (but potentially important) sub-class of hydrogemds: short strong bonds. Second,
we consider the simplest possible model that might capheessential features of these bonds,

independent of the finer structural details of a specificgnotThe goal is to obtain physical insight



into the different quantum effects that contribute to tleefionation factor, as well as their (non-
monotonic) trends with donor-acceptor distance. H-bondzroteins vary from weak to strong,
and can further be modified by coupling to other neighbouHhllgonds ]. Also important
are the proximity to and accessibility to the solvent, ang@mopic electric fields arising from
neighbouring charged amino acid residues. An example ofatiter occurs in the Photoactive
Yellow Protein (PYP) where the existence of a possible lowibaH-bond may be dependent on
[543 , 20]. & keature of the two-diabatic state
model used here is that it takes the donor-acceptor borahdistand the pKdifference as the key

deprotonation of the neighbouring Arg52 resid

bond descriptors. These are input from available experiah@rformation. These two parameters
will certainly be modified by chemical substitue[Zl]l,vmlt, and perturbations from the local
electric field as indicated above. Description of multiplééhds requires generalisation of the
model considered here to include more than two diabaties{2f].

The parametrization used in Referenl;ls 14 Qd 17 was for -©eHsymmetric hydrogen
bonds, i.e. the donor and acceptor have the same protontyaffii{,). In the present work,
we retain this parametrization. This is an approximatiancimmparisons with H-bonds in pro-
teins, which are generally asymmetric (donor and accepiibr dfferent pK,). Many H-bonds
in proteins are actually N-H - O bonds. However, as the H-bonds become strongeg (2.5 A)
the equal proton affinity approximation becomes more ridiaAt such distances, the donor and
acceptor effectively share the H atom. In the diabatic staidel, the off-diagonal coupling ele-
ment becomes large enough to strongly suppress or elintinatearrier for the H atom transfer.
Kreevoy and Lianjﬂ:%], Bao et elL_LEfs], and Oltrogge and B@ considered how asymmetry
in the one-dimensional proton transfer potential modifiesftactionation factor. Non-degeneracy
smaller than 800 cmt (or equivalently, a pK difference of about 2) has only a small effect on the
proton transfer potential and the fractionation factor wie< 2.5 A.

The total vibrational zero-point energy for Pr-H/D is
Z(R) = Z”(R) + ZJ_7O(R) + ZJ_J'(R). (4)

The three terms are the zero-point energy associated whkhvibrations parallel to the hydro-
gen bond (stretch), out-of-plane beng,(and in-plane bendY of X-H- - -Y, respectively. (The
plane typically refers to that of X-H.) The simple summatiorihe above equation points to our
assumption that these modes are uncoupled.

The O-H/D stretch zero-point energy is calculated num#yite using the sinc-function Dis-
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crete Variable Representation (DVF@[24] to solve the omeethsional Schrodinger equation as
a function of R. This gives an essentially exact treatment for the sigmifiemharmonic and tun-
nelling effects that occur for low-barrier bon@[M].

We treat zero-point energies of bend modes as half theisiciElsharmonic frequencies as a
function of R. To break the degeneracy of the two modes, we use the resuittire model itself

that hardening of the two bend motions is similar:
Q1 0/i(R)* = wl s +2f(R) (5)

wherew, ,; is the frequency in the absence of an H-bond and the fungti&) is given in Eqn.
(6) of Ref.. At least in thé? range of interestf(R) is a positive function that monotonically
decreases with increasidg(compare Figure 1). In general ; > w, , and so2, ; > Q, ,. Here
we takew, , = 650 cnm! andw, ; = 650 or 1600 cm'. Thew parameters for the deuterium
isotope are taken to bg2 smaller than for the H isotope.

Eqg. (3) for ® assumes that only the ground state energies of the spedielevant (at the
temperature of interest). For a symmetric proton transbégmtial, one expects a first excited state
due to tunnel splitting that would be close in energy to tleugd state. In our model, this appears
along the X-H stretch coordinate. Hence the first excitett $ta the H/D motion makes a further

multiplicative contribution of the form

o 1t exp(—0Ep/kpT)
" 1+ exp(—0Ey /kpT)

to the fractionation factor, wheddy,p = Ey- — Ey+ is the tunnel splitting.

(6)

Another contribution t@> comes from the secondary geometric isotope effect (SGlEyevthe
X-Y distance changes upon deuteration. This is a subtleteffgh a non-monotonic dependence
onnRk ,]. As shown in R4 and references thereinigearbecause the rates of change
with R of the zero-point energy for H and D are different (compaiguFe 1). The net effect is
that true minima of the total system energy with respeckttor both H and D Ry and Rp)
are shifted relative to the classical minimui®,j. The difference between the minima is largely
under 0.044 with R, > Ry, but the resulting effects on frequencies are substariiatre are
two consequences of SGIE for the fractionation ratio. Ftret zero point energy for the H and
D should be calculated at their respective minima. Secome]astic energy associated with the
stretching of the donor-acceptor distance, of the félﬂsf(RH/D — R,)?, must be included. Here,
K is the elastic constant that is parametrised empiricalliRéf. . We have included both

consequences of the SGIE in our calculation.



The above details describe the calculation of the [Pr-BJ{Ppart of @, in Eq. (2), as a function
of R. The corresponding ratio for the solvent is taken to be thautzted model value ak = 2.8
A, approximately the relevant length in water. Later we dgschow our results are not particularly

sensitive to this exact choice of a reference distance.

1. RESULTSAND DISCUSSION
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Figure 1. Competing quantum effects. The zero-point easrgf the out-of-plane bend mode and of the
two lowest stretch quantum states (due to tunnel splittitig,) are shown for both H and D isotopes as
a function of the donor-acceptor distanBe The black curves [H-stretchEf+)] correspond to the stretch
mode of the H isotope, while green curves [D-stretély=()] are those of the D isotope (solid+, dot-
dashed:—). Blue (H-bend) and magenta (D-bend) curves are out of db@nel zero-point energies for the
H and D isotopes, respectively. With increasiiigthe stretch zero-point energies increase and those of the
bend decrease. Note how f&r < 2.55 A (2.45A), the tunnel splitting of the stretch mode for the H (D)

isotope becomes observable.

A. Roleof competing quantum effects

Figurel shows the computed trends of the stretch and beaeppént energies from the model
for both H and D isotopes. The solid black (H) and green (Dyesrshow the O-H/D stretch
zero-point energies. The limiting energies at lafyare those of O-H and O-D bonds, about 1800

and 1300 cm!, respectively. Of relevance to the fractionation fachois thedifference between
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Figure 2. Effect of the bend modes and tunnel splitting orfriaetionation ratio. The black curve (stretch)
includes solely the effects of the X-H stretch vibrationalda. The blue curves include the effect of the
in-plane (B) and out-of-plane (Y bending vibrational modes. The upper dashed curve (kirbic=b;) is

for degenerate bend modes, while the lower solid curvetétrdy, # b;, tunnel) includes the contribution

from the first excited X-H stretch state (tunnel splittingy hon-degenerate bend modes.

these curves, which decreases (for the most part) with dsicr@R?. From Eq.[(B), this leads to a
drop in®. The black curve in Figurlel 2 shows the fractionation ratithwinly the O-H/D stretch

zero-points included.

A countervailing influence o®(R) comes from the bends, which harden in frequency with
decreasingk. Figure[1 shows the zero-points only for the out-of-planedsefor the H and D
cases. Their limiting values at large are jwy 1 , (=325 cnT') and ﬁwﬁl,o (=230 cnt?),
respectively, wherevy | , = 650 cm~*. The corresponding trends for the in-plane bend (not
plotted) are obtained from Ed.(5), setting , ; = 1600 cm™!. The consequences of the opposite

trends for the hydrogen and deuterium bend and stretche — more compactly, competing
i
Presently, ford, it is Zy; — Zp that matters, which evidently also showcases the competi-
tion between the X-H bends and the X-H stretch. The solid bluse in Figurd 2 shows that

guantum effects — has been the subject of much recent

the hardening of the bend modes with decreagtrggnificantly increases the fractionation ratio
compared to the contribution from just the stretch mode.sTéhione of the main results of this
paper. Kreevoy and Liang [13] previously pointed out thatdeg modes could alter their results
for the correlation ofb and R. They gave the rough estimate tliatould be increased by a factor
of about 1.7. Edison, Weinhold, and Markley also mentioreddffect of the bend modes [31],
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Figure 3. Corrections due to the secondary geometric isaffpct (SGIE) are shown as the dashed curves:
the blue dashed line (stretch, # b;, SGIE) is without including tunneling and the red dashed (stretch,

b, # b;, tunnel, SGIE) is with tunneling. The solid curves of the satolour are from Figurel 2, which do
not include the SGIE. The green curve is the empirical fumstdefined by Eqn[{7), and given in R 16.
Note that the slight undulation in the dashed curves bel@wdZan be traced to the very rapid change of

the SGIE Rp — Rp) in that region; see the lower panel of Figure 7 in FQI 14.

finding values ofd > 1 for weak bonds.

B. Roleof non-degeneracy of the bend modes

For the main results of this paper, the bend modes are maddaeganerate using Ed.| (5) since
the out-of-plane and in-plane modes are different in freqyen reality. We briefly investigate

how different the fractionation factor would be if the degeaty were retained.

The dotted blue curve in Figuté 2 shows the plotdofvith both bends having frequencies
corresponding to the out-of-plane mode. Evidently, thengeais relatively small, but not neg-
ligible. As per the model, the smaller the bend frequenog,fétster it hardens, (R)/w, =
V/1+ 2f(R)/w?. Hence, changing one of the bends frequencies to 1600 oeducesZ; — Zp

relative to the degenerate case. Bend non-degeneracy daceréhe fractionation by about 10-

20% compared to the degenerate case.



C. Roleof thetunnd splitting

For long H-bonds, the proton transfer potential has a highdyaand the tunnel splitting of
the vibrational ground state is negligible [14]. However, R < 2.55 A, the splitting becomes
significant, as can be seen in Figlite 1. A multiplicative ection®,,,,, (Eq. (8)) introduces the
effect of the thermal population of the first low-lying exatitstate. This factor is always larger than
one because the H tunneling splitting is largefy > 6 Fp. When the tunnel splitting is much
larger than the thermal energyT (i.e. forR < 2.4 ,&) the correction factor is extremely close
to unity. When the tunnel splitting is much less thigsil” the correction factor is approximately
(14 (0Ey — 0Ep) /2kgT).

Figure[2 shows that the tunnel splitting has a small but negligible effect in the range? ~
2.4 — 2.6 A. We should also clarify the nomenclature here. For sufiitjesmall R, the barrier
is no longer present, and so there is strictly no “tunnelttspdj.” We just have two well-separated
vibrational energies instead. Note that in a solvent thaliebe local dynamical fluctuations of
the local electric field that couple to the electric dipolemamt associated with the X-H stretch
and for large enough fluctuations the tunnel splitting wilt appear because it will be destroyed
by quantum decoherenQSZ]. Also, when the proton affirfityhe donor and acceptor differ by
more than about 500 cm (1.5 kcal/mol or 1.3 pK units) this effect may be absent.

D. Roleof the secondary geometric isotope effect

The SGIE has a significant effect on the stretch mode vilmatiequencies foRR ~ 2.4 —
2.5 A, where the proton transfer barrier has effectively digappd. Its inclusion yielded better
agreement of the H/D stretch frequency ratio; compare Eigun Ref., where this ratio is 1
(1.15) with (without) SGIE, which is a sizeable change fooisg short H-bonds.

Figure[3, however, points to a more modest influence of theES®BI the fractionation ratio.
The only significant effect is how it modifies the contributitvom the tunnel splitting. Without
the SGIE, the correction factor is approximatély+ (0Ey(R) — Ep(R))/2kgT). With the
SGIE, the correction factor is approximatély+ (0 Ex(Ruy) — 0Ep(Rp))/2ksT). This is larger
becausd?p > Ry, and an increase in donor-acceptor distance of as littheo@sA for D relative
to H can increase the energy barrier and thereby noticeauyedse £, (Rp) [14].

If tunneling contributions are suppressed by, e.g., a bieedifference ipK,’s between the
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donor and acceptor, the above analysis suggests that tiewaiild have only a small influence
on the fractionation factor. The key effect that appearsaeegn the magnitude range &f R)

according to our model is the competing quantum effect betvibe X-H stretch and X-H bends.

E. Senditivity to choice of reference distance

Calculation of®, in Eqn. [2) requires knowledge of the ratio of H/D concetidrain the
solvent. In the reported calculations we took this ratioeagiven by the value calculated within
our model at? = 2.8 A, approximately the relevant length in water. Our resuksret particularly
sensitive to this exact choice of this reference distanoe 5> 2.7 A the difference between the
H and D zero-point energies is small. This can be seen fromr&i@. Even for the case of purely
stretch modes taking the reference distance t&be 2.7 A would only increaseb(R) by about

10 per cent compared to the values shown in our curves.

F. Comparison with experiment

To put our results in context we now briefly review previousaswwements ob that have been
used to deduce a value f&in a specific molecule.
Based on calculations from an empirical one-dimensionattigipotential ], Mildvan et

al.lﬂ] considered a relation between the fractionati@toiaand donor-acceptor distance,
R = (2.222 4+ 1.192® — 1.335®° + 0.608%%) A. (7)

It was used together with measurements of fractionatioag&br 18 H-bonds in several different
enzymes to deduce the length The values they obtained fét were mostly in agreement with
values of R deduced from NMR chemical shifts, and from X-ray crystalgghy. Values ofd
ranged from 0.32 to 0.97 and the corresponding valueB wofere in the range 2.49 to 2.68
However, FiguréI3 shows significant differences betweemignu [7) and our results.

Klug et aI.@] studied crystals of the dihydrated sodiuthahydrogen bis(4-nitrophenoxide)
and found a fractionation ratio 0f63 4+ 0.04. Using the Kreevoy and Liang [13] parametrisation,
they noted that this value was inconsistent with the bongtleabserved via X-rays? = 2.452 A,
and with the value ob = 0.31+0.03 deduced from UV spectroscopy for bis(4-nitrophenoxide) in

acetonitrile solution. Consequently, they suggested-thatsolid was not in isotopic equilibrium
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with the solvent from which it was precipitated.” Howevdreir results are consistent with our
parameterisation ob versusR, if tunnel splitting is not included.

Loh and Markle)J{glél] found fractionation factors in the ran@.28-1.47 for the different H-
bonds in the protein staphylococcal nuclease. Clearly, amnat explain theid values larger
than unity. However, it should be pointed out that many okéhbonds are weak with donor-
acceptor distances in the range,~ 2.8 — 3.3 A and that no clear correlation was observed
between the values d@f and k. Loh and Markley did note a difference between the fractioma
factors of backbone amide bonds that are solvent-exposedh@e valu®.98) and those that are
not (average value.79). This observation is consistent with what one might ap#te: solvent
accessibilility could affect the the effective pkéf the donor and/or acceptor. A consequent change
(increase) in distance between them may also ensue. Thesd lead to a weakening of the H-
bond, and therefore mowee values closer to 1. In the model we employ, this solvent effexild
enter parametrically as a difference in effective,@d donor-acceptor distance. However, the
works of Khareet al. ] and LiwWang and Bax [36] point to minimal effects. The rfaer,
which reported on the immunoglobulin G binding domains aftein G, found little difference
between average fractionation factors (averagd 1.05 fora-helical, 1.13 fors-sheet, and 1.08
for solvent-exposed residues). Liwang and Bax gave siriileings for ubiquitin. A recent study
of the core of protein Kinase A also found no correlation kesad values and secondary structure

]

Thakur et aIELK] have recently developed a new method ferréipid determination of H/D
exchange from two-dimensional NMR spectra. Section S5af Bupplementary material shows
fractionation values for three different proteins. For 8ffedent amino acid residues in Tim23,
the values ranged from 0.81 to 1.73. For 58 different amind @sidues in Ubiquitin, the values
ranged from 0.34 to 1.67. For 54 different amino acid ressdneDph4, the values ranged from
0.451t0 2.04.

Recently, an extensive study was made of mutants of the Gtkemescent Protein with a
short H-bond between the chromophore and the amino acid%@]. The donor-acceptor
bond length estimated from X-ray structures vea$ + 0.2 A. The pK, of the chromophore
was systematically varied by 3.5 units through halogentgultisns. This range covers the pK
matching (degenerate diabatic states) required for sésirigpnds [17]. The experimental results
were compared to calculations based on a one-dimensiastalpiransfer potential based on same

diabatic state model used here. The measured fractiorattors (deduced from analysis of UV
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absorption spectra) were in the range 0.54 - 0.9, taking amaim value for pK, matching. This
observation and a value éf = 0.54 for R = 2.4 + 0.2 A are consistent with our analysis when

the bend modes and tunnel splitting are taken into account.

Edison, Weinhold, and Markley performed) initio calculations for a wide range of peptide
clusters|[31]. They observed a correlation between thdifnaation ratio and the donor-acceptor

distance. Fo? > 2.55 A, the fractionation was larger than one, and for 2.45 A, ® ~ 0.6.

V. CONCLUSIONS

We have shown that the H/D fractionation factbris quite sensitive to the donor-acceptor
distanceR in hydrogen bonds, and so, in principle, can be used as ar*ride determining
bond lengths. However, caution is in order because therea amember of subtle effects that
modify the exact form of the relationship betweérand R. These include competing quantum
effects between stretch and bend modes, non-degeneraoy béhd modes, tunnel splitting, the
secondary geometric isotope effect, and differences lestvlee proton affinity of the donor and
acceptor.

Our results raise questions about whether values aé small as 0.3 are really possible for
short bonds, contrary to some measurements and previou®tioal claims. Equally, our results
cannot explaind values that are much larger than 1 for long bonds. The diao@pfor short
bonds may be due to our assumption that the stretch and betdelsnace independent. Although
our model quantitatively describes many experimentalltedar bond lengths, vibrational fre-
guencies, and isotope effects, fBr ~ 2.45 A, it does give stretch mode frequencies that are
higher than observed. (See Figure 6 in IQ 14 and the assddéecussion.) This would also
lead to a larger fractionation factor than observed. Adgngsthis issue will require a system-
atic investigation of solutions to the vibrational Schrogir equation for a higher-dimensional

(probably four dimensional) potential energy surface. ¥&vé that for a future study.
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