Ligand Rebinding: Self-consistent Mean-field Theory and
Numerical Simulations Applied to SPR Studies

Manoj Gopalakrishnan{*, Kimberly Forsten-Williams§*, Theresa R. Cassino§, Luz
Padro§, Thomas E. Ryant and Uwe C. Taubery

1 Department of Physics, Virginia Polytechnic Institutd &tate University,
Blacksburg, VA 24061-0435, USA.

8§ Department of Chemical Engineering and Virginia Tech ak®/ Forest University
School of Biomedical Engineering and Sciences, ViegPwlytechnic Institute and State
University, Blacksburg, VA 24061-0211, USA.

t Reichert, Inc., 3374 Walden Avenue, Depew, NY 14043, USA.

* Corresponding Author
Kimberly Forsten-Williams
Department of Chemical Engineering and Virginia Tech aké/Forest University School of
Biomedical Engineering and Sciences
Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University
Blacksburg, VA 24061-0211, USA.
540-231-4851 (tel), 540-231-5022 (fakjw@vt.edu

Abstract

Rebinding of dissociated ligands from cell surface protegrs 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 @&ty for the interaction of
insulin-like growth factor-1 (IGF-I) with one of its bimey proteins, IGF binding protein-
3 (IGFBP-3), and show that the dissociation, even thighaddition of soluble heparin in
the dissociation phase, does not exhibit the expecigahextial decay characteristic of a
1:1 binding reaction. We thus consider the effect of (malkipebinding events and,
within a self-consistent mean-field approximation, wedethe complete mathematical
form for the fraction of bound ligands as a functidrtime. We show that, except for
very low association rate and surface coverage, timstin is non-exponential at all
times, indicating that multiple rebinding events stronguence dissociation even at
early times. We compare the mean-field results witinerical simulations and find good
agreement, although deviations are measurable in cert@s. €@gr analysis of the IGF-
I-IGFBP-3 data indicates that rebinding is prominent fois tsystem and that the
theoretical predictions fit the experimental data welDur results provide a means for
analyzing SPR biosensor data where rebinding is problearaia methodology to do so
is presented.

! Present Address: Max Planck Institut fiir Physik kompleyste®ne, Néthnitzer Stga 38, 01187
Dresden, Germany.



(i) 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 bindirgeprs present in the
extracellular environment. Insulin-like growth facto<GF-1) constitutes one prominent
example of such a growth factor. Cell signaling isgraitted by direct interaction with
the IGF-I receptor but this binding can be impacted by sol@mhcell-associated IGF
binding proteins (IGFBPs), of which there are at least sRQuantification of the
interactions of IGF-I with IGFBPs is critical if enis to understand how changes in
expression and secretion will impact IGF-I signalirg@urface 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 measote using low concentrations
of unlabeled biologicals [reviewed in Cooper 2003].

Quantification of IGF-I interactions with both cell fage receptors and IGFBPs using
SPR has been performed as a means of evaluating andtipgedhe competition
between these molecules for IGF-I. Studies have usewlntized IGF-I [Wong et al.
1999; Dubaquie and Lowman 1999; Galanis et al. 2001; Fong et al.\2002erk et al.
2002], IGF-I receptor [Jansson et al. 1997], or IGFBPs [Heelirzd. 1996; Jansson et al.
1997;Marinaro et al. 1999; Fong et al. 2002; Vorwerk et al. 20024 asmine chemistry
to link the proteins to a carboxymethyl dextran (CMD) layethe SPR chip. Deviations
from a single reversible binding model have been notedatinduted primarily to non-
uniform coupling of the ligand to the gel. Fong e{(a002) compared kinetic parameters
for IGF-1 and IGFBP-1 using both a CMD and a self assedhbtonolayer (SAM) chip
and saw significant differences in derived binding affisitihat they attributed to
possible steric hindrance effects and transport issuesveviret al (2002) used a CMD
chip with coupled IGFBP-3 and measured values that différ@ch previous work
[Heding et al. 1996; Wong et al. 1999; Galanis et al. 2001; Fbag,€002] that they
attributed to the use of increased flow rate to assistoimbating mass transport and
rebinding effects. However, regardless of flow rati#ing of dissociation data for this
system has been problematic.

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



From a more general perspective, a quantitative chamstien of the effects of
rebinding is important in experiments like SPR, when dissioci rates of growth factors
(or other ligands) are measured. In such a situatiomould be ideal to eliminate
rebinding altogether since it interferes with the measare of intrinsic dissociation and
might lead to imprecise and significantly reduced disgima rates [Nieba et al.1995].
Low surface coverage and higher flow rates are technigaed to counteract mass
transport limitations [Schuck 1997]. Further, inclusionpgafic proteins or molecules
that may be used to bind to the released ligands or un-odchimding sites and thus
make them unavailable for rebinding is another techniqugetad specifically at the
rebinding problem. This technique has been used successfully dasunng the
interaction of the SH2 domain of Ick with a phosphasyme peptide [de Mol et al. 2000].
However, in the absence of quantitative informationtlmn affinity of these agents for
binding to either the ligand or the receptor, it is diffi to estimate the general reliability
of these methods. An alternative is to understand how metginding might alter the
dissociation of ligands in a given environment, and useitfasmation to estimate the
intrinsic rate of dissociation.

Rebinding of ligands to cell surface receptors has betamsively studied before in the
context of isolated cells in a solution of ligands.dand Purcell [Berg and Purcell 1977]
showed that the association rate of ligands in this ioégaly increases with the receptor
number N (per cell), and approaches a finite value iritfie of large N (corresponding
to a cell surface completely covered by receptors)il&iy) the effective dissociation
rate of ligands from cell surface receptors was shmmMoe dependent on N, and is, in
general, smaller than the dissociation rate fronatedl receptors in solution [De Lisi and
Wiegel 1981; Shoup and Szabo 1982; Goldstein et. al. 1989; ZwanzigGo®&tein et
al. 1999]. This non-trivial effect is attributed to increhsebinding of ligands in the case
of cell surface receptors: a dissociated ligand is likelgeturn to the cell surface several
times over a small interval of time before diffugifar away from it. This causes a
reduction in the effective dissociation rate, whichréases in significance as the receptor
density is increased.

The role of rebinding is further enhanced when the effectimensionality of the
interaction between ligands and receptors is reducedngtance, consider a single layer
of cells in a tissue or in a petri dish. The ligandfuding in the local cell vicinity will
bind to sites in this cell layer, which is effectively tao-dimensional plane over
sufficiently small (but non-microscopic) length scal@his feature is particularly
relevant in experimental methods such as SPR, wherentimdpiproteins (receptors) are
attached to a planar surface. The rebinding phenomena sn(2hkil)-dimensional
geometry must be expected to be qualitatively diffefiermn the full three-dimensional
situation studied by previous authors, since the return-tofigen characteristics of a
random walk are strongly dimension-dependent [Feller 1966].

Ligand rebinding in the case of receptors on a planaaceitias been addressed in a few
previous studies [reviewed in Goldstein et al. 1999]. Conipetibetween convective
and diffusive aspects of transport in the Biacore Imssewas studied by Edwards et al.
[Edwards et al. 1999] in the limit of large flow velocity.olf¢y and Goldstein [Wolfsy



and Goldstein 2002] studied the effective rate coefficisngsBiacore experiment where
the receptors are attached to polymers immobilizedhensensor surface. A rigorous
mathematical study of ligand rebinding to receptors atthdmea planar surface (in the
absence of flow and solution receptors) was presented ggriham and Thompson
[Lagerholm and Thompson 1998]. In this work, coupled partidemtintial equations

were used to study the time evolution of the probabilityebinding with appropriate

boundary conditions at the surface. Although various quesitsuch as the rebinding
probability of a released molecule could be calculatatthinv this formalism, these

expressions could not be directly compared to existing rempatal results, where

typically only the bound fraction of ligands are measured.

In this paper, we present an alternative formalismttmlys ligand dissociation from
receptors attached to a planar surface in the limitaoishing flow velocity, i.e., fully
diffusion-limited transport. In contrast to most previcagproaches, we describe the
rebinding dynamics in terms of Brownian trajectories ofividial ligand molecules
dissociating from and re-attaching to the surface, withsibly multiple visits to the
surface in between. Within a mean-field approximation, #gproach yields a self-
consistent integral equation for the fraction of bounckpéors as a function of time,
whose general solution, surprisingly, is a slowly decaymgp-exponential function.
Monte Carlo simulations confirm the non-exponentidlreof the decay. Experimental
results of SPR experiments designed to measure dissaadtiGFBP-3 from IGF-I are
presented, which are performed (i) in the presence and abstfloev conditions (ii)
with and without addition of soluble heparin in the dissten phase to bind released
IGFBP-3 in solution and (iii) with varying surface coveragfel GF-1. The theoretical
dissociation function is finally checked against theesimental curves, both in the
presence and absence of exogenous heparin (that bindsF&P{& but not IGF-I
[Forsten et al., 2001]). The agreement is found to bg geod, in the presence and
absence of flow, up to time scales ~ 200-300 s at which timadinite height of the
experimental system appears to become significant thiheffect of increasing the
rebinding and thus further slowing down the dissociationr ®sults therefore indicate
that a proper assessment of rebinding effects is crucibkianalysis of SPR dissociation
data, which might otherwise lead to erroneous estimafiomte constants.

This paper is divided into the following sections. In),(ive describe the SPR
experimental setup and results. In (iii), our self-tstest mean-field theory is presented
in detail and the mathematical form for the full dgation curve is obtained in that
framework. We then analyze the data by means of thefiedld function. Sec. (iv) is
concerned with the simulation model and the numerezllts. We summarize this work
and our findings in (v).

(i) Experimental
Growth factor signaling is regulated by both associabmad dissociation with cell

signaling receptors with both rates impacting the persisteof the interaction
(Lauffenburger & Lindermann 1993). Measurement of these kirratesin vivo is



difficult and confounded by potential alternative binding tpars leading
experimentalists to use techniques such as SPR to mehsuselated interactions. The
ratio of the dissociation rate and association catestants for a 1.1 binding reaction at
equilibrium is referred to as the equilibrium disstioia constant (i), and it can be used

in conjunction with either the dissociation or asstmiarate to determine the other rate
constant. Measurement ofpKhowever, can be time-consuming using SPR and
independent measurement of the rate constants would feegtrle. This is the approach
used in the experiments reported in this paper.

2.1 Surface preparation

The surfaces used for these studies were composed izéd self assembled monolayer
(mSAM) on gold (500 nm) coated slides (EMF Corporationrad#) N.Y.) prepared as
previously described [Lahiri et al. 1999] Briefly, the gold edaslides were immersed in
a mixture of 0.2 mM carboxylic acid-terminated thiol and 118 tni(ethylene glycol)-
terminated thiol (Toronto Research Chemicals, ToronemaBa) for 12 hours. The
surfaces were then rinsed with ethanol and dried undegaiiro The resulting surface
had free carboxyl groups for amine coupling and polyethyleneobtp minimize non-
specific binding (Fig. 1).

2.2 Activation and immobilization:

Activation of the surface was achieved using N-ethyl-Mt&hylaminopropyl)
carbodiimide (EDC) and N-hydroxysuccinimide (NHS) chemgistmmobilization was
done both on-line and off-line. Briefly, off-line immoilzétion 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. LaU®). 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
UM IGF-I in 20 mM sodium acetate solution onto the s@fand incubated overnight in
a container sealed under nitrogen at 4 °C. Followingsh with PBST, the slide was
rinsed with 1M ethanolamine and then deactivated by suréageosure to 1M
ethanolamine for 10 min at room temperature. The sumaethen 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 injeatealthe system to activate
the surface and allowed to react for 10 min. 20 mM sodioetate 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 obtheamount of IGF-1 desired on the
surface. PBST was then run for 4 min. to wash the seirf@ollowing the PBST wash,
1M ethanolamine was run for 10 min. to deactivate theasarbind 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 Reichast,SR 7000 Alpha instrument
(Buffalo, New York) following either off-line immobilizion of IGF-1 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 20Nak@H for 5 min each.
The system was returned to PBST until a stable baseéseobtained (< 10 minutes) at a
flow rate of ~0.8 ml/min. IGFBP-3 (Upstate Biotechnglpdg.ake Placid, NY) was
pumped over the surface for 15 min to allow associatiollowing 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&lg &faCl in PBST, 20
mM HCI, and 20 mM NaOH. This procedure was repeated fdr smmple. Verification
that the heparin sodium did not bind the IGF-1 surfac¢éhatconcentrations used for
dissociation was performed.

2.4 Experimental results

Introduction of IGFBP-3 into the flow chamber over intmized IGF-1 led to the
anticipated increase in binding characterized by a changefraxctive index which is
measured as pixels for the SR7000 Alpha unit, a similar unihéoRU commonly
reported for the Biacore system (Fig. 1). The data waseefl by a 1:1 binding model
with R? values of ~0.99 suggesting that heterogeneity of immobili@# Iwas not a
significant issue. However, the dissociation phasendidreflect the exponential decay
one would expect for a 1:1 binding interaction and globahditusing CLAMP [Myszka
and Morton, 1998] either with or without mass transport didpnovide a good fit (data
not shown). Similar dissociation phase data weredeld whether the system was under
high flow or not (Fig. 2) despite some differences m kinetics of association (data not
shown) suggesting that rebinding might be a more promingun 15 the deviation from
expected results for the dissociation phase.

We have shown previously that IGFBP-3 and heparin intestsongly and negligible
binding affinity exists between IGF-1 and heparin, suggestggarin might be a good
rebinding inhibitor [Forsten et al. 2001, Goldstein 1989]. Incluf heparin in the
association phase significantly reduced IGFBP-3 bindinddevkile no change in pixels
was observed when heparin was introduced to the IGF-I flelwirc the absence of
IGFBP-3 (Fig. 2B). We therefore investigated whethedusion of heparin in the
dissociation phase fluid would impact the dissocratiate. A significant reduction was
observed (Fig. 3) and was repeatable for both multiple sartbe same and on different
chips and in the presence and absence of flow. A hegas@ dependence effect was
seen (data not shown). The reduction, however, #ilindt reflect exponential decay
over the entire time regime. We emphasize thatetleeperiments were all done with
off-line coupling of IGF-I to obtain high coverage, angnsequently good signal-to-
noise, for our system.



The SAM is designed with only 10% of sites availablebimding, although, depending
on the radius of the protein, higher overall surfacesities/coverage are possible [Lahiri
et al. 1999]. We, therefore, used on-line coupling to redaeerage to see if that might
impact dissociation. Ligand loading has been shown prdyiavith CMD surfaces to
impact interaction kinetic measurements [Edwards et al. 1997}eduction in IGF-I
surface coverage did result in somewhat faster diggmciparticularly in the presence of
high heparin concentrations but exponential decay wdlsnsti observed (Fig. 4).
Normalized association curves, however, were not sigifig different for the reduced
coverage chips (data not shown).

To summarize, the SPR experiments provide strong evideateetinding of ligands
significantly affect the dissociation data. Rebindisdoiund to be important even in the
presence of flow conditions as well as high heparin aarggons. In the following
section, we present a systematic theoretical tredtmvbich accounts for the observed
non-exponential decay of the dissociation curve.

(i) Theory

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 on tase. We attempt to
simulate the SPR experimental set-up (Fig. 1) and modgelirttimobilized surface
proteins (receptors or binding sites) as being homogenedalisiybuted on a two-
dimensional surface. To simplify the analysis, wele&gthe flow conditions in the
system, i.e., our model is strictly valid only in timit where the flow velocity vanishes.
However, this is possibly not a serious limitation sjrme account of the viscous drag,
the flow velocity decreases towards the substrateyan$hes altogether at the surface.
This presumably leads to the formation of a diffusionitied zone close to the sensor
surface, where mass transport is controlled by ddfusiather than convection. In
addition, the experimental results did not show anipsgsrdifference between the flow
and no-flow situations for dissociation, further justify this approximation.

We define p(t) to be the fraction of binding sites which are bountig&nds at time t, so
that p(0) is the fraction bound immediately follogvemssociation. The dissociation and
association rates are denotéd and k, respectively. The most general equation

describing the time evolution g(t) is then

% =—k_p(t)+k. p(0,t)1- p(t)] ?

where y(zt) is the ligand concentration as a function of thep@edicular distance z from

th surface and time t. The first term corresponds tsodiation and the second term
represents the rebinding events.



We now propose a lattice formulation of the problemesgby the ligand diffusion is
modeled as a discrete random walk in the three dimeaisgpace. For simplicity, we
ignore the detailed three-dimensional structure ofeleptors (and ligands). Instead, the
two-dimensional substrate surface is modeled as a (scla#tie® of randomly mixed
potential binding sites (depending on occupancy) and non-bindiag. dihe lattice
spacing is denoted k¥, and is of the order of the mean-free path of a ligaokenle in
solution. The mean density of binding sites is denoted kand is proportional to the
surface coverage of the receptors. However, since tuknli process is not necessarily
diffusion-limited, it would be more accurate to reg&ds an effective parameter which
is a function of the association rate. The relation between the two quantities is crucial

to our analysis, and will be discussed in detail in AppeAdix

Let us define the rebinding probability(t) = k, p(0,t)1- p(t)], which we will now
compute within the lattice model. The basic stotbas/ent contributing to the ratgt)

is the dissociation of a ligand at a certain boueckptor during a given time interval
[r;7+dr], wherer <t, and its subsequent adsorption at the refereteaitsiime t. In the

lattice formulation, this process is a random wsilating at the poin(x,y,A) and ending
at the origin, with possibly multiple visits to theurface in between. We have also

assumed here that the vertical separation betwekgaad and the substrate surface
immediately following dissociation is of the orasr 4.

Within the mean-field approximation we employ hehe spatial fluctuations in receptor
density are ignored. The rebinding probabilityhrstcase may be expressed as

y(t)=k_£drp(r)C9(A;t—r) : 2

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

timet = 0 is adsorbed at = O at t = T (see Appendix B for details). Combined with
Eg.1, we thus have a self-consistent equation for p(thisnformulation, the planez=0
absorbs the particle with probability[1- p(t)Jand reflects it with probability

1-6+0p(t). We thus end up with a rather intriguing boundary-value problgvere the

absorption and reflection probabilities depend on the eurabtually absorbed so far.
Our problem is similar to that addressed previously by Agmigmpn 1984]): however,
there are important differences. Agmon studied the ‘sahprobability’ of ligands (in
our language) rather than the occupancy of receptors. Fuattr@al solution linear in the
reaction probability was used, which could only be soleedpecific cases.

In order to further simplify the setup, we assume tihatinitial bound fraction p(0) << 1,
(see, however, the discussion in Appendix C) so thataibsorption and reflection
probabilities are effectively time-independent. In thmit, rebinding of ligands is
effectively reduced to a well-defined one-dimensionatioan walk problem. Note that,
in contrast to previous approaches to the rebinding problengdoanot need to take into
account the density profile of the ligands in soluti@ather, by describing the dynamics



in terms of trajectories of individual Brownian peles, we arrive at an elegant non-
Markovian effective equation for the dissociatioarve itself with a minimum of
assumptions. In particular, the need for non-trib@undary conditions at the surface is
eliminated.

Equations 1 and 2 combined are formally solvedgukaplace transforms. Let us define
the Laplace-transformed variablggs) =T p(t)edt @nd &, (s)=[c,(4;t)edt- In terms of
0 0

these variables, Eq. 1, after substituting Eqe2pmes

$p(s) - p(0) = ~k_B(s)-C, (s)] (3)
which leads to

=) = @
p(S) - s+k_ E_ 60 (S)J (4)

The next step in our calculation is to compdies), which we accomplish as follows:

Let us consider a one-dimensional random walk ensmi-infinite line 0 < z < and
define q(4,t) as the probability that a random walker, startihgositionz = 4at time t =

0, will visit the origin again for the first time at tasit 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:
t

C,(4,t)=00(4,t)+(1-8) dr( 4,7)Cy (4.t -7) (5)
0

The first term in this expression gives the proligtihat the ligand will be re-absorbed
at its first attempt to make contact with the scefaThe second term is the sum of the
probabilities of all the other events where thatid is reflected at the first attempt (either
because the surface site is non-binding or is @ré&aund to another ligand), which may
happen at any intermediate timae but is adsorbed at one of the subsequent atsespt
time t. Using Laplace transforms as before, thjgression becomes:

Cy(s)=6a(s)+(1-0)q(s)Cy(5),

from which we infer

= . %a(s)
Ce(S)—m (6)

The first passage probability for a random walkerone dimension is a well-studied

problem with known result, namel)ﬁ(zt)zz 1 e‘ﬁ [Feller 1966] for anyz>0
"7t J2aDt



where D is the reduced diffusion coefficient for the thidimensional random walk
projected onto the z-axis. Upon performing the hapltransform of this expression, we
find that

q(s) =2V )
where we have introduced the quantity

5=& 8)
2D

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

-2./3s
fe (9)

G sy R
A o

Note that this quantity vanishes in the limit, 0 since adsorption becomes rare in this
case. This means that, in principle, rebinding can becteffdy prevented and
exponential dissociation recovered in the limit ofremtely low receptor density. This
case is discussed in detail in Appendix C. For theakthis section, we assume thais
sufficiently large so that rebinding is significant.

With Eq. 9, we have, in principle, solved the rebinding pmobiender the mean-field
approximation. However, the resulting general expressitairedal after substituting Eq.
9 into EqQ. 4 is too complicated to invert to find the retmgdprobability. Fortunately,
without much loss of generality, we can assume thatnticroscopic time scalé is
sufficiently small (in comparison witlk_"") so that the approximatioe'z‘/‘TS =~1-2/ds
can be used. With this simplification, we find thatC,(s)=(2/6)Jds (when

0>>./k,é ; see Appendix B ). After substituting this expression Btp 4, we arrive at
the final result

5(@:% (20)
S+T_\/g

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

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

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

10



and erfc(z) =\2F°joe‘XZ dx (11)
Tz

2
p(t) = p(0)e” erfc(\/a ) , Where ¢ = 4K2 0

This final expression is thus characterized by a sinfjéetéve time scale 1/c, which is
proportional to the inverse of the square of the dissioti rate. We also note that
dimensional consistency is ensured by the introductiod oWvhich is essentially the
smallest time scale over which a rebinding event tagh@se. The rebinding processes,
therefore, alter the temporal behavior of the dissmeiaturve in a fundamental way.

Within the limitations of the mean-field approximation @hd assumptions used so far,
Eq. 11 constitutes a complete solution of the rebindingblpm and not just an
asymptotic one (valid only for large times). We furthereribiat even for very early times
(t << 1/c), the solution does not become exponentiath&, after applying the small
argument expansion of the complementary error funcp@sramowitz and Stegun,
1970] [erfc(z) D1-(2/ x )z +0(2?))], We recognize thap(t)= p(O)[l—(4k_ /0«/;)\/5#.], i.e.
the early-time behavior is algebraic and may be viewedam expanded stretched
exponential. For very late times (t>>1/c), the decetyaly becomes a power law, i.e.,
p(t)~1/+t. This regime is indeed observed in numerical simulatiwhen a very low

value of the coverageis used ( c.f. Fig. 8 below).

We would also like to make a note on finite-size effdwtre, keeping in mind that our
goal is a direct comparison with experimental resfitisbe discussed in Sec. iv). The
experimental system has a finite ‘height’, so thasakiated ligands which wander too
far from the adsorption surface are eventually reftebieck. This effect of the boundary
will be seen in the dissociation curve after a certawssover time scale, which we
estimate as typicallys,, ~H?/ D where H is the sample chamber height. The presehce o

the boundary thus leads to additional rebinding eveagsc¢mpared with the idealized
case of infinite H studied so far), and slows down disémn 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.(88. An extension of the
present study that takes the finite height of the exmerial system into account is
currently in progress.

3.2 Lattice model of ligand-receptor binding

We next describe a discrete lattice model amenablenfiaing the rebinding problem.
This is done in order to check the validity of the selfisistent mean-field assumption
employed in the analytical treatment above. As maetioin the introduction to the last
section, we imagine the SPR slide surface as a twondiowal square lattice of
dimensionsL x L. A fraction § of the lattice sites are occupied by receptor protems,
they serve as potential binding sites for the ligand. fEmeainder of the sites are non-
binding: the ligands, upon contact with one of these, kgl reflected back to the
solution. The ligands themselves are modeled as Brovpaaticles (random walkers)
diffusing in the semi-infinite three-dimensional spa€evbich the cell surface forms one
(partially absorbing) boundary. Periodic boundary conditiares imposed on all four
borders of the two-dimensional lattice so that a kiy#mat exits at one boundary will

11



reenter the system from the opposite one. The dweg@rpendicular to the plane of the
lattice shall be referred to as the z-axis, and tivéase itself is positioned at=0.
Ligand diffusion in the z-direction is not bounded. As thceptor proteins are covalently
attached to the surface, we treat them as statihig study ignoring any position
fluctuations or movements. The lattice dimensiornxisd at L=100 for all the simulations
reported in this paper.

At the beginning of the dynamics, a fraction p(0) of la#l binding sites are bound to a
ligand each, i.e., the total number of ligands in thstesy is N =1%gp(0), and is

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

(i) Dissociation of a ligand from a bound receptor: thi®cess takes place with
probability g (we use a different symbol to distinguish from theakals used in the last

section) per time step. This move updates the positidheoligand 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 friggand 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, sitith probabilityp . We set this

probability equal to 1 in most of the simulations repmbrbere (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 betweenatiied model in our simulations and
the underlying experimental system, it is necessaput@mur 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 by lip@nd to travel this distance is
then simply equal té from Eq. 8. For a Brownian particle of massnoving in a fluid of
viscosity , the velocity correlations decay exponentially fégfo)v(t)) D e'*, where

t=m/ 6ran = Dm/ 6kT (12)

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

of the ligand molecula in favor of the diffusion coefficient D. Following ourgwious
argument, we may then defing as the characteristic time scale for the decayhef t
velocity auto-correlations. Such an operational definitimuld yield § =10r. The mass
of an IGFBP-3 molecule is about 47kDa. The diffusion fiwieht can be estimated from
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the finite size effect observed in the experimenisdatiation curve and here we simply
quote the value obtainedd =1.5x10°m?s™ (Eqg. 14 - see Sec iv. for calculation).

Since the experiments are done at room temperature,300K. After substitution of
these values in Eg.12, we find

5=26x10"1s (13)

In the simulations, we also choose a dissociatica pat unit time stegf = k_ot, where
ot= /6D =4/3 is the diffusion time scale. ‘Typical’ dissociatioates reported in the
literature are quite small on the scaleld® - for example, Vorwerk et al. estimatéd

for IGF-1-IGFBP-3 using SPR to be ~0.01 mifVorwerk et al. 2002]: this means that
we may expecis <<1 generally, since’ is a microscopic time scale. In the simulations

reported here, we have chos@gn=10° to limit computational time (the value qﬁ

matching experimental conditions is likely to be smaileiseveral orders of magnitude).
For the simulations, starting from a randomly distioluset of receptors, the dynamics is

carried out up to 10Monte Carlo (MC) time steps (i.e., up to 100 timeE)l/'I’he bound

fraction p(t) is measured every 100 MC steps. The resuliggpciation curve is then
averaged over 20 different starting configurations.

3.4 Simulation results

In Fig. 5, we show the (normalized) dissociation cas®btained from the Monte Carlo
simulations, for two values & 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 teaerything else being
the same, large# results in stronger rebinding and hence slower dissoeigdince time
is measured in units of %, the effective fitting parameter becomesak 5/ 62 =128 / 6°.

For & = 0.1 and 0.5, respectively, the theoretical fitting patameare thus 0.012 and
0.00048. The measured values found using the best fits to thiaim data are close,

but somewhat smaller than these theoretical vallibss slight discrepancy could be due
to two factors: (i) the mean-field calculation assarteat all the surface proteins are
available for rebinding at any given time, whereas in milations only free receptors

are available; (ii) a systematic deviation from theaméeld prediction might exist, since

(especially for high surface protein densities), locahgity fluctuations are likely to

become important in the rebinding.

In Fig. 6, we show how the dissociation curves belavtbe case of an extremely small
fraction of binding sitesg=0.01) on the surface, when the dissociation rate isdzan

this situation, two regimes are observed. When the déson rate g is small, then

between two dissociation events, the ligand has enough tb span the surface for
binding sites. The dissociation curve is thus dominatedebinding, and a very slow
decay in accordance with Eq. 11 is observed. Alternatiwehen dissociation is very
fast, rebinding is very inefficient in competing with sbigiation because the fraction of
binding sites is very small. The dissociation curveinsthis case, closer to the pure
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exponential dissociation curve in the absence of remjndsee the discussion in
Appendix C).

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

experimental system, however, such a crossover behawold be rather difficult to
observe because finite size effects could disrupt and thasntry into this regime.

(iv) Results - Fitting the experimental data to the man-field result

We observe that, except for very late times, alldat sets fit reasonably well with the
theoretical prediction given by Eqg. 11, with the parametsuitably tuned (Figs. 9 and
10). Our next step is to estimate the intrinsic dissimeiaatek_ from c, and from Eq.11,
this requires us to know the microscopic time scaléestimated in Sec.3.3) and the
effective surface coverag@. The latter is related to the association riateof ligands
(when measured in exactly the same experimental setng)could be estimated from
the same. However, from Eq. A3, this requires knowledgéhefmicroscopic lattice
length scaled = J2Ds (Eq.8): it is therefore crucial to have a reliablaneste of the

diffusion coefficient, which we now attempt to obtairom the dissociation data
themselves.

The late time dissociation data (e.g., Fig. 9) shovisngdt flattening on account of the
finite thickness of the SPR device, whereas we had a&sbtims thickness to be infinite
in the theoretical calculation. If the thickness lnd sample is H, then the effects of this
constraint on the perpendicular diffusion will stattowing around a time scale
T ~ 2(H2/2D), which represents the average time for a ligand migegoudiffuse to the
boundary of the systemand return to the surface after reflection. We may abian
estimate of the diffusion coefficient, therefore, dsterminingz,, from the data, as the
first instant when a significant deviation of the expemntal curve from the theoretical fit
is seen. For the Reichert apparatus used in our experintdetschamber height
(thickness) was H=0.19mm. An estimatg from Fig. 7 ist, =230s. From these
numbers, we estimate

D=15x10""m?s™. (14)

A better way to estimate D is to determine the tégeoal dissociation curve in the case of
finite H, and use it to fit the experimental dakais will be carried out in a future work.

We now attempt to estimate the intrinsic dissocratiate k- from our curve-fitting

analysis, using the fit value ¢ = ¥30~° s™ for the heparin-free case (Fig. 7). After
combining Eqg. 8, 12 and Eq. A3 from Appendix A, see that the parameter c is a
function of the equilibrium binding constakt, =k, /k_.
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o 0
c=2D (K—j (15)

D

From Eqg.12 and Eq.13, we then obt#&ip = 3.22x10°M ~*. The experimental value of
the association rate measured with a similar senbir is k, =1.1x10’M ~*min™?,

[Cassino, 2002] which results in the estimate=0.571s™. This number is several

orders of magnitude larger than a previous estif\bewerk et al. 2002], which was
obtained without taking rebinding events explicilyto account. Clearly, a better
characterization of the experimental system woeldhécessary to obtain a more reliable
guantitative estimate of the dissociation rate.rEse, our analysis shows that simple
curve-fitting to an exponential decay might sigrafitly under-estimate the dissociation
rate.

Our detailed analysis suggests that, rebindingn ewith small coverage fractions (which
for our apparatus we estimate in the range of 10ftgy significantly affect the
dissociation process and its inclusion is needettheninterpretation of dissociation data.
Not unexpectedly, the coverage fraction turns oubé an important parameter in this
problem, and likely controls the difference betweeqponential and non-exponential
behavior in dissociation. This crossover is moramiatively characterized in Appendix
C, where we also discuss the different parametgimes where an exponential decay
might be observed.

The addition of heparin in the buffer leads tadaslissociation (Fig.10, also Table 1),
and we observe a systematic increase in the fiftemgmeter ¢ as the heparin level is
increased. However, it is worth noting that an exgial decay is not recovered even
with high heparin concentrations (1.8, 5.4, and 1/). This is all the more remarkable

because the affinity of heparin for IGFBP-3 hasrnbegeasured to be ~76 nM using
affinity co-electrophoresis [Forsten et al. 200h]a well-mixed solution of heparin and

IGFBP-3, the fraction of the free ligand in theastg state would bg=1/1+p/K,),

where p is the heparin concentration. Fer=1.8 uM and 5.4uM respectively, this

fraction is only 0.04 and 0.01 (and similar val@i@sthe other heparin concentrations). If
a steady state were indeed reached between hepatithe free ligand, we should see a
corresponding change in the parametesince, presumably, only the ligand not bound to
heparin will be available for rebinding (i.&2,- 6, =6p). However, the change thas

determined from the fitting parameter ¢ is mucls k&n this estimate noting that even at
10.8uM heparin, about 15% of the ligand in solution ao¢ bound to heparin and hence
available for rebinding (Table 1).

(v) Summary and Discussion

In this paper, we present an experimental, analytend computational study of the
dissociation of ligands from a flat substrate. \Weehespecially focused on the role of
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potentially multiple rebinding of dissociated liglmy and how it affects the overall
dissociation. The SPR experiments we modeled wertoqpmed with IGFBP-3 as the
soluble ligand and IGF-I attached to a planar s@rfas the receptor. Porcine heparin was
used to bind the dissociated IGFBP-3 in solutiard #&s effect on the dissociation at
various concentrations was studied.

The dissociation of IGFBP-3 was non-exponentialirthe SPR experiments performed
(Fig. 3) despite using a planar geometry surfadg. (E) to reduce mass-transport
limitations known to be problematic with SPR exp@nts [Schuck 1996; Schuck 1997].
It should be noted, however, that similar non-exgial dissociation results were found
by us [Cassino 2002] and others [Wong et al. 188fhaquie and Lowman 1999; Fong
et al. 2002] using the more traditional carboxymietfed dextran slides with IGF-1 or
IGFBP-3 immobilized. The addition of heparin was®@ived to render the dissociation
faster, presumably by binding the dissociated IGBB&hd preventing their rebinding to
unbound IGF-l. However, in no experiment did wéually observe actual exponential
decay. This was true even for heparin concentrataanhigh as 30M (> 1000 times the
concentration of IGFBP-3 used in the associatioriguo of the experiment) indicating
that equilibrium was not reached between heparth I&FBP-3 over the experimental
time scales (data not shown). Simple fitting ofexponential to the dissociation data is,
in general, not appropriate and a better tool isifeatly needed to determine quantitative
values.

Our analysis, however, does not rule out the pdosgiof situations where an
exponential fit to the dissociation curve might gwoe the right dissociation rate. As
discussed in Appendix C, if the binding probabilite., the affinity of the receptor for
the ligand) and/or surface coverage of receptosmall compared to the dissociation
rate, the rebinding process simply appears as d gpedurbation in the dissociation
curve (ref. Eq. C3), and it may be possible to eetgit altogether. Alternatively, if the
ligand has high affinity for an external bindingeagj such as heparin in our system, then
using this agent in sufficiently high concentrafonould be successful in making
rebinding insignificant as far as dissociationanicerned. Many examples are available
in the literature where a simple model has beemvasho fit well. 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]. Alternatively,Hbick et al. (1998) use competitive
dissociation to obtain an improved fit for bindiafja specific Fab to immobilized whale
neuraminidase.

The self-consistent mean-field theory presentedthis paper provides a complete
mathematical form of the dissociation curve in pinesence of un-inhibited rebinding on
a planar surface, in terms of a single effectiveapeter. This effective parameter has
been shown to depend on the intrinsic dissociatbe, the effective surface coverage by
receptor proteins (proportional to the associataia) and the ligand diffusion coefficient
in solution. The history dependence of the dissmeiaprocess (rebinding of ligands
depend on their dissociation from the surface avipus times) is rigorously taken into
consideration by describing the ligand dynamicsemms of individual Brownian paths,
rather than using the more conventional PDE apjrdas in eg. Lagerholm and
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Thompson 1998]. As the formalism developed herddyie¢he complete dissociation
curve, we believe this to constitute a marked impnoent over previous mathematical
studies of rebinding, especially since our resglsild be directly compared with
experiments. Our analysis also demarcates theralifferegimes in the full parameter
space where rebinding is strong and weak (i.e.y @lsmall perturbation on the
exponential decay), and may be used in future SBRRahalysis.
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Appendix A

In this appendix, we show how the lattice cover&getion & may be related to the
association raté, in the continuum formulation. Let us approximate tigand motion
as a discrete random walk with step sizddefined in text). The probability per unit time
that the walk (projected onto the z-axis perperldicto the surface) moves one lattice
spacing is

D
pD = 2A2 A(l)

If the volume density of ligands infinitesimallyosle to the surface at time t,zitét), then
the probability of finding a ligand in a volume elent v= 4 is just p, = p(t)£*. A
ligand at a ‘height’4 above the surface will then bind to it with probability

)= p, po0 = (1) 221~ ple) (82

per unit time, wher@[L- p(t)] is the fraction of binding sites on the surfaae] gives
the probability that the target site on the surfacavailable for binding. Note that, in the
continuum formulation, the rate of binding is simpi(t) = k, p(t)1- p(t)] from Eq.1.
Upon equating the two expressions, we arrive atebelt

k(0)=27, (A3)

where we have explicitly indicated the dependeridbeassociation rate on the coverage
fraction. This result may also be viewed as the-dingeensional analogue of the well-
known result for diffusion-limited association raie a spherical receptor of radibsin
three dimensionsk+(b)=47rDb [Torney and McConnell 1983]. However, there is an

important difference. Whereas the three-dimensioesdlt is valid for a single isolated
receptor molecule, Eq. A3 is valid only for a distition of binding sites on a plane with
a non-vanishing mean density. It would be, theesfarore correct to view Eq. A3 as an
operational definition of the effective surface emge for the lattice model.

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

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

P(r,t+dt)—P(r,t)=D[x . P(r';t)-6P(r,t)] -85, ,P(r t) (B1)
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where 8t denotes the microscopic diffusion time stap=Dét/ £ is the effective
diffusion coefficient for the underlying lattice fich we take to be cubic for simplicity)
andr =(x,y,z) represents the position of the particle in the¢kdimensional space. The

first term in Eq. B1 is simply the diffusion of tiparticle away from the surface, and the
last term represents the adsorption at the sutfeteoccurs with probability .

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

Upon substitution in Eq. B1, we find, of course, thét 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

2

o 1 X" +y* . (B2)
P(x,y,z,T)= - G,(z,Z,T
(xy.zT) 2zDT exp( 2DT j (z )

The rate of adsorption of the ligand at the surface (z‘s@)mplyﬁ(x,y;T)=-azp\zzo,

and from Eq. B2, we infer that the derivative acts onlyt@ functionG,. For a

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

- 1 X2+y2
P(x,y;T)=——_exp - C (AT (B3)
(%y:T) 22DT p[ 2DT j (4T)

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

step) that a particle diffusing in one dimension thattetl atz =4 att = 0is absorbed at
the originz=0at a later timel > 0. This probability is calculated in a straightford/ar
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, agedhover all space, is thus

p(t) = Bidep( T )] dxdyP( x,y;t = 1) (B4)

After substituting Eg. B3 into Eq. B4 and performing the trigphtial averaging, we
finally arrive at Eq. 2.

Appendix C

Let us define the dimensionless variables k_t and A =s/k_, so that the Laplace
transform 5(S)=%F(ﬂ)’ where F(A)=[p(T)e™'dT and p(T)=p(kT). From Eq. 4, we

then find that:
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F(i)=-P0) (C1)
7+G(1)

where G( 4) :1—66(k_/1). When5 is small, we approximat€ 2" =1-23s in Eq. 9,
which leads to:

o= 2P 2B (C2)
2JBr+o1-2BL)  2/Bi+6

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

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

G(A)=(2/ e)m (except wheny, >>1, but this corresponds to very small times< ¢,
So this case can be ignored here). Upon inversionlethils to the expression in Eq. 11.

On the other hand, if0<<ﬁ, we may use the binomial expansion
G(1) =1-8/2y/ 31 +0(8?) . Substitution in Eq. C1 yields:

£y =P0) 6p(0) o(6° _ (C3)
) /1+1+2(,1+1)2m+ )

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

powers of the coverage fractioh The analysis shows that for sufficiently small
association rate/surface coverage (see Appendix A ©n indeed recover the
exponential decay of dissociation, at least in eéryes. However, it may also be
remarked that very small surface coverages would liealg to signal to noise issues.

Another possibility whereby one may recover expoag¢decay of the bound fraction is
to start with an initial bound fraction p(0) ~ 1, so thaty few sites are initially available
for rebinding. In this case, the initial part of the d@ation curve may be expected to
follow the purely exponential dissociation, with timrinsic rate. However, this method
does not always work in practice for two reasons: Texhea steady state with a high
value of p(0), one needs to use a large (often imprdgticiglh) concentration of ligands,
and the steady state itself may then become diffiouleach over a reasonable interval of
time. Secondly, even if such a high initial p(0) couldatiained, a reliable measurement
of the dissociation rate would require the observatibthe dissociation curve over a

time scale «_ ™, by which time a fraction 1/e~ 37% of the binding sitesehaleased

the ligands and rebinding is already significant, unlesasheciation rate and the surface
coverage are sufficiently small. Indeed, the inadeqeatenf using only a part of the

dissociation curve for data fitting has been pointetdbyuother authors as well [van der

Merwe 2000].
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Heparin level ¢M) | Fit parameter ¢ (s™) | 6, /6, =[c, / c,
0.0 1.910 =, 1.0000
1.8 2.9x10~* 0.2559
3.6 4.1x107* 0.2140
5.4 5.0x107* 0.1934
10.8 8.0x10~* 0.1495

TABLE 1: Fit parameters to SPR experimental data for var@psrin concentrations.
Note that the ‘effective coverage’ decreases with tgatin concentration (since the
ligand bound to heparin is unavailable for binding to surfacgeins), but the drop is
much less rapid than a prediction based on completdibzgtion between the heparin
and IGF concentrations would suggest.
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Figure legends:

FIG 1: (a) A schematic diagram of the SPR experimesgtup showing the attached
ligands (IGF-1) available for binding to the IGFBP-3 in swmint (b) Representative
association-dissociation plot of IGFBP-3 (20 nM) farface-coupled IGF-1 under flow
conditions (0.75 ml/min). The arrow labeled PBST intisavhen the fluid was changed
from IGFBP-3 in PBST to only PBST, thus initiating thesdiciation phase.

FIG 2. (a). Representative plot of dissociation phase fie IGFBP-3 under flow (0.75
ml/min) and non-flow conditions, both normalized to peakig. (b) Representative plot
of association phase data for IGFBP-3 (50 nM) +/- hep@00 nM) or heparin alone to
IGF-1 (off-line coupling) under flow conditions (0.75 ml/min)

FIG.3. Representative data for dissociation phase oBRsE from IGF-I for PBST
(buffer alone) or heparin (3@M) in PBST for duplicate runs of each on the same chip
normalized to the individual time O value in the abseoteflow. The data is
representative of multiple runs performed on six independhips.

FIG 4. Comparison of dissociation data in the presefickeparin (30uM) for two
different levels of surface coupled IGF-I (on-line cang): (0) ~ 4 pixels of surface
coverage and (+) ~12 pixels of surface coverddes observation is consistent with the
mean-field calculation in Sec. 3.1 in the text. Reswoltther heparin concentrations, as
well as runs without heparin, showed similar trends.

FIG 5. Normalized dissociation curve from simulatiorfstiee lattice model for two
different surface protein densities. The initial boundtfoecp(0) is 0.25 in both cases,
and the dissociation rate =10°. The thin lines indicate optimal fits using Eq. (11),
with ¢ = 0.01 fo® = 0.1 and ¢ = 0.0004 f& = 0.5. The corresponding theoretical values
are ¢ = 0.012 and ¢ = 0.00048. The results represent average®0odifferent starting
configurations.

FIG 6. The effect of reducing the dissociation coefhit relative to the surface coverage
(which is fixed at 1% here) in the simulations. We obséhat when the dissociation rate
is high, the temporal decay becomes effectively expmalejcompare with the dashed
exponential curve) in accordance with the mean-field tatioms in Appendix B. Ag# is
reduced, rebinding is increasingly important, and the dmSoc slows down. The
results were averaged over 20 different starting configunsti

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

FIG 8. The same data as in Fig. 7 is plotted on a logadtboale. This plot shows the
cross-over to the power-law regime mentioned in Set. The straight line is a fit
function f(T)=T2.
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FIG.9. Comparison of mean-field theory with experimei@BR dataq) for IGFBP-3
dissociation from IGF-I in the absence of heparine Thin line represents the best fit

using Eq.(11), with ¢ = 1:80°° s . The deviation from the mean-field prediction at t >
200 s is likely due to the finite height of the experitaésystem (ligands are reflected
back towards the binding surface). The experimental data avasged over two
different runs on the same IGF-I coupled chip and is sgmtative of averaged data from
six separate chips.

FIG.10. Comparison of mean-field theory with IGFBP-3sd@ation SPR data in the
presence and absence of heparin (concentration of hepuaticated on figure by
experimental values). The lines represent the fittingves using Eq.(11), with fit

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