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Abstract

Rebinding of dissociated ligands from cell surface protesrs confound quantitative
measurements of dissociation rates important foraciarzing 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 biney 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 expectamhenxtial 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 strongluence dissociation even at
early times. We compare the mean-field results witlmerical 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 problearadia 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 factaiBF-I) 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 andtiogedhe competition
between these molecules for IGF-I. Studies have usewlntized IGF-1 [Wong et al.
1999; Dubaquie and Lowman 1999; Galanis et al. 2001; Fong et al. \208%2erk et al.
2002], IGF-I receptor [Jansson et al. 1997], or IGFBPs [Heelira 1996; Jansson et al.
1997;Marinaro et al. 1999; Fong et al. 2002; Vorwerk et al. 2002] usitigeachemistry
to link the proteins to a carboxymethyl dextran (CMD) layethe SPR chip. Deviations
from a single reversible binding model have been notedatiriduted primarily to non-
uniform coupling of the ligand to the gel. Fong et(2002) compared kinetic parameters
for IGF-1 and IGFBP-1 using both a CMD and a self assedthbtonolayer (SAM) chip
and saw significant differences in derived binding affisitihat they attributed to
possible steric hindrance effects and transport issuesveviiet al (2002) used a CMD
chip with coupled IGFBP-3 and measured values that diffémach previous work
[Heding et al. 1996; Wong et al. 1999; Galanis et al. 2001; Foad) 2002] that they
attributed to the use of increased flow rate to assistombating 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 quantifma of ligand interactions is
rebinding: a ligand, following dissociation from a bound proten the surface, may
diffuse in the extracellular fluid environment for sotmae and may be reabsorbed later
at one of the free binding sites. Rebinding is believedetarbimportant mechanism in
producing cellular response, especially with dilute ligandcentrations, by assisting
receptor proteins to stay in the active state for lopgeiods of time. Rebinding also may
promote co-operative behavior among clustered receptordbging the overall ligand
dissociation, a phenomenon observed recently in expatgnaddressing 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 situatiomoild be ideal to eliminate
rebinding altogether since it interferes with the measare of intrinsic dissociation and
might lead to imprecise and significantly reduced disgma rates [Nieba et al.1995].
Low surface coverage and higher flow rates are technigaed to counteract mass
transport limitations [Schuck 1997]. Further, inclusionpddfic proteins or molecules
that may be used to bind to the released ligands or un-odchipiding sites and thus
make them unavailable for rebinding is another techniqugeted 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 informationttmn 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 useinfasmation to estimate the
intrinsic rate of dissociation.

Rebinding of ligands to cell surface receptors has betam&vely 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 ic#galy 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 receptorshil&ily, the effective dissociation
rate of ligands from cell surface receptors was shampet dependent on N, and is, in
general, smaller than the dissociation rate fronatsal receptors in solution [De Lisi and
Wiegel 1981; Shoup and Szabo 1982; Goldstein et al. 1989; Zwanzig GéRI3tein et
al. 1999]. This non-trivial effect is attributed to increasebinding 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, whichré@ases 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 reducedn$tance, 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, wherertimdpiproteins (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-to+igen 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]. Famgte, competition between
convective and diffusive aspects of transport in the @&adiosensor was studied by
Edwards et al. [Edwards et al. 1999] in the limit of larpavfvelocity. Wolfsy and
Goldstein [Wolfsy and Goldstein 2002] studied the effeatate coefficients in a Biacore
experiment where the receptors are attached to polymer®bilized on the sensor



surface. A rigorous mathematical study of ligand rebindingeteptors attached on a
planar surface (in the absence of flow and solutioreptrs) was presented by
Lagerholm and Thompson [Lagerholm and Thompson 1998]. Inwhbik, coupled
partial differential equations were used to study the ewmution of the probability of
rebinding with appropriate boundary conditions at the surfadghough various
guantities such as the rebinding probability of a releassléaule could be calculated
within this formalism, these expressions could not bectlyrecompared to existing
experimental results, where typically only the bourdtion of ligands is 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 ofivindial 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 bourckpéors as a function of time,
whose general solution is a slowly decaying non-exponefuiiation. Monte Carlo
simulations confirm the non-exponential nature of thmagleExperimental results of SPR
experiments designed to measure dissociation of IGFB®BM IGF-1 are presented,
which are performed (i) in both the presence and absdrft®nv (i) with and without
addition of soluble heparin in the dissociation phasebitel released IGFBP-3 in
solution, and (iii) with varying surface coverage of ¥{GH he theoretical dissociation
function is checked against the experimental curves, indtie presence and absence of
exogenous heparin (that binds to IGFBP-3 but not IGF-1dtear et al. 2001]). The
agreement is found to be very good, in the presence lasehee of flow, up to time
scales ~ 200-300 s at which time other features, perhapdinitee height of the
experimental system, appear to become significant artitief slowing down of the
dissociation is evident. Our results therefore indicttat a proper assessment of
rebinding effects is crucial in the analysis of SPR disémn data, which might
otherwise lead to erroneous estimation of rate cotstan

This paper is divided into the following sections. In),(ive describe the SPR
experimental setup and results. In (iii), our self-esirst mean-field theory is presented
in detail and the mathematical form for the full digation curve is obtained in that
framework. We then analyze the data by means of thefield 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 associabma dissociation with cell
signaling receptors with both rates impacting the persisteof the interaction
[Lauffenburger and Lindermann 1993]. Measurement of theseikirsesin vivo is
difficult and confounded by potential alternative binding tpers 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 (), and it can be used

in conjunction with either the dissociation or assiaiarate to determine the other rate
constant. Measurement ofpK however, can be time-consuming using SPR and
independent measurement of the rate constants would feegtne. 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 Corporatiorad#) N.Y.) prepared as
previously described [Lahiri et al. 1999]. Briefly, the goldtedsslides were immersed in
a mixture of 0.2 mM carboxylic acid-terminated thiol and 118 tni(ethylene glycol)-
terminated thiol (Toronto Research Chemicals, TorontmaBa) for 12 hours. The
surfaces were then rinsed with ethanol and dried undegeitt The resulting surface
had free carboxyl groups for amine coupling and polyethylernsobtp minimize non-
specific binding (Fig. 1).

2.2 Activation and immobilization

Activation of the surface was achieved using N-ethyl-Mthylaminopropyl)
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 phosplmatiéered 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 mMusodcetate, pH 5.5. IGF-I
(PeproTech, Inc., Rocky Hill, New Jersey) was themdahilized by placing 0.2 ml of 3.3
UM IGF-I in 20 mM sodium acetate solution onto the s@facd 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 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 injeatealthe system to activate
the surface and allowed to react for 10 min. 20 mM sodicetate buffer (pH 5.5) was
then run over the sensor surface for ~ 5 min. urdtihle 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 obth@amount of IGF-1 desired on the
surface. PBST was then run for 4 min. to wash the seurfeollowing the PBST wash,
1M ethanolamine was run for 10 min. to deactivate theasarind 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 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 20Mal@H for 5 min each.
The system was returned to PBST until a stable basedseobtained (< 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 associatiénllowing the association
phase, PBST or PBST with heparin sodium from porcinesimal mucosa (Celsus,
Cincinnati, OH) was pumped over the surface to promotsodistion 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 wasgell by a 1.1 binding model
with R? values of ~0.99 suggesting that heterogeneity of immobili@#t 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 wered®eld 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 prominsun is the deviation from
expected results for the dissociation phase.

We have shown previously that IGFBP-3 and heparin intestaongly 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 flelic 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, #tlindt reflect exponential decay
over the entire time regime. We emphasize thatetlee@eriments were all done with
off-line coupling of IGF-I to obtain high coverage, anonsequently good signal-to-
noise, for our system.



The SAM is designed with only 10% of sites availabledmding, 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 prdyiovith CMD surfaces to
impact interaction kinetic measurements [Edwards et al. 1997feduction 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, moreover, were naifgigntly different for the reduced
coverage chips (data not shown).

To summarize, the SPR experiments with IGF-I and IGBB#evide strong evidence
that rebinding of ligands can significantly affect thesdiciation data. Rebinding was
found to be important even in the presence of flow tmm$ as well as high heparin
concentrations. In the following section, we presesysiematic theoretical treatment of
this system which accounts for the observed non-expahagcay 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 tmace. We attempt to
simulate the SPR experimental set-up (Fig. 1) and modgelirttmobilized surface
proteins (receptors or binding sites) as being homogenedlistiybuted on a two-
dimensional surface (Fig. 5). We employ a self-coastsinean-field approximation that
takes into account the full binding-dissociation-rebindingidmy of a given ligand, yet
ignores the details of the spatial organization ofrdeeptors. This means that a ligand
molecule infinitesimally close to the surface binds itowith a space-independent
probability, which depends only on the mean fractional sarfaoverage and the
association rate. By construction, this approximatiomk&detter when the fractional
coverage of receptors is low, so that the probabifitycgurrence of regions with surface
coverage significantly larger than the mean valuemalls Our numerical simulations
show that the approximation works reasonably well up to ali@@ of fractional
coverage, but the deviation is more significant at 50%reme (ref. Fig. 6 below).

To simplify the analysis, we neglect the flow coratig in the system, i.e., our model is
strictly valid only in the limit where the flow velogitvanishes. However, it is possible
that this is not a serious limitation since, on accadithe viscous drag, the flow velocity
decreases towards the substrate, and vanishes altogethersurface. This presumably
would lead to the formation of a diffusion-limited zaslese to the sensor surface, where
mass transport is controlled by diffusion rather tlzamvection. Our theory should
describe well such a system, and we further note tleaexperimental results did not
show any significant difference in dissociation betwdenflow and no-flow situations,
further justifying 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 follogvessociation. 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(4,t)1- p(t)] X

where ,(zt) denotes the ligand concentration (throughout this paper,dsfe
concentration as number of molecules per unit voluatber than the more conventional
number of moles per unit volume noting that a simple amiwe factor can be used to
interconvert between the two units) as a function efgérpendicular distance z from the
surface and time t. The length scale is a microscopic length scale (defined more
precisely in the following paragraph and section 3.3), ar(d,t) is the ligand
concentration within a thin slab of thicknedsabove the surface. The first term in Eq.1
corresponds to dissociation and the second term repréSemt=binding events.

We now propose a lattice formulation of the problemereby the ligand diffusion is
modeled as a discrete random walk in three-dimensionag spac simplicity, we ignore
the detailed three-dimensional structure of the receftord ligands). Instead, the two-
dimensional substrate surface is modeled as a (squattee |of randomly mixed
potential binding sites (depending on occupancy) and non-bindiag. Sihe lattice
spacing for the full three-dimensional lattice is defit@tbed, which may be interpreted
as the typical distance traversed by a ligand moleiculolution without appreciable
change in its direction (defined more precisely in $8}. The fraction of binding sites
in the substrate lattice is denoted &yand is proportional to the surface coverage of the
receptors. However, since the binding process is notssadly diffusion-limited, it
would be more accurate to regatdas an effective parameter which is a function of the
association ratd, . The relation between the two quantiti®s dnd k, ) is crucial to our
analysis, and will be discussed in detail in Appendix Agléssary of the important
parameters and symbols used in this paper is provided in Table 1.

Let us define the rebinding ratdt) = k, p(4,t), which we will now compute within the
lattice model. The basic stochastic event contribubridne ratey(t) is the dissociation of
a ligand at a certain bound receptor during a given tirmv'mlt[r; r+dr], wherer <t,

and its subsequent adsorption at the reference siteat.tin the lattice formulation, this
process is a random walk starting at the p(ﬁ'»my,A) and ending at the origin, with

possibly multiple visits to the surface in between. Weehalso assumed here that the
vertical separation between a ligand and the subsstaface immediately following
dissociation is of the order of.

Within the mean-field approximation we employ here, thatial fluctuations in receptor
density are ignored. The rebinding probability in this caag be expressed as



y(t)=k_}drp(r)C9(A;t—r) , 2
0

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

timet = 0is adsorbed at = O at t =T (see Appendix B for details). Combined with
Eq.1, we thus have a self-consistent equatiorpfr From Eq.2, we also note that the

t
ligand concentration close to the surface is givenof,t) = KDIdm(r)Cg(t - 1) where
0

K, =k_/k, is the standard equilibrium dissociation constarnth units of M. A more

complete discussion of the density profile of tigamhds in solution is presented in
Appendix C.

A note on the boundary conditions of the problemeiguired at this point. A potential
binding site would become non-binding after adswgha ligand, and would become a
binding site again after releasing this ligand.sThieans that , within the mean-field
formulation, the probability of adsorption and eetion are time-dependent: the plane
z=0 absorbs the particle with probability[1- p(t)] and reflects it with probability

1-6+0p(t). Our problem is similar to that addressed prewjoby Agmon [Agmon

1984]): however, there are important differenceggman studied the ‘survival
probability’ of ligands (in our language) ratheaththe occupancy of receptors. Further,
a trial solution linear in the reaction probabivsas used, which could only be solved for
specific cases. Our formulation is more generalratdestricted to specific cases.

In order to further simplify the setup, we assuira the initial bound fractiop(0) << 1,
(see, however, the discussion at the end of ApgeBJiso that the absorption and
reflection probabilities are effectively time-indsment. In this limit, rebinding of
ligands is effectively reduced to a well-defineceatimensional random walk problem.
Note that, in contrast to previous approacheseaehinding problem, we do not need to
take into account the density profile of the liganoh solution (see Appendix C,
however). Rather, by describing the dynamics iimserof trajectories of individual
Brownian particles, we arrive at an elegant nonkdaian effective equation for the
dissociation curve itself with a minimum of assuiops. In particular, the need for non-
trivial boundary conditions at the surface is efiated.

Equations 1 and 2 combined are formally solvedgukmplace transforms. Let us define
the Laplace-transformed variablggs) = p(t)edt and &, (s)=jc,(4:t)edt - IN terms of
0 0

these variables, Eq. 1, after substituting Eqe2pimes

B(s) - p(0) = ~k_Bls)a-Cy (s)] . €)

which leads to



=)= @
p(S) "ot k—l.[;-_ 69 (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 ensémi-infinite line 0 < z <o and
define q(4,t) as the probability that a random walker, startihgositionz=4 at 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 timeCj§ 4,t ), which may be expressed in terms of

q(4,t) via the following self-consistent equation:
t

Co(4,t)=06q(4,t)+(1-6)[drq(4,7)Ch(4,t-7) . (5)
0

The first term in this expression gives the prolighihat 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 timag but is adsorbed at one of the subsequent atsesthpt
time t. Using Laplace transforms as before, thispression becomes

C,(s) = 84(s) + (L- 6)d(s)C,(s), from which we infer
=~ - Aa(s)
Ce(S)—m : (6)

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

problem with known result, namelyy ;=2 1 e‘ﬁ [Feller 1966] for anyz>0
t V4zDt

where D represents the diffusion coefficient for the thdemensional random walk..
Upon performing the Laplace transform of this espien, we find that

g(s)=e2'% (7)

where we have introduced the quantity

s=4 (8)
4D

which constitutes a microscopic time scale in thebfem, which is computed in Sec.3.3.
After substituting Eq. 7 into 6, we arrive at

2J5s
&,(s)=—2 i 9)

1-(1-0)e2V%

10



Note that this quantity vanishes in the limit, 0 since adsorption becomes rare in this
case. This means that, in principle, rebinding can bectefédy prevented and
exponential dissociation recovered at sufficienthakmmes in the case of low surface
coverage of receptors. This case is discussed in degpendix D. For the rest of this
section, we assume théis sufficiently large so that rebinding is significant.

With Eqg. 9, we have, in principle, solved the rebinding probleder the mean-field
approximation. However, the resulting general expressitair@ad after substituting Eq.
9 into Eqg. 4 is too complicated to invert to find the relmigdprobability. Fortunately,
without much loss of generality, we can assume thatnbicroscopic time scalé is
sufficiently small (in comparison witlk_"") so that the approximatioe_w‘Ts =~1-2/ds
can be used. With this simplification, we find thetC,(s)=(2/0}/és (when s is

sufficiently small, see Appendix D ). After substitgithis expression into Eq. 4, we
arrive at the final result

B(s)=—D0 . (10)
s+ = /s

We note from this expression that the readsorptiomtevieave strongly modified the
dissociation curve. In the absence of rebinding, this esgiwn would simply read
B(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 leads to a-exponential temporal decay of the

bound fraction. This is explicitly seen after invertiag. 10, which yields

4k_%s 2@ o
— and erfc(z)=—=fe ™ dx . (11)

T z

p(t) = p(O)eCterfc(\/E) , wherec=

This final expression is thus characterized by a sinfigetéve time scale 1/c, which is
proportional to the inverse of the square of the dissioci rate. We also note that
dimensional consistency is ensured by the introductiod ofvhich is essentially the
smallest time scale over which a rebinding event tah®se. The rebinding processes,
therefore, alter the temporal behavior of the dissimeiaturve in a fundamental way.

Within the limitations of the mean-field approximation ahd assumptions used so far,
Eq. 11 constitutes a complete solution of the rebindirdplpm, over sufficiently large
time scales. Over very small time scales, the saludisplays exponential decay (ref. Eq.
D2), whereas over intermediate time scalgss<t <<1/cthe decay is an expanded
stretched exponential, as seen by applying the small-arguempansion of the
complementary error function [Abramowitz and Stegun 1970]:
erfc(z) 01-(2/ /z)z+0o(Z?)), leading top(t)= p(o)[l—(4k_/eﬁ)ﬁ+__,]. The combination of
the exponential and stretched exponential decay at @args suggests that naively
fitting the initial part of the decay curve to an expatia is likely to significantly under-

11



estimate the dissociation rate. For very late tigies1/c), the decay becomes a power
law, i.e., p(t)~1/+t. This regime is indeed observed in numerical simulatishen a

very low value of the coveragdkis used (c.f. Figs. 8 and 9 below).

We would also like to add a note on finite-size efféeie, keeping in mind that our goal
is a direct comparison with experimental results l§® discussed in Sec. iv). The
experimental system has a finite ‘height’, so thasakiated ligands which wander too
far from the adsorption surface are eventually réflgédack under no-flow conditions.
This effect of the boundary will be seen in the disstamn curve after a certain crossover
time scale, which we estimate as typicadly~ H?/ D, where H is the sample chamber

height. The presence of the boundary thus leads to @ullitrebinding events (as
compared with the idealized case of infinite H studiedfa, and slows down
dissociation even more relative to our mean-field pteshi over timest >>z,. This

deviation from the infinite-height mean-field predicti is indeed observed in the
experiments (Sec. iv). An extension of the presemtysthat takes the finite height of the
experimental system into account is currently in pregre

3.2 Lattice model of ligand-receptor binding

We next describe a discrete lattice model amenablenfaiating the rebinding problem.
These simulations are done in order to check the watidithe self-consistent mean-field
assumption employed in the analytical treatment ab&@senentioned in the introduction
to the last section, we imagine the SPR slide surdace two-dimensional square lattice
of dimensionsL x L. A fraction 8 of the lattice sites are occupied by receptor proteins,
i.e., they serve as potential binding sites for the tigarhe remainder of the sites are
non-binding: the ligands, upon contact with one of thesk,be reflected back to the
solution. The ligands themselves are modeled as Brovwaaticles (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 kib#mat exits at one boundary will
reenter the system from the opposite one. The dwegterpendicular to the plane of the
lattice shall be referred to as the z-axis, and thfasiitself is positioned at=0 (c.f.
Fig. 5). Ligand diffusion in the z-direction is not boudd@s the receptor proteins are
covalently attached to the surface, we treat therstatsc in this study ignoring any
position fluctuations or movements. The lattice din@mss fixed at L=100 for all the
simulations reported in this paper.

At the beginning of the dynamics, a fractip{®) of all the binding sites are bound to a
single ligand each, i.e., the total number of ligands énstystem isN = 1?9p(0), and is

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

(i) Dissociation of a ligand from a bound receptor: thi®cess takes place with
probability g per time step. This move updates the position of the lifandz = 0 to z
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= 2. (We set z = 2 instead of z = 1 in order to prevenmiadiate rebinding 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 absdrbyg a free
receptor below it, if there is one present at that s¥ith probability unity, i.e., the ligand-
receptor binding is assumed to be purely diffusion-limitéd: binding reaction always
occurs when possible.

3.3 Parameters in the lattice model

In order to establish a close connection betweenattied model in our simulations and
the underlying experimental system, it is necessaputaur 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 bylip@nd to travel this distance is

then simply equal t®3 = £ / 2D . For a Brownian particle of massmoving in a fluid

of viscosity , the velocity correlations decay exponentiallytfago)v(t)) 0 e*'*, with

t=m/ 6ray = Dm/ 6KT , (12)

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

of the ligand molecula in favor of the diffusion coefficient D. Over arte¢ scale~10r,
the directional correlation in the motion of thgand is lost. Following our previous
argument, this time scale is simgly. Such an operational definition would yiedd 5z
(Combined with EQ.8, this expression also defines the lesggle 4). The mass of an
IGFBP-3 molecule is about 47kDa. The diffusion coefficieamt be estimated from the
finite-size effect observed in the experimental digg@n curve and here we simply
quote the value obtainedd =1.5x10°m?s™ (Eq. 14 - see Sec iv. for calculation).
Since the experiments are done at room temperature,300K. After substitution of
these values in Eq.12, we find

5=10"s . (13)

In the simulations, we also chose a dissociat&e per unit time steﬁ, = k_dt, where
st=A,/6D=258/3 is the diffusion time scale. ‘Typical dissociatizates 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, sinces is a microscopic time scale. In the simulations
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reported here, we have chos@n=10° to limit computational time (the value cﬁ

matching experimental conditions is likely to beadler by several orders of magnitude).
For the simulations, starting from a randomly dlstred set of receptors, the dynamics is

carried out up to 10Monte Carlo (MC) time steps (i.e., up to 100 tirfhéE). The bound

fraction p(t) is measured every 100 MC steps. The resultingpdig8on curve is then
averaged over 20 different starting configurations.

3.4 Simulation results

In Fig. 6, we show the (normalized) dissociationveuas obtained from the Monte Carlo
simulations, for two values & 0.1 and 0.5 respectively, plotted against thalésttime’

T =Et where t is the number of MC steps. The fractiorsoifface proteins initially

bound to diffusible ligand was fixed at p(0) = Q0.28e find that, everything else being
the same, large# results in stronger rebinding and hence slowesadigition. Since time
is measured in units of *, the effective fitting parameter becomesak 5/ 6% =651 62.
For & = 0.1 and 0.5, respectively, the theoretical fiitparameters are thus 0.006 and
0.00024. The measured values found using the besbfthe simulation data are close,
but somewhat larger than these theoretical validss slight discrepancy could be due
to two factors: (i) the mean-field calculation as®s that all the surface proteins are
available for rebinding at any given time, whereathe simulations only free receptors
are available; (ii) a systematic deviation from thean-field prediction might exist, since
(especially for high surface protein densities)alodensity fluctuations are likely to
become important in the rebinding.

In Fig. 7, we show how the dissociation curves beha the case of an extremely small
fraction of binding sites{=0.01) on the surface, when the dissociation rataigd. In
this situation, two regimes are observed. Whendissociation rateg is small, then
between two dissociation events, the ligand hasugmdime to span the surface for
binding sites. The dissociation curve is thus dat@d by rebinding, and a very slow
decay in accordance with Eq. 11 is observed. Adigvaly, when dissociation is very
fast, rebinding is very inefficient in competingttvidissociation because the number of
binding sites available is very small. The dissbaiacurve is, in this case, closer to the
pure exponential dissociation curve in the absesfceebinding (see the discussion in
Appendix D).

In Figs. 8 and 9, the dissociation curves are degitor two small values of the coverage
fraction: #=0.005 and 0.01, holdin§ fixed at 10°. The logarithmic plots in Fig.8 show
a crossover to the power-law decpft)~1/+/t discussed in the previous section. While

we would expect that such a crossover should octwur experimental system, this
might be difficult to observe because finite-siffees could disrupt and mask the entry
into this regime.
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(iv) Results - Fitting the experimental data to the mean-fid result

Having found good agreement between theory and simulationagwteinvestigated if
the theory would also fit the experimental data to provatéonale for the lack of
agreement between dissociation data and a 1:1 fit. B¥eree that, except for very late
times, all the SPR data sets for IGF-1:IGFBP-3 wérevéll by the theoretical prediction
given by Eq. 11, with the parameter c suitably tuned (FigantilL1). Our next step was
to determine how this could be used to analyze the expetahdata. Namely, we
wanted to estimate the intrinsic dissociation rate from the parameter ¢, and from
Eq.11, this requires us to know the microscopic time séafestimated in Sec. 3.3) and
the effective surface coverage The latter is related to the association fateof ligands
(when measured in exactly the same experimental setug);cauld be estimated from
the experimentally measured association rate and thmlastirface coverage in the
device (Appendix A). However, from Eqg. A4 (Appendix A), thegjuires knowledge of
the microscopic lattice length scale=+4Dé (Eq. 8): it is therefore crucial to have a
reliable estimate of the diffusion coefficient, whisle now attempt to obtain from the
dissociation data themselves.

The late-time dissociation data (e.g., the zero hegéuation in Fig. 10) show a distinct
flattening on account of the finite thickness of the SiRice chamber, which cause
ligands which wander too far to bounce back to the systasieruno-flow conditions
(whereas we had assumed this thickness to be infiniteeirthieoretical calculation). If
the thickness of the sample is H, then the effettihis constraint on the perpendicular
diffusion will start showing around a time sca;},g~2(H2/2D), which represents the
average time for a ligand molecule to diffuse to the damnof the systerand return to
the surface after reflection. We may obtain an esanwt the diffusion coefficient,
therefore, by determining, from the data, as the first instant when a signiica
deviation of the experimental curve from the theorktitais seen. For the Reichert
apparatus used in our experiments, the chamber height (tegkmas H=0.19mm. An
estimater, 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 in the presence of the flow conditipasd use it to fit the experimental data.
This 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 ¢ = ¥®0™° s™* for the heparin-free case (Fig. 10). After
combining Egs. 8, 12 and Eqg. A3 from Appendix A, see that the parameter c is a

function of the equilibrium dissociation constatf, = k_ /K, :
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2
c= 16D3[5:—Dj . (15)

S

From Eq.12 and Eq.13, we then obtddp = 311x107'M . The experimental value of
the association rate measured with a similar senschip was

k, =1.1x10'M " min~* =3.05x10%*m®s™, [Cassino 2002] (using the conversion
M ™ =N;'x10°m?, where N, is the Avogadro number) with a fractional coverage
. =0.1. Substitution of these values results in the emtink_ = 343min™*. This

number is two orders of magnitude larger than avipus estimate [~0.01 min,
Vorwerk et al. 2002], which was obtained withowWking rebinding events explicitly into
account. Clearly, a better characterization ofexigerimental system would be necessary
to obtain a more reliable quantitative estimatetref dissociation rate. Even so, our
analysis shows that simple curve-fitting to an exguial decay might significantly
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 10fgy significantly affect the
dissociation process and its inclusion is needetthéninterpretation of dissociation data.
Not unexpectedly, the coverage fraction turns oubé¢ an important parameter in this
problem, and likely controls the difference betwese{ponential and non-exponential
behavior in dissociation. This crossover is moramiatively characterized in Appendix
D, where we also discuss the different parametgimes where an exponential decay
might be observed.

The addition of heparin in the buffer leads tadaslissociation (Fig. 11, also Table 2),
and we observe a systematic increase in the fiftesgmeter ¢ as the heparin level is
increased. However, it is worth noting that an ewgial decay is not recovered even
with high heparin concentrations (1.8, 5.4, an@ 1/). This is all the more remarkable

because the affinity of heparin for IGFBP-3 hasrbegeasured 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 theasty 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 valfi@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 c is mucls kgsn 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 2).

(v) Summary and Discussion
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In this paper, we present an experimental, analytend computational study of the
dissociation of ligands from a flat substrate. Viéeréh primarily focused on the role of
potentially multiple rebinding of dissociated liglsy and how it affects the overall
dissociation. The SPR experiments we modeled weronmed with IGFBP-3 as the
soluble ligand and IGF-I attached to a planar serfas 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-exgtial 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®tved to render the dissociation
faster, presumably by binding the dissociated 1GBB&hd preventing their rebinding to
unbound IGF-I. However, in no experiment did wesarve actual exponential decay.
This was true even for heparin concentrations gé lais 30uM (> 1000 times the
concentration of IGFBP-3 used in the associatiortiguo 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 D, if the binding probabilftye., the affinity of the receptor for
the ligand) and/or surface coverage of receptomsmall compared to the dissociation
rate, the rebinding process affects dissociatidg ower very large times (ref. Eq. D2),
and it may be possible to neglect it altogetheteratively, if the ligand has high
affinity for an external binding agent, such asdr@pin our system, then using this agent
in sufficiently high concentrations could be suafekin making rebinding insignificant
as far as dissociation is concerned. Many exasrgrle available in the literature where
a simple model has been shown to fit well. Fomgxa, binding of interleukin-2 to a
surface with immobilized IL-2a-receptor on it was shown to fit well to a simple
bimolecular model [Myszka 1999]. Alternatively,Hbick et al. [Schuck et al. 1998] use
competitive dissociation to obtain an improved fér binding of a 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 dissociatabe, 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
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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 apprdas in, e.g., Lagerholm and
Thompson 1998]. As the formalism developed herddyie¢he complete dissociation
curve, we believe this to constitute a marked improent over previous mathematical
studies of rebinding, especially since our resclglld be directly compared with
experiments. Our analysis also demarcates theralifferegimes in the full parameter
space where rebinding is strong and weak and mangdx in future SPR data analysis.
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Appendix A: Effective surface coverage and association rate

In this appendix, we show how the effective latboeerage fractio® may be related to
the association ratk, in the continuum formulation. For this purpose, itaswenient to
express the effective surface coverage in the form

0=60, (A1)

where 8, is the actual fraction of binding sites in the lattiaad 8, is the probability

with which a ligand which comes infinitesimally closea receptor by diffusion will bind
to it before diffusion takes it away again.

Let us approximate the ligand motion as a discrete randaik with step sizeA
(defined in text). Letuy, be the rate with which the walk (projected onto thexiz-a
perpendicular to the surface) moves one lattice spadihg.unit time scale for one-

dimensional diffusion is' = # /2D, and this move is made with probability %. It
follows that

pp =~ =2 . (A2)

If the volume density (number per unit volume) igahds infinitesimally close to the
surface at time t iso(A,t), then the probability of finding a ligand in a uale element
v=A is just K, =p(A,t)A3. A ligand at a ‘height’4 above a receptor will then bind to
it at a rate

7(t) = ,u00.= p(4.1)0.D4 (A3)

Note that, in the continuum formulation, the rafebinding is simply(t) =k, p(4.t)
from Eq.1. Upon equating the two expressions, wigeaat the result

k, =6,D4 , (Ad)

which definesd,. This result may also be viewed as the one-dimensan@bgue of the
well-known result for diffusion-limited associatisate on a spherical receptor of radius
b in three dimensionsk, (b): 4zDb[Torney and McConnell 1983]. However, there is
an important difference. Whereas the three-dimeasioesult is valid for a single
isolated receptor molecule, Eq. A4 is valid only &distribution of binding sites on a
plane with a non-vanishing mean density. It wowddtherefore, more correct to view Eq.
A4 as an operational definition of the effectivefage coverage for the lattice model.
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Appendix B: Calculation of the rebinding rate

Let us consider the bulk diffusion of a free ligaindthree dimensions, starting at the
point (x,y,z) attime t= 0 and arriving at0,0,Z) att = T. The probability density for this
process will be denoted ¥ 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)] -89, ,P(rt) . (B1)

where 6t 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 surtfiaae occurs with probabilityd. A
schematic diagram of the set-up of our model isateg in Fig. 5.

Since the space coordinates are clearly statigticadependent 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 courseattks, and G, satisfy the simple one-

dimensional diffusion equation (without any adsimy, and onlyG, is modified by the
adsorption term. The complete probability distribatmay then be written as

exp[— X2+ y? JGg( 22:T) - (B2)

P(x,y,zT)= DT

1
4zDT

The rate of adsorption of the ligand at the surf@s®) is simplyp(x,y:T)= DA,P|,_, - and
from Eq. B2, we infer that the derivative acts oatythe functiong,. For a dissociated
ligand, the initial position on the z-axiszs4. Hence, the absorption rate becomes

1

_ 2,2
POwyT) = exp(— X4[+)Ty jcg(A,T) , (B3)

wherec,(4,7)= DG, / 9Z|,_, is the rate ( i.e., the probability per unit diffusiame step)

that a particle diffusing in one dimension that started-ayf att = O is absorbed at the
origin z=0at a later timeT > 0. This probability is calculated in a straightfordiar
manner by making use of the independence of the successimgsref 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
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§(t) = k_f dep(z) dxeyP(x,yit-7) - (B4)
0

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

Appendix C: Density profile of ligands in solution

In this appendix, we show how the density profile oflip@nds in the z-direction could
be computed within our formalism for arbitrary times. Tgeneral expression for the
density p(z,t) of ligands at a distance z above the surface atttimae the form

plzt)= k;’fs j(;d‘rp(‘r)Fg (zt-1) , (C1)

where F, (z,T) is the Greens function for diffusive transport of gahd following

dissociation at the surface at timhe O to the heightz at timet =T , in the presence of
the partially absorbing boundary at z=0. This functiorxgessed via the self-consistent
equation

F, () = FO(z1) + (1-a)iqu(A,T)Fg (2t-7) | (C2)

where

(z-4) (z+a)
(C3)

Fo(z,t):(47rDt)1[e 4Dt g 4Dt

is the probability of the ligand reaching z at time theiit ever touching the surface in
between. Eq.(C1) and EQ.(C2) may be solved together usindalace transform

method, as explained in the main text. The solution imgeof Laplace-transformed
variables is

5(z.9) = KOs F(zs)pls) (C4)

From Eq.C3, we find that

- -zJs/ D
FO(Z,S)=e\/D_ sinh[AJ%j:%e—M’D, (C5)
S
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where the last step is valid for sufficiently laimést >> 4° / D, which we assume to be
satisfied. In order to check consistency with the previdiscussions, let us compute the
Laplace transformed concentration close to the subs$[afaceﬁ(A,s), which is given

0 g 2o ~
by ﬁ(A,s):k_D—25(s) OB Ko B(s)C,s(s). Upon inversion, this relation

1-(1-06)g(s
t

givesp(4,t) = K [dm(z)C, (t —7), which is consistent with our argument in Sec.3.1,
0

following Eq.2.

We now combine Eq. C4 and Eq. C5 with Eq. 7 and HX.In the regime of non-
microscopic time as mentioned above, the leading te

pzs)=K, %e‘z o 1 olVac) , (C6)

where the constant c is given by Eq.11. The inwersf this expression (after leaving out
the O(\/%) term) gives

£22+Ct 22
p(z.t)= p(O)K e P erfc{\/a + } : (C7)

2./Dt

which is the density profile of ligands in the bulk solntid\t late timest >>c™, we
obtain the asymptotic form

ZZ

_ o e_H
t>>ct= p(o)== . C8
plzt>>c?) o0 (c8)

Appendix D: Exponential versus non-exponential decay

In this appendix, we discuss in detail the différeme regimes of decay of the bound
fraction. We consider non-microscopic times>J (corresponding tajs <<1) so that

the expansiore 2% =1-2./ds may still be used in Eq.9. Up tb(\/é_s) we then have

N N XS
1—c9(s)~m.

(D1)

When @ is sufficiently large, clearly the first term ihg denominator dominates over the
second. In this limit, we thus recover the fornkop 10.
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However, whenf << 1, the second term dominates for sufficiently largg.e., for
s>>0%/45 (which corresponds to timest<<4d/6? =t.). In this limit,

1—69 (s) =1+ O[%j which, after substitution in Eq.4 gives exponential detrayhe
S

opposite limit of sufficiently smalls, however, the first term dominates (over times
t >>t,), so that we recover the forms in Eq.10 and Eq.11.

To summarize, therefore, the different regimes of démay <<1 are

p(t) = p(0)e™" t<<t,=40/60% , (D2a)
p(t) = p(0)e%erfelv/ct ) t>>t, : (D2b)

where the constant c is defined in Eq.11.

We conclude that exponential decay of the bound fraetitim the intrinsic dissociation
rate may be recovered in the limit of sufficientlyadhsurface coverage, at sufficiently
small times. For any non-zero surface coverage, howthesiong-time decay always has
the non-exponential form in Eqg.11.

Another possibility whereby one may recover expoa¢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 diation 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: Txhea 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) couldabiained, a reliable measurement
of the dissociation rate would require the observatibthe dissociation curve over a

time scale k_ ™, 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 inadeqgeatenf 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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Tables:

Quantity Symbol typical units
Microscopic length scale | 4 m
Diffusion coefficient D m2st
Microscopic time scale 5=~ 14D ]
Association rate K, M Lmin™?
Dissociation rate K_ min !
Equilibrium dissociation k_ M

K. =—
constant Pk,
Fractional surface coveragge 6, dimensionless
Effective surface coverage| = =k, dimensionless
(model parameter) 0 =0, DA
Bound receptor fraction at | p(t) dimensionless
time t
Ligand density profile at | p(z,t) Number of molecules/th
time t and height z above
the surface (z = 0)
Rebinding rate wt) =k, p(4.1) s
Adsorption rate C,(4.1) s
Dimensionless dissociatior) - A dimensionless
rate B =k —

6D

TABLE 1: A glossary of the important quantities discussetthe paper, along with the
corresponding units.

Heparin level ¢M) | Fit parameter ¢ (s™) | 6, /6, = Je/c,
0.0 1.9><10_5:C0 1.0000
1.8 2.9x10~* 0.2559
3.6 4.1x107* 0.2140
5.4 5 <10 0.1934
10.8 8 0<10" 0.1495

TABLE 2: Fit parameters to SPR experimental data for varp&rin concentrations.
Note that the ‘effective coverage’ decreases with #gatin concentration (since the
ligand bound to heparin is unavailable for binding to surfacéeins), but the drop is
much less rapid than a prediction based on completdikegtion between the heparin
and IGF concentrations would suggest.
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Figure legends:

FIG. 1: (a) A schematic diagram of the SPR experialesgt-up showing the attached
ligands (IGF-I) 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 pliega for 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 8BRs3 from IGF-1 for PBST
(buffer alone) or heparin (30M) in PBST for duplicate runs of each on the same chip
normalized to the individual time O value in the abseofeflow. The data is
representative of multiple runs performed on six independhips.

FIG. 4. Comparison of dissociation data in the presaideeparin (30uM) for two
different levels of surface coupled IGF-I (on-line cong): (0) ~ 4 pixels of surface
coverage and (+) ~12 pixels of surface coverdgpgs 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. A schematic diagram illustrating the setup ofroean-field model. The receptors
are modeled as point size absorbing objects on the sebstrgace, and the ligands
diffuse in the bulk solution above this surface.

FIG. 6. Normalized dissociation curve from simulatiafsthe lattice model for two
different surface protein densities. The initial boundtfoacp(0) is 0.25 in both cases,
and the dissociation rate f=10°. The thin lines indicate optimal fits using Eq. 11, with
c =0.01 for® = 0.1 and ¢ = 0.0004 f&@ = 0.5. The corresponding theoretical values are
¢ = 0.006 and c = 0.00024, respectively. The results repregsaigas over 20 different
starting configurations.

FIG. 7. The effect of reducing the dissociation coedfitirelative 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 expaleijcompare with the dashed
exponential curve) in accordance with the mean-fieldutations in Appendix B. Ak_

is reduced, rebinding is increasingly important, and the d&sson slows down. The
results were averaged over 20 different starting configursiti
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FIG. 8. Simulation dissociation curves for two sneal/erage fractions, 0.5% and 1% of
the surface area. The dissociation ratg is10°.

FIG. 9. The same data as in Fig. 8 is plotted on a kgaig scale. This plot shows the
cross-over to the power-law regime mentioned in Set. The straight line is a fit
function f(T)=T2.

FIG.10. Comparison of mean-field theory with experimeBRRR data{) for IGFBP-3
dissociation from IGF-I in the absence of heparihe Thin curve represents the best fit

using Eq. 11, with ¢ = 12407 s™, and the straight line is the best exponentialiith
a dissociation ratek_ = 0.066min"*. The experimental data was averaged over two

different runs on the same IGF-I coupled chip and is sgntative of averaged data from
six separate chips.

FIG.11. 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 topmost curve is a reproductioimeo zero heparin data in
Fig.10). The lines represent the fitting curves using Eq.(Wih fit parameters c=

4.1x107*s™ and ¢=5.810"" s~ respectively for 3.M and 5.4uM heparin .

29



Glass Slide

(A)

1500

1000

500

(B)

FIG1.

30



1.2

16 B
R
o S50 0060 0 ot o 2. 60 50 521 5 5 9 0 0 e 5 0 0
[}
& o8 i
-
&
g
5 0.6 -
£
8
2
g 0.4 -
3
@
0.2 -
0 1 1 1
0 50 100 150 200
time (s)
20
15
w
T
X
[ 10 -
Q
(%2}
c
[=}
Q.
0
jo}
o
5 IGFBP-3 + heparin
heparin
Py g Rty
0 i
1 1 1 1
0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200
time (s)

(B)

FIG2.

31



12

buffer alone
@
E
[
b=
8
g
E 06 heparin
K
g
g 04 R
['4
0.2 - B
0 | | | | |
0 100 200 300 400 500 600
time (s)
1 T T T T
B.95% =
%,
8.9 —FQ% _
@
g.85 - 9 :
Y
Normalizeds s | % .
. %
Y
pixels -5 | *‘1 st g, 4
-
L g, w%w _
6.7 +.,d'+ %W .
- Rt
B.65 #“Q—Ht_'_ =
B.6 Jr_'_+""’t;""‘1+_'_‘='_FF _
+4cH3r++tr
©.55 - R Lt |
8.5 | | | | | | | |
a SE 18P 158 2Z8@ 258 308 35@ 488 450
time t {(sec>

32



z 0
bulic solution
& recapior
0 0
0 hgand
0
. . Q .
§ - .
.
. . .
. ] . b4
V subsirate surface

FIGS.

33



p(t)

a ce 40 60 8o 180

FIG6.

f=10"
B =10"
f=10"
f=10"°

e

-‘“\-‘W\N‘W«”me*w’\w‘

et s s o

a 2B 48 [=14] f=14]

FIG7.

34



%’*m&_ u
T s, o,

LTy . |
IR bt e S B P

a 2o 40 1% j=1%] 160

FIGS.

18 L " 79=0005
oo 6=001

2.1
.81 ol L vl vl o
B.81 a.1 1 18 1090
T=pt

FIG9.

35



204 384 40@ =144 (2744

t(sec)
FIG10.

36



p(H)

%] 108 cBe 380 480 SBB cBB

FIG11.

37



