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Abstract
Rebinding of dissociated ligands from cell surface protesrs confound quantitative
measurements of dissociation rates important foracharizing the affinity of binding
interactions. This can be true also forvitro techniques such as surface plasmon
resonance (SPR). We present experimental results @iy for the interaction of
insulin-like growth factor-1 (IGF-1) with one of its biimty proteins, IGF binding protein-
3 (IGFBP-3), and show that rebinding, even with the addibibsoluble heparin in the
dissociation phase, does not exhibit the expected erpiahdecay characteristic of a 1:1
binding reaction. Within a self-consistent mean-field agipnation, we derive the
complete mathematical form for the fraction of bouigadnd as a function of time and
show that this function is non-exponential at all smieadicating that multiple rebinding
events strongly influence dissociation even at eangs. We compare the mean-field
results with numerical simulations and find good agreemaltiough deviations are
measurable in certain cases. Our analysis of the I&FBP-3 data indicates that
rebinding is prominent for this system and that the themaefredictions fit the
experimental data well. Our results provide a meanaralyzing SPR biosensor data
where rebinding is problematic and a methodology to do pesented.
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1. Introduction

Signal transduction via transmembrane receptor proteinsitiated by extracellular
binding with specific proteins known as growth factors. sEhateractions tend to be of
high affinity and, in many systems, are regulated by bindirgems present in the
extracellular environment. Insulin-like growth factaiEF-1) constitutes one prominent
example of such a growth factor. Cell signaling isgmitted by direct interaction with
the IGF-I receptor but this binding can be impacted by sol#itd cell-association IGF
binding proteins (IGFBPs), of which there are at least sQuantification of the
interactions of IGF-I with IGFBPs is critical if enis to understand how changes in
expression and secretion will impact IGF-1 signalirgurface plasmon resonance (SPR)
IS one technique amenable to such measurem&mR is an optical sensor technique that
has the advantage of being able to take real-time measnote using low concentrations
of unlabeled biologicals [reviewed in Cooper, 2003].

Quantification of IGF-I interactions with both cell face receptors and IGFBPs using
SPR has been performed as a means of evaluating andtigedhe competition
between these molecules for IGF-I. Studies have usewimhzed IGF-1 [Wong et al.,
1999; Dubaquie and Lowman, 1999; Galanis et al., 2001; Fong 20@82; Vorwerk et
al., 2002], IGF-I receptor [Jansson et al., 1997], or IGFBfesling et al., 1996; Jansson
et al., 1997;Marinaro et al., 1999; Fong et al., 2002; Vorwei.eP002] using amine
chemistry to link the proteins to a carboxymethyl dex{i@vD) layer on the SPR chip.
Deviations from a single reversible binding model have beeted and attributed
primarily to non-uniform coupling of the ligand to the gélonget al. (2002) compared
kinetic parameters for IGF-1 and IGFBP-1 using both aDClhd a self assembled
monolayer (SAM) chip and saw significant differenaeslerived binding affinities that
they attributed to possible steric hindrance effects amsport issues. Vorwerdt al.
(2002) used a CMD chip with coupled IGFBP-3 and measured valuediffeaed from
previous work [Heding et al., 1996; Wong et al., 1999; Galani$,e2G01; Fong et al.,
2002] that they attributed to the use of increased flo® t@tassist in combating mass
transport and rebinding effects. However, regardles®wf riate, fitting of dissociation
data for this system has been problematic.

A phenomenon of particular interest in the quantiitca of ligand interactions is
rebinding: a ligand, following dissociation from a bound proten the surface, may
diffuse in the extracellular fluid environment for sotimae and may be reabsorbed later
at one of the free binding sites. Rebinding is believedetarbimportant mechanism in
producing cellular response, especially in dilute ligandceaotrations, by assisting
receptor proteins to stay in the active state for lopgeiods of time. Rebinding also may
promote co-operative behavior among clustered receptors bgimgdaverall ligand
dissociation, a phenomenon observed recently in expatgmaddressing the role of
clustering in lipid rafts [Chu et. al., 2004]

From a more general perspective, a quantitative chamtien of the effects of
rebinding is important in experiments like SPR, whereodission rates of growth



factors (or other ligands) are measured. In such a sibyatiwould be ideal to eliminate
rebinding altogether since it interferes with the measunemdissociation and might
lead to imprecise and significantly reduced dissociatibesrfNieba et al., 1995]. Low
surface coverage and higher flow rates are techniques asedinteract mass transport
limitations [Schuck, 1997]. Further, inclusion of specifiotpins or molecules that may
be used to bind to the released ligands or un-occupied binitesgasd thus make them
unavailable for rebinding is another technique targeted spdigifiat the rebinding
problem. This technique has been used successfully for mepseirnteraction of the
SH2 domain of Ick with a phosphotyrosine peptide [de Mal.e2000]. However, in the
absence of quantitative information on the affinitytledse agents for binding to either
the ligand or the receptor, it is difficult to estim&tee general reliability of these
methods. An alternative might be to understand how mabimnding might alter the
dissociation of ligands in a given environment, and useitfesmation to estimate the
intrinsic rate of dissociation.

Rebinding of dissociated ligands has been studied previoushg usiupled partial
differential equations for the time evolution of the lmbilities with appropriate
boundary conditions at the surface [Lagerholm and Thomd€®88]. Although various
guantities such as the rebinding probability of a releassldamle could be calculated
within this formalism, none of these could be comparedctly with experimental
results. By contrast, our mean-field theory, whiclessentially based on well-known
results from the theory of one-dimensional random wakkads to a mathematical
expression for the fraction of bound ligands (or reaeptowhich can be directly
compared with SPR experiments.

In this paper, we present results of SPR experimentgetsure dissociation of IGFBP-3
from IGF-I, and analyze these results using a meaah-fiealysis as well as Monte Carlo
simulations. The SPR experiments are performed (hemptesence and absence of flow
conditions (ii) with and without addition of solubtteeparin in the dissociation phase to
bind released IGFBP-3 in solution, and (iii) with varying aoef coverage of IGF-I. On
the mathematical side, we first study the problem withimean-field approximation (i.e.,
assuming a homogeneous distribution of receptors on tlepdios surface) and derive
the complete form of the dissociation curve. We shbat tthe dissociation in the
presence of rebinding is non-exponential at all timedudiicg very early times). We
perform numerical simulations using a lattice model amahgare the results with the
mean-field prediction. The agreement is excellent, megad, but deviations from mean-
field theory are measurable when high surface coverageea&ptors is used. Our
predictions are then checked against experimental disisociaurves, both in the
presence and absence of exogenous heparin that binds t84&B& not IGF-I [Forsten
et al., 2001] The mean-field dissociation function is found tothkie curves well up to
time scales ~ 200-300 seconds, at which time the finighhef the experimental system
appears to become manifest with the effect of increatmgebinding and thus further
slowing down the dissociation .

This paper is divided into the following sections. In S2¢c.we describe the SPR
experimental setup and results. In Sec. 3, our selfistens mean-field theory is



presented in detail and the mathematical form for theligsociation curve is obtained in
that framework. We then analyze the data by meanseahtran-field function. Sec. 4 is
concerned with the simulation model and the numerezllts. We summarize this work
and our findings in Sec. 5.

2. SPR experiments: description and results

2.1 Surface preparation

The surfaces used for these studies were composed igéd self assembled monolayer
(mSAM) on gold (500 nm) coated slides (EMF Corporatiorad#h) N.Y.) prepared as
previously described [Lahiri et al., 1999] Briefly, the goldtedaslides were immersed in
a mixture of 0.2 mM carboxylic acid-terminated thiol and 1.8 mni(¢thylene glycol)-
terminated thiol (Toronto Research Chemicals, Toronema@a) for 12 hours. The
surfaces were then rinsed with ethanol and dried undeigaitro The resulting surface
had free carboxyl groups for amine coupling and polyethylersobtp minimize non-
specific binding (Figure 1A).

2.2 Activation and immobilization:

Activation of the surface was achieved using N-ethyl-MHiE&hylaminopropyl)
carbodiimide (EDC) and N-hydroxysuccinimide (NHS) chemgistmmobilization was
done both on-line and off-line. Briefly, off-line immoizétion was initiated by washing
the chip surface with 20 mM NaOH and rinsing with phosplatéered saline with
0.005% Tween, pH 7.4 (PBST) (Sigma-Aldrich Corp., St. LOM®). A fresh solution
of 0.2 M EDC (Pierce, Rockford, IL) and 5 mM NHS (AldricChemical Co.,
Milwaukee, WI) was placed on the surface of the slidkalowed to react for 12 min at
room temperature. The chip was then rinsed with 20 mM sodaetate, pH 5.5. IGF-I
(PeproTech, Inc., Rocky Hill, New Jersey) was themahilized by placing 0.2 ml of 3.3
MM IGF-1 in 20 mM sodium acetate solution onto the s@rfaed incubated overnight in
a container sealed under nitrogen at 4 °C. Followiagash with PBST, the slide was
rinsed with 1M ethanolamine and then deactivated by surtagmwsure to 1M
ethanolamine for 10 min at room temperature. The sumasethen washed several
times with PBST and dried with nitrogen prior to placingloe SPR unit.

On-line immobilization was performed in a similar fashioBriefly, after placing the
chip on the sensor surface, on-line immobilization watsated by washing the chip
surface with deionized water and then switching to PBST~@®min. until a stable
baseline SPR signal was obtained. EDC/NHS solution (0.2
M EDC and 5 mM NHS in deionized water) was then injeaténlthe system to activate
the surface and allowed to react for 10 min. 20 mM sodiocetate buffer (pH 5.5) was
then run over the sensor surface for ~ 5 min. urdtibhle baseline was obtained. IGF-I
was then immobilized by running 3.3 uM IGF-I in 20 mM sodiwatate solution over
the surface for a particular amount of time to obthemamount of IGF-I desired on the
surface. PBST was then run for 4 min. to wash the surféollowing the PBST wash,
1M ethanolamine was run for 10 min. to deactivate theasartind prevent covalent



binding of other proteins to the slide. The surface was thashed with 20 mM
HCl and 20 mM NaOH for 5 minutes each before switching t&PBr the binding
experiments. The entire procedure was carried out &€ Zbontrolled by the SPR
instrument).

2.3 Dissociation experiments

Dissociation experiments were performed on a Reichat,SR 7000 Alpha instrument
(Buffalo, New York) following either off-line immobilizeon of IGF-I and chip
placement on the unit or on-line immobilization of IGFPBST was run over the sensor
surface and then followed by washes with 20mM HCI and 20MakdH for 5 min each.
The system was returned to PBST until a stable baselisebtained (< 10 minutes) at a
flow rate of ~0.8 ml/min. IGFBP-3 (Upstate Biotechnolpdrake Placid, NY) was
pumped over the surface for 15 min to allow associatiéollowing the association
phase, PBST or PBST with heparin sodium from porcitesimal mucosa (Celsus,
Cincinnati, OH) was pumped over the surface to promotsodiation of the bound
IGFBP-3. The surface was regenerated using 5 min wash#g &faCl in PBST, 20
mM HCI, and 20 mM NaOH. This procedure was repeated fdr sample. Verification
that the heparin sodium did not bind the IGF-I surfacéhatconcentrations used for
dissociation was performed.

2.4 Experimental results

Introduction of IGFBP-3 into the flow chamber over intmized IGF-I led to the
anticipated increase in binding characterized by a changefractive index which is
measured as pixels for the SR7000 Alpha unit, a similar unihéoRU commonly
reported for the Biacore system (Figure 1B). The datafivagell by a 1:1 binding
model with R values of ~0.99 suggesting that heterogeneity of immobili&#e!lwas
not a significant issue. The dissociation phase, hewelid not reflect the exponential
decay one would expect for a 1:1 binding interaction andagjlfihing using CLAMP
[Myszka and Morton, 1998] either with or without massi$gort did not provide a good
fit (data not shown). Similar dissociation phaseadaere collected whether the system
was under high flow or not (Figure 2A) despite some diffiees in the kinetics of
association (data not shown) suggesting that rebindingtrbga more prominent issue
in the deviation from expected results for the dissmziaphase. We have shown
previously that IGFBP-3 and heparin interact strongty megligible binding affinity was
measurable between IGF-1 and heparin, suggesting hepariit bega good rebinding
inhibitor [Forsten et al., 2001]. Inclusion of heparirthe association phase significantly
reduced IGFBP-3 binding levels while no change in pixels emerved when heparin
was introduced to the IGF-I flow cell in the absencd@FBP-3 (Figure 2B). We
therefore investigated whether inclusion of heparimendissociation phase fluid would
impact the dissociation rate. A significant reductioasvobserved (Figure 3) and was
repeatable for both multiple runs on the same andiftereht chips and a heparin dose
dependence effect was seen (data not shown). The iceduehile significant, still did
not reflect exponential decay over the entire tingime. These experiments were all
done however with off-line coupling of IGF-I to obtain higbverage, and consequently



good signal-to-noise, for our system. The SAM is desigwith only 10% of sites

available for binding although, depending on the radiushefprotein, higher overall

surface densities/coverage are possible [Lahiri et al., 1998] therefore used on-line
coupling to reduce coverage to see if that might impasbdiation. Ligand loading has
been shown previously with CMD surfaces to impact inté&a kinetic measurements
[Edwards et al., 1997]. A reduction in IGF-1 surface covedidaesult in somewhat

faster dissociation particularly in the presence ofhhlgeparin concentrations but
exponential decay was still not observed (Figure 4)rmédézed association curves were
not significantly different for the reduced coverage cligzta not shown).

3. Mean-field theory and Monte Carlo simulations

3.1 Self-consistent mean-field theory of ligand rebinding

In this section, we outline the mathematical theorylighnd dissociation and the
consequent (multiple) rebinding to the binding sites onstidace. Let us consider a
homogeneous distribution of receptor molecules (binditeg)son a two-dimensional
surface with mean surface density per unit area. We defingt) to be the fraction of

binding sites which are bound to ligands at time t, so @ is the fraction bound
immediately following association. We denote the aligstion rate of ligands from the
bound sites a8. The most general equation describing the time evolatig(t) is then

PO - o)+ 2]

where y(t) represents the rate (probability per unit time) thaertain binding site will
(re)absorb a ligand at time t.

The basic stochastic event contributing to the sageis the dissociation of a ligand at a
certain bound receptor during a certain time intefyal+dz], where z <t, and its
subsequent adsorption at the reference site at timar ffir€t simplification is to view the
two-dimensional substrate surface as a (square) ladficeandomly mixed potential

binding sites (depending on occupancy) and non-binding sitesadsleme that the
binding sites occur with a frequency

0=Pa’p, (2)

on the lattice, whera is the separation between two sites in the arrag tfthical inter-
molecular spacing on the cell surface, say) ands the adsorption probability (i.e., the

probability that a ligand will be adsorbed on a freeeptor upon contact). A second
microscopic length scale is the typical separatiorwéeh a bound receptor and its
dissociated ligand immediately after dissociation).eWwthe dissociated ligand is viewed
as a Brownian particle in a dissipative medium, thigtlerscale is the distance traveled
by the particle before a significant change in its dioecof motion takes place (i.e., the
‘diffusion’ length scale). We denote this length sdaje!, which is discussed in more



detail in Sec.3.3. Within the mean-field approximation we leynhere, the spatial
fluctuations in receptor density are ignored, and thendafg probability may be simply
expressed as (see Appendix A for details)

y(t) = ﬂj dp(r)C, (At - 7) , 3)

where C,(4;T) is the probability that a diffusing particle startingtla¢ pointz = 4 at

timet = O is adsorbed at = 0 at t = T. In this formulation, the plae0 absorbs the
particle with probability g[1- p(t)]and reflects it with probabilityl-¢ +gp(t). For

further simplification, we assume that the initiaubd fraction p(0) << 1, so that these
probabilities are effectively time-independent. In thimit, rebinding of ligands is
effectively reduced to a one-dimensional problem.

Equations 1 and 3 combined are formally solved usingacapiransforms. Let us define
the Laplace-transformed variableg(s)=p(t)e“dt and C,(s) :°ng( At)esdt. In

terms of these variables, Eqg. 1, after substitutingBEgQecomes
(s) - p(0)=~AB(s) + AB(S)C,(s)
which leads to

p(0) 4)

P S A-6.6)

The next step in our calculation is to compaigs), which we accomplish as follows:
Let us consider a one-dimensional random walk on the-isdinite line 0 < z <co, and
define gq( 4,t) as the probability that a random walker, starting aitiposz = 4at time t =

0, will visit the origin again for the first time at basit t. The probability of absorption of
the random walker at the origin at timeCjg 4,t ), which may be expressed in terms of
q(4,t) via the following self-consistent equation:

C,(A,t)=0g(A,t)+(1-0)ideg( 4,7)C, (At - 1) (5)

The first term in this expression gives the probabiligt the ligand will be re-absorbed
at its first attempt to make contact with the surfaldee second term is the sum of the
probabilities of all the other events where the liganceflected at the first attempt (either
because the surface site is non-binding, or is alreadgto another ligand), which may
happen at any intermediate tirage but is adsorbed at one of the subsequent attempts at
time t. Using Laplace transforms as before, this espradecomes:

C,(s)=6g(s)+(1-8)d(s)C,(s),



from which we infer

& (s)=-2as8) 6)
T 1-(1-0)a(s)

The first passage probability for a random walker in dimeension is a well-studied
problem with known result, namelyﬁ( z,t)zE 1 e‘ﬁ [Feller, 1966] for anyz>0

t /22Dt
where D is the reduced diffusion coefficient for the three-emsional random walk
projected onto the z-axis. Upon performing the Laptaaesform of this expression, we
find that

g(s)=e*" (7)

where we have introduced the quantity

s=4 8)
2D

which constitutes a microscopic time scale in the probfter substituting Eq. 7 into 6,
we arrive at

fe 2"

L 9)
1-(1-0)e'™

C,(s)=

Note that this quantity vanishes in the lingit. 0 since adsorption becomes rare in this
case. This means that, in principle, rebinding can bectefédy prevented and
exponential dissociation recovered in the limit of emtely low surface coverage and/or
very small absorption probability. However, for typidéssociation rates, this regime is
difficult to reach experimentally (see Appendix B famare detailed discussion).

With Eg. 9, we have, in principle, solved the rebinding problemder the mean-field
approximation. However, the resulting general expressitenrada after substituting Eq.
9 into EqQ. 4 is too complicated to invert to find the relmgdprobability. Fortunately,
without much loss of generality, we can assume thatnicroscopic length scateis
sufficiently small (in comparison with 3y so that the approximatioe'zm =1-28s
can be used. With this simplification, we find thatC,(s)=(2/6)ds (when g >>gs;
see Appendix B ). After substituting this expression intp & we arrive at the final
result

p(0) (10)

B(s)=—"
S+ﬁ§\/£



We note from this expression that the readsorptiomtevieave strongly modified the
dissociation curve. In the absence of rebinding, thisesgion would simply read
p(s) = p(0)/(s+ p). which is just the Laplace transform of an exponeutiaiay curve,

p(t)= p(0)e”. In other words, the effect of rebinding is not simplyeduction of the

effective dissociation rate, but rather it leads toon-exponential temporal decay of the
bound fraction. This is explicitly seen after invertiag. 10, which yields

p(t) = p(O)eC‘erfc(\/E ) , where ¢ = 4’5225 and grfe(z) = }Te‘xz dx (11)

71'2

This final expression is thus characterized by a sintjéetése time scale 1/c, which is
proportional to the inverse of the square of the dissioci rate. We also note that, within
the limitations of the mean-field approximation and assumptions used so far, Eq. 11
constitutes a complete solution of the rebinding probkemd, not just an asymptotic one
valid only for large times. We further note that evenvery early times (t << 1/c), the
solution does not become exponential. Rather, aftetyiagpthe small argument
expansion of the complementary error function [Abretoo and Stegun, 1970]
[erfe(z) O1-(2/Vx)z+0(z*))], we recognize thatp(t)= p(O)L- (48 / 6z Wot + .|,
l.e. the early-time behavior is algebraic and may bwedeas an expanded stretched
exponential. For very late times (t>>1/c), the decatyaly becomes a power law, i.e.,
p(t)~1/+/t . This regime is indeed observed in simulations when aloeryalue of the

coveragée is used ( c.f. Fig. 8 below).

We would also like to make a note on finite-size effdatre, keeping in mind that our
goal is a direct comparison with experimental res(itisbe discussed in Sec. 4). The
experimental system has a finite ‘height’, so thasakiated ligands which wander too
far from the adsorption surface are eventually reftbbiack. This effect of the boundary
will be seen in the dissociation curve after a certaoss-over time scale, which we
estimate as typically;, ~H? /(2D) where H is the sample chamber height. The presence

of the boundary thus leads to additional rebinding eventsof@pared with the idealized
case of infinite H studied so far), and slows down disgmn even more relative to our
mean-field prediction over times>>z,. This deviation from the infinite-height mean-

field prediction is indeed observed in the experiments.(8gcAn extension of the
present study that takes the finite height of the exparial system into account is
currently under study.

3.2 Lattice model of ligand-receptor binding

In order to check the results from the self-consistesan-field approximation, we next
describe a discrete lattice model amenable for sinmgjatihe rebinding problem. As
mentioned in the introduction to the last section, magine the cell surface as a two-
dimensional square lattice of dimensiobx L. A fraction ¢ of the lattice sites are
occupied by receptor proteins, i.e., they serve as pdtémiding sites for the ligand.



The remainder of the sites are non-binding: the ligands) apatact with one of these,
will be reflected back to the solution. The ligands theles are modeled as Brownian
particles (random walkers) diffusing in the semi-infird¢&imensional space, of which
the cell surface forms one (partially absorbing) bound@eyiodic boundary conditions
are imposed on all four borders of the two-dimensiaatéite so that a ligand that exits at
one boundary will reenter the system from the opposiee ©he direction perpendicular
to the plane of the lattice shall be referred to rees z-axis, and the surface itself is
positioned atz =0. Ligand diffusion in the z-direction is not bounded. W&o aneglect
surface diffusion of the receptor proteins and treat therstatic in this present study.
The lattice dimension is fixed at L=100 for all the siations reported in this paper.

At the beginning of the dynamics, a fraction p(0) of adl binding sites are bound to a
ligand each, i.e., the total number of ligands in thstey is N:Lzep(o), and is

conserved throughout the simulation. There are thraa dynamical processes in the
simulation:

(i) Dissociation of a ligand from a bound receptor: tpi®cess takes place with
probabilityE (we use a different symbol to distinguish from thealale used in the last

section) per time step. This move updates the positidineoligand from z = 0 to z = 2.
(We set z = 2 instead of z = 1 in order to prevent imatediebinding to the same
receptor.)

(ii) Diffusion of a released ligand in solution: a friegand moves a distance equal to one
lattice spacing in one of the six possible directiores,(to nearest-neighbor sites in the
cubic lattice) with probabilityD =1/6 per time step.

(i) Readsorption of free ligand to a free receptor: fike ligand at z = 1 (or
correspondingly, z =4 in the continuum theory of last section) is absdrbg a free
receptor below it, if there is one present at tha, siith probabilityp . We set this

probability equal to 1 in most of the simulations repbittere (i.e., the ligand-receptor
binding is assumed to be purely diffusion-limited: the bindiegction always occurs
when possible).

3.3 Parameters in the lattice model

In order to establish a close connection betweenettied model in our simulations and
the underlying experimental system, it is necessaputamur choice of parameters on a
firm footing. We begin with the microscopic length scale which we define as the
distance moved by a ligand following dissociation, befa significant change in its
direction of motion takes place. The time taken bylifp@nd to travel this distance is
then simply equal té from Eq. 8. For a Brownian particle of mamsnoving in a fluid of
viscosity, , the velocity correlations decay exponentially fagfo)v(t)) 0 e™'*, where

t=m/ 6ran = Dm/ 6KT (13)

10



where we have used the Stokes-Einstein fornmilak T/ zya to eliminate the ‘radius’

of the ligand molecula in favor of the diffusion coefficient, which is gea#ly estimated
(based on the size of the molecule) to be of therafl® =10°cm?s™*and the viscosity
of water at room temperaturgi=10?P. Following our previous argument, we may then

define § as the characteristic time scale for the decaghefvelocity auto-correlations.
Such an operational definition would yiedd=1Cr . After using the estimates for the mass
of a ligand moleculeri=100am, ), the diffusion coefficienD and the temperature &

300K), we find that
0=10"%s (14)

In the simulations, we also choose a dissociatige per unit time steg,= gst, where
ot=A 16D =4/3 is the diffusion time scale. ‘Typical’ dissociatioates reported in the
literature are quite small - for example, Vorwerk ketestimateds for IGF-1-IGFBP-3
using SPR to be ~0.01 mitffVorwerk et al., 2002] — meaning thﬁt will be very small,
since § is a microscopic time scale. In the simulations regub here, we have fixed
B =10° to limit computational time, although a more realistadue of g might be
smaller by several orders of magnitude. For the sinanafistarting from a randomly
distributed set of receptors, the dynamics is carriedipuo 10 Monte Carlo time steps
(i.e., up to 100 times ;E/). The bound fraction p(t) is measured every 100 MC sipss.
resulting dissociation curve is then averaged over 28rdift starting configurations.

3.4 Simulation results

In Fig. 5, we show the (normalized) dissociation cuas@btained from the Monte Carlo
simulations, for two values @f 0.1 and 0.5 respectively, plotted against the ‘scaled time
T =Et where t is the number of MC steps. The fraction ofaser proteins initially

bound to diffusible ligand was fixed at p(0) = 0.25. We find tbaerything else being
the same, largeg results in stronger rebinding and hence slower dissogigbince time
is measured in units of g*, the effective fitting parameter becomes

c=4B5/6*=12f/0>. For ¢ = 0.1 and 0.5, respectively, the theoretical fitting

parameters are thus 0.012 and 0.00048. The measured values fourttheibest fits to
the simulation data are very close, but somewhatlentdlan these theoretical values.
This slight discrepancy could be due to two factors: (§ thean-field calculation
assumes that all the surface proteins are availableefunding at any given time,
whereas in the simulations only free receptors ardade; (i) a systematic deviation
from the mean-field prediction might exist, since (eggdly for high receptor density),
local density fluctuations are likely to become impariarthe rebinding.

In Fig. 6, we show how the dissociation curves beliatbe case of an extremely small
fraction of binding sites{=0.01) on the surface, when the dissociation rate iscan
this situation, two regimes are observed. When the c&son rate g is small, then

11



between two dissociation events, the ligand has enough to span the surface for
binding sites. The dissociation curve is thus dominatedebinding, and a very slow
decay in accordance with Eqg. 11 is observed. Alternativehen dissociation is very
fast, rebinding is very inefficient in competing with sbgiation because the fraction of
binding sites is very small. The dissociation curveinsthis case, closer to the pure
exponential dissociation curve in the absence of refndsee the discussion in
Appendix B). A similar effect may be observed also bguwng the rebinding

probability p. while keeping the parametefsand E constant (data not shown).

In Figs. 7 and 8, the dissociation curves are depictetivio small values of the coverage
fraction: 9 =0.005 and 0.01, hoIdin§ fixed at 10°. The logarithmic plots in Fig.8 show
a cross-over to the power-law decpft)~1/+/t discussed in the previous section. In our

experimental system, however, such a cross-over lwhexuld be rather difficult to
observe because finite size effects could disrupt and thasntry into this regime.

4. Fitting the experimental data to the mean-field result

We observe that, except for very late times, all tha dats fit reasonably well with the
theoretical prediction given by Eq. 11, with the paramewiritably adjusted (Figs. 9 and
10). To see if the deviation from the theoretical cuoweld be caused by the finite height
of the system (as discussed in the end of Sec. 3.1)pmpute the cut-off time scale
r, ~H?/(2D). For H=0.19mm as in the SPR experiments and a ligand idiffus

coefficient of D ~ 10°cm®s™, we find thatr, ~300s. From the experimental data, the

estimate forzr, ranges from ~ 200 s (no heparin present) to 300 $NbHeparin),
which are quite close to the theoretical estimate.

The addition of heparin in the buffer leads to fastesatimtion (Fig.10, also Table 1),
and we observe a systematic increase in the fitting pseareas the heparin level is
increased. However, it is worth noting that an expoakdicay is not recovered even
with heparin concentrations as high as (M8 This is all the more remarkable because
the affinity of heparin for IGFBP-3 has been measucele ~76 nM using affinity co-
electrophoresis [Forsten et al., 2001]. In a well-mixddtem of heparin and IGFBP-3,
the fraction of the free ligand in the steady staveld/bep=1/1+p/K,), wherep is the

heparin concentration. Fgr=1.8uM and 5.4uM respectively, this fraction is only 0.04

and 0.01 (and similar values for the other heparin corat@ons). If a steady state were
indeed reached between heparin and the free ligand, wedsbkeealla corresponding
change in the paramete@r since, presumably, only the ligand not bound to hepaidin wi
be available for rebinding (i.eq - 6, =0p). However, the change thas determined

from the fitting parameter c is much less than thigresge noting that even at 1081
heparin, about 15% of the ligand in solution are not boum@parin and hence available
for rebinding (Table 1).
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We now attempt to estimate the actual dissociatimprérom our curve-fitting analysis.
We start with the fit value ¢ = 1x20™° s for the heparin-free case (Fig. 7) and use the
estimate of discussed in Sec. 3, Egs. 13 and 14, which giveg29p s . From Eq. 2,

0 is the product of the surface coverage of receptors wivas estimated to be
approximately 10% or greater in this experiment based osutiace chemistry and the
adsorption probability, which is unknown.

An estimate of the adsorption probability may be obtairsetha ratio of the measured
association rate to the purely diffusion-limited asstecn rate. For the latter, we imagine
the receptors as spherical objects of radwisin which case the diffusion-limited
association rate from Smoluchowski theory is simply= 4zbD [Torney and McConnell,

1983]. Since only the half-space above the surface isaslaiffor diffusion of the
ligands, the diffusive flux is also halved, and hencebedter estimate would be
k, =2zbD. The experimentally measured association rate forBRSE and IGF-I

binding for our experimental system isexp 01.1x10'M *min*[Cassino, 2002]. After
using a realistic estimate, b ~ 5nm for the receptor pratadius’, we find that:

P. =Ko/ Kp = 10™ (15)

For the dissociation rate, this analysis then giyes0.02s™'. Note that because of

possible errors in the estimates of parameters such & and p,, this result is not

necessarily quantitatively accurate. Rather, we viesv ftt that our estimate of the
dissociation rate from this curve-fitting analysis siloet differ significantly from typical
values quoted in literature as supportive of the mathematicatalism we have
presented here. Further characterization of the ewpatal system is necessary to
obtain a more quantitative value.

5. Summary and discussion

In this paper, we present an experimental, analytical, @mputational study of the

dissociation of ligands from a flat substrate. We hasgecially focused on the role of
potentially multiple rebinding of dissociated ligandsidahow it affects the overall

dissociation. The SPR experiments were done with F5BBas the soluble ligand and
IGF-I attached to a planar surface as the receptorinoheparin was used to bind the
dissociated IGFBP-3 in solution, and its effect on tthesociation at various

concentrations was studied.

The dissociation of IGFBP-3 was non-exponential irired SPR experiments performed
(Fig. 3) despite using a planar geometry surface (Fig.oljetluce mass-transport
limitations known to be problematic with SPR experimef#chuck, 1996; Schuck,
1997]. It should be noted, however, that similar non-egpbal dissociation results
were found by us [Cassino, 2002] and others [Wong et al.,199%adnie et al.,1999;
Fong et al., 2002] using the more traditional carboxymethytdeattan slides with IGF-I
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or IGFBP-3 immobilized. The addition of heparin wasested to render the dissociation
faster, presumably by binding the dissociated IGFBP-3 anckptiag their rebinding to
unbound IGF-I. However, in no experiment did we actuabigerve actual exponential
decay. This was true even for heparin concentratisnsigh as 3QM indicating that
equilibrium was not reached between heparin and IGFBPeB thie experimental time
scales. Simple fitting of an exponential to the dissdon data is, in general, not
appropriate and a better tool is needed to determine quietialues.

Our analysis, however, does not rule out the possibilitysituations where an
exponential fit to the dissociation curve might produce ight dissociation rate. As
discussed in Appendix B, if the rebinding probability (i.ee #iffinity of the receptor for
the ligand) and/or surface coverage of receptors is stoatbared to the dissociation
rate, the rebinding process simply appears as a snréllripation in the dissociation
curve (ref. Eq. B3), and it may be possible to negleattitgether. Alternatively, if the
ligand has high affinity for an external binding agenthsag heparin in our system, then
using this agent in sufficiently high concentrationsgimi be successful in making
rebinding insignificant as far as dissociation is conakrn®lany examples are available
in the literature where a simple model has been shoviihwell. For example, binding
of interleukin-2 to a surface of IL-@-receptor surface was shown to fit well to a simple
bimolecular model [Myszka, 1999]. Schuck et al. (1998) use etitiye dissociation to
obtain an improved fit for binding of a specific Fabrtomobilized whale neuraminidase.

The self-consistent mean-field theory presented in faper provides a complete
mathematical form of the dissociation curve in thespnee of rebinding, in terms of a
single effective parameter. This effective paramet@edds on the actual dissociation
rate, the fraction of the surface area covered by binsiteg, the probability of binding
upon contact by diffusion, and the diffusion coeffitiehthe ligands in solution. As the
formalism developed here yields the dissociation curedf,itwe believe this to constitute
a marked improvement over previous mathematical studiesbofding [Lagerholm and
Thompson, 1998], especially since our results could be thfiremmpared with
experiments.
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Appendix A

Let us consider the bulk diffusion of a free ligand hnee dimensions, starting at the
point (x,y,z) attime t= 0 and arriving a{0,0,Z2) att = T. The probability density for this

process will be denoted b( x,y,z; T); it is governed by the diffusion equation modified
by a term to account for surface adsorption,

P(rt+ot)=P(r,t)=D[x . P(r',t)-6P(r,t)] =65, ,P(r,t) (A1)

where §t denotes the microscopic diffusion time stap=Dét/ £ is the effective
diffusion coefficient for the underlying lattice (whiee take to be cubic for simplicity)
andr =(x,y,z) represents the position of the particle in the tiliegensional space. The

first term in Eq. Al is simply the diffusion of the pgele away from the surface, and the
last term represents the adsorption at the surfatedbars with probability.

Since the space coordinates are clearly statisticallgpendent here, the solution to Eq.
Al can be written in the form of a produei x,y,z T)=G,(x;T)G,(y;T)G,(z2;T)-

Upon substitution in Eq. Al, we find, of course, that and G, satisfy the simple one-

dimensional diffusion equation (without any adsorpti@md onlyG, is modified by the
adsorption term. The complete probability distributioay then be written as

| X*+y’ . (A2)
P(x,y,zT)= - G,(z,Z;,T
(xy.ZT) 27DT @(p( 2DT j (z )

The rate of adsorption of the ligand at the surface (z‘s:@)mplyﬁ(x,y;'r):-azp‘zzo,

and from Eq. A2, we infer that the derivative acts onty tbe functiong,. For a

dissociated ligand, the initial position on the z-axig9g. Hence, the absorption rate
becomes

_ X2+ y? A3
P(x,y;T)= - C,(4.T (A3)
Y= 2T eXp( 2DT j A4T)

wherecC,(4,T) = -0G, /az\zzois the rate (i.e., the probability per unit diffusiane

step) that a particle diffusing in one dimension thattet atz=4 att= 0is absorbed at
the originz=0at a later timer > 0. This probability is calculated in a straightfordiar
manner by making use of the independence of the succesgivesrof a random walk to
its starting point, as has been done in Sec. 3.1.

The total probability of re-adsorption of a ligand, agedover all space, is thus

()= Bl dep( )i chadyP(x,y;t =) (A4)
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After substituting Eq. A3 into Eq. A4 and performing the &ivspatial averaging, we
finally arrive at Eqg. 3.

Appendix B

Let us define the dimensionless variablegit andA=g/f, so that the Laplace transform
5(S)=£|:(,1), whereF(4)=[p(T)e”""dT and p(T)= p(4T). From Eqg. 4, we then find
p

that:

F(iy=—PO9) (B1)
A+G(1)

where G(1)=1-C,(p4). When § is small, we approximate 2'* =1-2,/5s in Eq. 9,
which leads to:

SO (82)
2JBr+0(1-2pr)  2Bi+0

when g is small (vhere g = 8§ is a dimensionless constant).

Clearly, two regimes can be identified here: af»ﬁ it is safe to approximate

G(1)=(2/ 9)\/@ (except whenj >>1, but this corresponds to very small times<é,
so this case can be ignored here). Upon inversionlgtdils to the expression in Eqg. 11.

On the other hand, if9<<\/F, we may use the binomial expansion
G(1) =1-8/2/ B +0(6?) . Substitution in Eq. B1 yields:

£(iy=P0) 6p(0) O(62 , (B3)
) RSP IeIoN T )

The first term (upon inversion of the Laplace transfogives the exponential decay
without rebinding, and the subsequent terms are the tiorreadue to rebinding, in
powers of the coverage fractién

Can this regime be reached in a hypothetical SPR expetifie., can we recover
exponential decay by simply reducing the surface coverageceptors)? Our answer,
based on the preceding analysis, is that it is unlikatydependent on the system and the
affinities of interaction. Because of the microscopature of the time scalé, the

parameterE would be very small in experiments (for the estimateSec.4, we used

B =10 only!) meaning that the surface coverage and/or thergiitso probability

required would have to be extremely smafl{10”"). Such a small coverage would
likely lead to signal to noise issues.
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Heparin level (M) | Fit parameter c(s™ 6,10,=.c,/ C,
0.0 1_9><10‘5:CO 1.0000
1.8 > %10 0.2559
3.6 41x10" 0.2140
5.4 5.9x107* 0.1934
10.8 8.0x10™* 0.1495

TABLE 1: Fit parameters to SPR experimental data for uarieeparin concentrations.
Note that the ‘effective coverage’ decreases wi heparin concentration (since the
ligand bound to heparin is unavailable for bindtogsurface proteins), but the drop is
much less rapid than a prediction based on complgtdibration between the heparin
and IGF concentrations would suggest.
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Figure legends:

FIG 1: (A) A schematic diagram of the SPR experitakset-up showing the attached
ligands (IGF-1) available for binding to the IGFEPin solution (B) Representative
association-dissociation plot of IGFBP-3 (20 nM) surface-coupled IGF-I under flow
conditions. The arrow labeled PBST indicates witenfluid was changed from IGFBP-
3 in PBST to only PBST, thus initiating the disstioin phase.

FIG 2. (A). Representative plot of dissociation ghalata for IGFBP-3 under flow and
non-flow conditions, both normalized to peak valy&) Representative plot of
association phase data for IGFBP-3 (50 nM) +/- hap@00 nM) or heparin alone to
IGF-I (off-line coupling) under flow conditions.

FIG.3. Representative data for dissociation phaséG6BP-3 from IGF-I for PBST
(buffer alone) or heparin (30M) in PBST for duplicate runs of each on the satmg c
normalized to the individual time O value. Theal#& representative of multiple runs
performed on six independent chips.

FIG 4. Comparison of dissociation data in the preseof heparin (3QuM) for two
different levels of surface coupled IGF-I (on-liceupling): ¢) ~ 4 pixels of surface
coverage and (+) ~12 pixels of surface coverddps observation is consistent with the
mean-field calculation in Sec. 3.1 in the text. lRissfor other heparin concentrations, as
well as runs without heparin, showed similar trends

FIG 5. Normalized dissociation curve from simulasoof the lattice model for two
different surface protein densities. The initiaubd fraction p(0) is 0.25 in both cases,
and the dissociation rate =10°. The thin lines indicate optimal fits using Eq1).1

with ¢ = 0.01 fo©® = 0.1 and ¢ = 0.0004 f&r = 0.5. The corresponding theoretical values
are ¢ = 0.012 and ¢ = 0.00048. The results repres@mages over 20 different starting
configurations.

FIG 6. The effect of reducing the dissociation ioent relative to the surface coverage
(which is fixed at 1% here) in the simulations. BEserve that when the dissociation rate
is high, the temporal decay becomes effectivelyoagptial (compare with the dashed
exponential curve) in accordance with the meamtaliculations in Appendix B. A&is
reduced, rebinding is increasingly important, ahé tlissociation slows down. The
results were averaged over 20 different startingfigarations.

FIG 7. Simulation dissociation curves for two sneall’erage fractions, 0.5% and 1% of
the surface area. The dissociation ratg is10°.

FIG 8. The same data as in Fig. 7 is plotted amgarithmic scale. This plot shows the
cross-over to the power-law regime mentioned in. Set. The straight line is a fit
function (1) =T2.
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FIG.9. Comparison of mean-field theory with expemntal SPR datad] for IGFBP-3
dissociation from IGF-I in the absence of hepafihe thin line represents the best fit

using Eq.(11), with ¢ = 1:807° s™. The deviation from the mean-field prediction &t t
200 s is likely due to the finite height of the exmental system (ligands are reflected
back towards the binding surface). The experimedtth was averaged over two
different runs on the same IGF-I coupled chip anpresentative of averaged data from
Six separate chips.

FIG.10. Comparison of mean-field theory with IGFBRiissociation SPR data in the
presence and absence of heparin (concentrationepérim indicated on figure by
experimental values). The lines represent thanditcurves using Eq.(11), with fit

parameters c= 4<10*s™ and ¢=5.810"* s respectively for 3.6M and 5.4uM
heparin .
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