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Abstract

Although discussions about the mechanisms and major contributors to the thernystabili
of proteins have been ongoing for several decades, there are not, as of yet, @y gene
rules describing the phenomenon. Here, we have started from the consideratiwerailf ge
concepts of thermostability, which leads us to hypotheses about structure-based and
sequence—based mechanisms. Our simulations confirmed the idea that theoe are tw
major strategies of protein thermostability: (i) general, non-gpestfucture-based, with
contribution from all types of stabilizing interactions, and (ii) specificueage-based,

with use of only dominating factor for adaptation to extreme conditions. The choice of a
certain strategy is a direct consequence of the need to balance the demands of
environmental conditions and the diversity of the proteomes of respective species at
different stages of evolution. The existence of two strategies of thermibgtgiviés us
insight into the role of particular interactions and ways of designing protetinsl@sired

stabilities.



Introduction

The importance of different factors contributing to protein thermostalkaiams a
subject of intense study (1-7). The most frequently reported trends include edcveas
der Waals interactions (8), higher core hydrophobicity (9), additional networks of
hydrogen bonds (7), enhanced secondary structure propensity (10), ionic interactions
(11), increased packing density (12), and decreased length of surface loops (13).
Recently, it was demonstrated that proteins use various combinations of these
mechanisms (11, 14, 15). However, no general rule for increasing thermostability (2, 16)
was found. The diversity of the “recipes” for thermostability immediat@kes two
important questions: (i) is there a common evolutionary or physical basis for these
apparently different mechanisms, and (ii) how did this diversity of mechanispesr

and develop on the evolutionary scene?

To address the first question, one has to go beyond the analysis of specific
stabilizing interactions and their various combinations. Conceptually, then, there can be
two major factors that affect protein thermostability. First, theraibstproteins may
have structural bias such as enhanced packing. Second, particular substitutions made in
sequences of mesophilic proteins can provide formation of “staples”, i.e. spacific
strong interactions without significantly altering protein structure. Wazetore, posit
two apparent foundations for protein thermostabisityycture and sequence, each
having their own advantages and drawbacks. Structure-based thermostatmlity is
specific in the sense that no or minimal special features of sequences are needed to
achieve thermostability, making it robust under a wide range of environmental

conditions. A possible evolutionary disadvantage of such a robust stabilization



mechanism is that it makes the protein less adaptable to rapid and speciescinan
environmental conditions. In contrast, just a few strategic substitutions in sequnc
lead to significant stabilization of an existing structure through the faymat several
strong interactionspecific to certain demands of the environment. These “staples” can
work locally, leaving the bulk of the structure and its compactness unchanged. sThere i
however, also a possible disadvantage to this mechanism. Sequence-baseatistabili
may not be robust because it is typically tailored to a specific and narrow range of

environmental conditions.

The last but not least, there may be an additional crucial factor affecting the
choice between specific, sequence-based, versus non-specific, strustade-ba
stabilization mechanism - availability of the sequence/structuretogpeat different
stages of protein evolution. At the beginning of protein evolution, only a restricted
number of primordial structures/sequences were available and mutation/atamhfic
machinery was not yet fully developed. Thus, selection towards more thermostable
proteins could happen only on the basis of utilizing existing and relatively simple
structures. This factor maden-specific, structure-based mechanisms most probable and
reliable way of gaining increased stability. Later on, when diveo$isgquences became
wide enough, the search in sequence space appeared to be another important mechanism
for specific modification of the structure. While evolution of protein structure most likely
started with structure-based mechanism(s) of thermostability, sequedatssl ones
eventually became important contributors by effective mutation processedliffetent
environmental conditions. Finally, “long-time” evolutionary experiments endowed

variety of the recipes to the vast diversity of biological material. All tiodugionary



scenaria leading to a particular strategy comprised what we kmilltbee “evolutionary

basis” for that strategy.

In this work we demonstrate the existence of two strategies for achjgnatein
thermostability, structure-based and sequence-based, and show that selection of a

particular strategy for thermal adaptation can be understood in evolutionargtconte

Materials and methods

The set of proteins we have analyzed in this work consists of 5 groups: 1. Hydrolase,
from E.coli (1INO) andT. thermophilus (2PRD); 2. Rubredoxin, from. gigas (1RDG),

C. pasteurianum (5RXN), D. vulgaris (8RXN), andP. furiosus (1CAA); 3. 2Fe-2S
Ferredoxin, front platensis (4FXC),E. arvense (1FRR),Anabaena PCC7120 (1FRD),

H. marismortui (1DOI), andS. elongatus (2CJN); 4. 4Fe-4S Ferredoxin, franacidi-

urici (LFCA), P. asaccharolyticus (1DUR), B. thermoproteolyticus (11QZ),and T.
maritima (1VJW); 5. Chemotaxis protein, frob coli (3CHY), S typhimurium (2CHF),
andT. maritima (1TMY). X-ray data from the Protein Data Bank were supplemented
with coordinates of H-atoms (16) .

Unfolding simulations were performed using an all-atom Go model developed earlier
(17). In the Go interaction scheme atoms that are neighbors in the native stanetur
assumed to have attractive interactions. Hence Go model of interactionstsret

based. Every unfolding run consists of dt@ps. The move set contains one backbone
move followed by one side-chain move. Van der Waals interactions were caddalat

atoms belonging to residues separated by at least two residues along tbpttdyp

chain; only contact distances within 2.5-8@vere considered for interactions (16).



High-throughput analyzes of the distributions of van der Waals contacts was @erform
on representative sets of major fold typesqadll B, a/p, o+ B (according to SCOP
classification (18), for list of the proteins used in the analysis see Supporting
Information), fromT. maritima, P. Furiosis/Horikoshii/Abyssi, andT. thermophilus.
Jack-knife tests have been performed to exclude: (i) possible effect of théotdme

the set, and (ii) influence of the size of the set.

Numbers of rotamers in fully unfolded states of Hydrolases (1INO and 2PRPB) wer
calculated. Structures were unfolded at high temperature T=4 (see Efjur
Coordinate snapshots were recorded at evetgteps MC steps of total 1§teps done
for every structure. Numbers of rotamers for every residue were deterrsinachaerage

over 100 snapshot.
Hydrogen bonds were determined according to criteria developed in (19, 20).

Sequence alignments were done using software “MultAlign” developed in (21).

Results

The aims of our analysis were twofold: (i) to outline major strategipsodéin
thermostability, and (i) to find an evolutionary basis for the development of particula
strategies in the variety of species. These considerations defined thedafltbeset of
analyzed proteins. It includes five groups of proteins, each of them containing
representatives of mesophilic organisms and its analogues from (hgpephilic
species. At the same time, members of these groups represent evolutiortanly dis
branches of the phylogenetic tree, archaea and bacteria. First, watedatability of

each of the proteins using an unfolding procedure based on the Go model (22).



According to the Go model native interactions in the structure of the naturahprotei
reflect mutually stabilizing effects of all or almost all types of atéons. Thus Go-
model simulations aim at revealisgucture-based contributions to protein stability.
Unfolding simulation for the studied groups of proteins reveal general trends of higher
transition temperatures of unfolding for several (hyper)thermophilicippptempared to
their mesophilic counterparts. Figure 1A shows the difference between tlodalsgdr
from thermophilicT. thermophilus and mesophili&.coli towards higher stability of
thermophilic protein. There is a pronounced difference between the unfolding
temperatures of the rubredoxin from hyperthermopRilituriosus and rubredoxins from
three mesophilic organisms (Figure 1B). Three mesophilic 2Fe-2S femeddkXC,
1FRR, and 1FRD) demonstrate a narrow range of transition temperaturegsithere
thermophilic one (2CJN) from cyanobacteri@e ongatus has a substantially higher
temperature of unfolding (Figure 1C). Analysis of 4Fe-4S ferredoxins from mdsophil
and thermophilic organisms also reveals a significant difference in thesitioa
temperatures (Figure 1D) demonstrating increased thermostability widpleitic

ferredoxin (11QZ).

A striking exception from the general rule of higher simulation transitiopéesature for
(hyper)thermostable proteins is demonstrated by the proteins from hypexidronT.
maritima. Both 4Fe-4S ferredoxin (1VJW) and chemotaxis protein, CheY (1TMY),
exhibit lower transition temperatures than their respective mesophilic goartse

(Figure 1D and E). Apparently the mechanism of thermal stability fordi@xne and

CheY protein fronT. maritima may be different from those of other (hyper)thermostable

proteins studied in our unfolding simulations. Do proteins ffamaritima follow an



alternative strategy to increase their thermostability? And if réifitestrategies co-exist,
what is the evolutionary basis for such different ways of thermal adaptatieh? F
answers to these questions can be obtained from the analysis of the data presented i
Table 1.

According to the data in Table 1, hydrolase from the thermophilic bacteria hexsttdat
van der Waals energy compared to its mesophilic counterpart. There-anel&es in
thermophilic protein and only @-helices in the mesophilic one. Elements of secondary
structure in thermostable hydrolase (2PRD) are rather extended in sizeisougr®5
residues versus 84 in the case of the mesophilic protein (1INO). The total number of
hydrogen bonds is also higher in a protein from the thermophilic organism: 170 versus
145. Thus, according to all structural factors presented in Table 1 hydrolasg from
thermophilusis expected to be more stable compared to its mesophilic counterpart.
Another interesting feature of unfolding of hydrolases is almost competeidence of
temperature-dependence curves of unfolding energies up to some relatitaely hig
temperature, followed by their abrupt separation. This can be explained by thenddfe
in side-chain entropy of proteins due to the difference in their amino acid sesjuence
Calculation of the average number of rotamers per residue in fully unfolded state (23)
gives values 12.0 and 11.4 for the mesophilic and the thermophilic proteins, respectively.
It demonstrates, thus, higher side-chain entropy in the unfolded state of mesophilic
hydrolase, which leads to its unfolding at lower temperature compared to thermophili
structure.

Hyperthermophilic rubredoxin from the archaebactBrifuriosus demonstrates a

pronounced bias towards high packing compared to mesophilic proteins (112 van der



Waals contacts per residue in hyperthermophilic protein compared to 103, 98, and 96 in
the mesophilic analogues). Higher density of packing in hyperthermophilicrsrate

also reflected in the increased number of H-bonds per residue and in the involvement of
62 per cent of residues into the elements of secondary structure compared to 39-40 per
cent in mesophilic proteins.

Van der Waals interactions and involvement of more residues into elements of sgcondar
structure contribute to an increase of stability of thermophilic 2Fe-2&itetin (2CJN,
H-bonds can not be obtained because of low resolution NMR structure), in agreement
with the conclusion done in experimental work (24).

All major structural factors presented in Table 1 point out to increased thahitiostn
thermophilic 4Fe-4S ferredoxin (11QZ) and, thus, explain its higher transition

temperatures in unfolding simulations compared to mesophilic analogues.

Proteins froml. maritima show a principally different distribution of major stabilizing
interactions (Table 1). Analysis of the data for 4Fe-4S ferredoxin (1VJ&3 gi

substantially increased number of hydrogen bonds and involvement of almost half of the
residues into secondary structure elements. At the same time, compacthess of t
structure (95 van der Waals contacts per residue in hyperthermophilic protepreredm

to 96 and 82 in two mesophilic proteins) is practically the same as those in mesophilic
protein. CheY protein (1 TMY) has a decreased number of van der Waals contacts and
hydrogen bonds, and slightly higher fraction of residues participating in secondary
structure. Thus, both unfolding simulations (Figure 1) and structural analyble @)a
demonstrate that increased stability of thermophilic hydrolase (11@¢dioxins (2CJIN

and 11QZ), and hyperthermophilic rubredoxin (LCAA) fréfuriosisis provided by the



majority of structural factors acting together, whereas ferredoxin and @oéeins from
hyperthermophilicl. maritima lack structural connotation in their stabilizing
mechanisms. This suggests that proteins fromaritima have yet another way of
increasing thermostability. In order to uncover a possible alternaggbanism of
thermostability employed by maritma proteins we consider second major factor in

protein stability, sequence.

We examined here sequence alignments of mesophilic proteins and their
(hyper)thermophilic homologues (see Figure 2, which is published as supporting
information on the PNAS web site). Results of quantitative analysis of sequence
comparisons are presented in Table 2. Similarly to unfolding simulations, sequence
analysis discriminates proteins from hyperthermostabhearitima from other
(hyper)thermostable proteins analyzed in this work. Their sequences demeonstra
pronounced difference in the alignments with their mesophilic counterpartbi€see t
explanation of definition of residues in the Legend to Table 2). They have lower
sequence identity with mesophilic proteins than other (hyper)thermophilicrs ¢4€

and 33 percent, percentage of residue types | and Il in Table 2 summed up together, and
positions colored by light and dark gray in Figure 2) for ferredoxin and CheY protein,
respectively Moreover, 22 and 38 percent of sequence positidnsnafitima proteins

do not match those in the sequences of mesophiles, while amino acids in the same
positions of mesophilic sequences are identical to each other (light blue, Figure 2 of
Supplementary material). In addition, we obtained substantial redistribution a
increased number of charged residues in CheY protein and almost twiez greaber

of charged residues (11 versus 6, see also Table 2 and Figure 2) in ferredoxin, both from



T. maritima, contrasted to their mesophilic counterpardigih level of sequence variation
compared to mesophilic orthologs and significant bias towards charged resiths i
sequences point out to key role of sequence selection in adaptatianavitima

proteins to extreme conditions of the environment, in contrast to other
(hyper)thermophilic organisms such asupPiosis and T.thermophilus where structural

bias is more pronounced. Remarkably, this finding is completely supported by
experimental data where decisive role of ion interactions in hyperthebiibgiaf

proteins fromTl. maritima was demonstrated (25, 26).

Among other proteins with increased stability analyzed in this work are therncophili
hydrolase (1INO), ferredoxins (2CJN and 11QZ), and hyperthermophilic rubredox
(1CAA). They exhibit high level of sequence identity (up to 80 percent) with their
mesophilic orthologues (residue types | and Il in Table 2; light and darkrgFagure

2). Further, no significant substitutions into charged residues in sequences civespe
(hyper)thermophiles were observed (positions marked by blue and red (Figure 2) and
residue types IV and V in Table 2, respectively). Moreover, in the case of
hyperthermophilic rubredoxin from.furiosis (1CAA) and thermophilic ferredoxin from

S elongatus (2CJN) sequences of mesophiles contain in common parts of the alignments
even more charged residues than their (hyper)thermophilic homologues (11 and 10 versus
4 and 3 per cent, respectively). Thus, all the approaches used in this work, strusgdre-ba
unfolding simulations, analysis of structural features, and sequence alignment
consistently distinguish proteins ©f maritima from the other (hyper)thermophilic

proteins according to the differences in the ways of gaining thermostaloilttye first

case of thermophilic hydrolase (1INO), ferredoxins (2CJN and 11QZ), and



hyperthermophilic rubredoxin (LCAA), we have a general trend of increasing of
transition temperature obtained in unfolding simulations with a Go model, esgentiall
structure-based approach. We also found, for these proteins, that all stabitimhg sl
factors act concurrently , which points to compactness as the most probable cause fo
structure-based original mechanism of higher stability.

In the second case of proteins frdmmaritima, we did not observe structural
connotation for the mechanism of thermostability. At the same time, we réeale
strong sequence bias in proteins fronmaritima, which demonstrated preference for
some of the stabilizing interactions and not others: a mechanism that we define as

sequence-based strategy.

While the differences between mechanisms of thermostability demonstrakesl study
for several proteins are suggestive, a fully conclusive evidence can be obtaindmnly

massive comparison of proteins from different species.

. Our previous analysis suggested dominance of structure-based strategy in
hyperthermophilic archada furiosis and in thermophilic bacterig thermophilus, but

not in hyperthermophilic bacteria maritima. This defined a choice of the organisms to
compare structural features of their proteomes, namely packing denstiss €nd we
compared distributions of van der Waals contacts in proteomes of different organisms
We analyzed distributions of van der Waals interactions in representative setpof

fold types (allo, all B, o/f, anda+p, see Table 3 ) from. maritima, P.
furiosisghorikpshii/abissy, andT. thermophilus. The data presented in Tablel8arly
demonstrates difference in the distribution of number of contacts per residiggn$r

from Pyrococcus andT. thermophilus have higher mean values compared to proteins



from T.maritima (275 and 272 contacts per residue versus 254, respectively). Besides,
comparison off. maritima, Pyrococcus andT. thermophilus proteins with those of
mesophilic Yeast demonstrates that according to distributions of number oftsdntac
maritma is closer to mesophilic organism rather thaRywococcus andT. thermophilus
(data not shown)Xolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) test shows high statistical significance of
the difference between the distributions of contacts of the compared setskiec8)Ta
This further proves persistence of structure-based stratdgyhermophilus, whereas in

T. maritima we found transition to sequence-based mechanism.

The existence of the two mechanisms of thermostability, structure-hadseéguence-
based, gives us an opportunity to look at adaptation process from the perspective of
general concepts, structure and sequence. Using this approach, we can detdrictine
strategy has been utilized by nature in any particular case and to find possiblefw
their alteration/modification. As an example we take ferredoxins, whose uthiversa
presence in all organisms makes them an outstanding object for our analysss Bher
special interest in the group of 2Fe-2S ferredoxins, the ferredoxin from the hialophil
archaebacteriurl. marismortui (1DOI). First, this protein demonstrates a higher
transition temperature (Figure 1) in unfolding simulations with structuredb@s
potential, which can be explained by significantly increased packing dansity
extensive hydrogen bonding (Table 1). It is worth noting that this halophilic prstein i
from archaebacteria, and it has substantially higher packing densitystima@siophilic
counterparts. This is another example (the first one is hyperthermophilidoxbrérom
archaebacteriR. furiosus) which corroborates the idea of high packing density as one of

ancient mechanisms of thermostability (15). At the same time one cantess way of



adaptation to high salinity. AlImost entire surface of the protein is coatbdwrdic
residues. This is achieved by enrichment of the sequence with acidic residues, i
particular 8 of 22 residues in N-terminal domain are acidic, providing extecsurf
carboxylates for solvation. Thus, we observed co-existence of two stabilizing
mechanisms: (i) specific, sequence-based, mainly by the abundance ofessdlies on
the surface (27), which provides adaptation to high salinity, and (ii) non-specific,
structure-based, which includes major factors of the protein stability andvetlay
preserve stability and function of the protein under decreased salinity (27&x8hple
highlights universality of two-strategy mechanism of adaptation, demongtrati
versatility of adaptation to other than temperature factors of extremeeméant.
Finally, this example generalizes our finding of two-strategy meahaoisadaptation

to wider spectrum of environmental conditions (temperature,salinity, pressuye, e

Discussion

Earlier studies of the mechanisms of protein thermostability resulted in toeelg of

a variety of contributors to the effect (1-5, 7-14, 28), and corresponding models on the
basis of their combinations (4, 5). However, the diversity of the protein folds, the
mechanisms of stability, and the evolutionary history of respective spaised

guestions about fundamental physical and evolutionary nature of organismic adaptation
to high temperature and other extreme conditions (28). Here, we demonstrated how
simple all-atom simulations can be used to estimate relative therntiostabthe

proteins from species with different growth temperature: mesophilic {gr@mperature

up to 60C), thermophilic (up to 8@C), and hyperthermophilic (more than°gY). By



analogy with microcalorimetric experiments (29), where the transeimpérature of
unfolding is used as one of the parameters to evaluate protein thermostadility, w
compared transition temperatures of unfolding obtained in simulations on the basis of the
Go model (30). It was demonstrated (30) that Go-like models that consider only native
interactions give a satisfactory description of two-state folding pseseas single-

domain proteins. We started from the assumption that for the same reasons, it bdequate
reflects stability of the structure during its unfolding (22), and our resultgigdghe

use of the Go model for discerning the cumulative effect of a varietytof$ac
contributing to protein thermostability. Further, our analysis provides a neyhtmsio
physical mechanisms of thermostabilization showing two major stratdgres@asing
protein stability. The first strategy, structure-based, is achieved eetisel of more
compact structures so that relatively few changes in sequences @ed teeachieve high
thermal stability. We found structure-based stabilization for thermophitimhase from

T. thermophilus, 2Fe-2S ferredoxin fror. elongatus, and 4Fe-43erredoxin fromB.
thermoproteol yticus, and hyperthermophilic rubredoxin fraAfuriosis, which feature

more compact folds so that all stabilizing interactions contribute to enhanced
thermostability (see Table I). We also found an alternative strateqyeafis

stabilization, where protein sequences are selected in such a way to enhanuee anly
few types of interactions in order to adapt to very specific extreme conditiothss

case, sequence variation, a mechanism that can introduce particular stabilizi
interactions regardless of the detail of the original structure, giveto rsggjuence-based
specific strategy. Hyperthermophilic ferredoxin and chemotaxis proteinTrromaritima

exemplify this mechanism of stabilization. Here, the obvious bias towardsispecif



interactions couples with lack of non-specific structure-based staioiiza& hese results
are corroborated by the experimental data, revealing that hypertherradetaddioxin at
25°C is “thermodynamically not more stable than an average mesophilic protein” (31)
and “conventional explanations for the structural basis of enhanced thermostdbility”
not work in case of chemotaxis protein frGmmaritima (25). At the same time, stability
of these proteins under extremely high temperatures is provided by significant
modifications of their sequences towards enrichment by charged residues, wiech tur
out to be an effective sequence-based method of adaptation to extreme specitiimnsondi

(31, 32).

Last but not least we discuss here what determines choice of a strategylalugi-time
evolutionary experiment. On the basis of our data we can point to two major
determinants: environment and evolutionary potential (availability of differpettares
of sequences and structures as subjects for exploration at distinct stagesiof
evolution). Selection of a specific strategy, then, is a direct result of a corspromi
between these two major groups of factors. First of all, proteins should develdpeffec
mechanisms of thermostability or even combine it with adaptation to other specifi
factors (e.g. halophilic ferredoxin frorh. marismortui). At the same time, the choice of
the mechanism is determined by the current complexity of the structisegqnence
repertoire available at a given stage of evolution and effectiveness of thegexist
mutation machinery. At the earliest stages, when proteins had ratheredsejpeértoire

of sequences and only few effective mechanisms of adaptation, they used simple but
robust mechanisms (working in a wide range of temperatures and independent of

different physico-chemical conditions) by using structural potential ofedoé@ folds and



developing, thus, structure-based mechanism of thermostability. Indeed, it wais show
that thermophilic proteins have more designable folds (15), which can be adopted by
greater numbers of sequences (33). Using more designable folds make ibdasier t
sequences with enhanced stability (15). In structural terms, designebiliélates with

the number of contacts per monomer, i.e. compactness (34, 35), and, thus, corroborates
the choice of general strategy of thermostability in the beginning of petelation.
Archaea proteins, rubredoxin froafuriosus and 2Fe-2S ferredoxin froh.

marismortui, exemplify a start from the ancient mechanism of stability, compactness
(15). Later in evolution structure-based strategy can persist in somewases, can be
replaced by more specific, sequence-based, strategy in other casdes fetiverse
environmental conditions and distinct evolutionary path they underwent). High-
throughput structural analysis of major fold types implemented in this work provided the
evidence of persistence/changing strategy of stabilization. We obtaineph@cifie
structure-based mechanism in proteins of ancient Archaea Hyeoepccus) and its
persistence and substantiation in bactéritermophilus. At the same time this strategy
was abandoned in other bactefiamaritima, where sequence-based strategy of
implementing specific interactions was eventually developed. The spgafic the
difference in mechanisms of thermostability can reflect both long evolutidmstance
between bacteria and representatives of Archaea kingdom and specifictmonne
between some of them. This idea received strong support from the analysis of the
complete genome df. maritima (36) and phylogenetic consideration of its relationship
to Archaea (37, 38). Earlier analysis revealed that by means of whole-genulaetg

comparison]. maritima has 24 per cent of genes that are most similar to Archaea’s.



High level of similarity is a consequence of lateral (or horizontal) gansfer (36, 39),
which, as it was demonstrated earlier, points to specific biochemical and ersmtahm
adaptations (40-43). Thus, wh&nmaritima invaded the hot environment, it developed
mechanisms of thermostability in order to reach adaptation. At the saméehiisne
environment was already colonized by Archaea which served eventually as afsource
lateral gene transfer. Lateral gene transfer demonstrates orghl@gel of adaptation
during recolonization (36), consistent with the long evolutionary distance between
maritima and Archaea. This observation reveals a new, interesting phenomenon:
distinctions in sequences/structures and molecular/cellular machineffgedrdistages

of evolution can play decisive role in addition to the environmental conditions. Finally,
traces of ancient mechanisms of thermostability in proteins from aratagband ways
of adaptation of proteins from maritima leads us to the self-consistent model of two-
strategy choice for thermostability at different stages of evolutipth€isimplest and
most reliablenon-specific structure-based mechanism of thermostability at the very
beginning of life under hot conditions, which started from the ancient structural
implement, compactness, and in absence of developed molecular/cellular nyag¢iner
sequence-based specific adaptation to hot conditions at later stages of pateiare
(e.g. recolonization), by utilizing whole spectrum of structural and genomic opportunities
developed to date in diversity of species.

The two-strategy model of protein thermostability provides a coherent viewptnt i
interplay of physical and evolutionary factors that give rise to protein ds¢aimility in

the context of organismal adaptation. Potentially it can be helpful in guiding ourteff

design proteins with desired thermal properties..
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Figure legends

Figure 1. The temperature-dependence of the energy of unfolding. Every simulation of
unfolding started from the native structure and includ6°MC steps. Absolute
temperature increment is 0.2, and 0.1 in the vicinity of transition temperatureplotsl|
curves of the unfolding energy of mesophilic proteins are shown by black, blue, or cyan
dots; thermophilic proteins — red dots; hyperthermophilic proteins — orange dots;
halophilic protein — green dot&. Hydrolases, front.coli (LINO, black rhombuses) and

T. thermophilus (2PRD, red squares}, Rubredoxins, fronD. gigas (1RDG, cyan
triangulares)C. pasteurianum (5RXN, black rhombuseslp. vulgaris (8RXN, blue
rhombuses), anB. furiosus (LCAA, orange squaresy.. 2Fe-2S Ferredoxin, frold

platensis (4FXC, cyan triangularesk,. arvense (1FRR, black rhombused#nabaena
PCC7120 (1FRD, blue rhombusedji,. marismortui (1DOI, green rhombuses), aSd
elongatus (2CJN, red squared), 4Fe-4S Ferredoxin, froi@. acidi-urici (1FCA, black
triangulares)P. asaccharolyticus (1DUR, blue rhjombusesB. thermoproteol yticus

(11QZ, red squaresand T. maritima (1VJW, orange squared); Chemotaxis protein,

from E. coli (3CHY, blue rhombuses$, typhimurium (2CHF, black squares), aid

maritima (1 TMY, orange squares).



Legends to Tables

Table 1.Factors possibly contributing of thermostability of analyzed proteins. Van der
Waals interactions (16), number of H-bonds (19, 20) and amount of residues involved
into elements of secondary structure in groups of proteins under consideration.
Parameters in the Table are as follows: vdW conts — total number of vdW contacts in
protein; Cnts/res — number of vdW contacts per residue; N of bonds — number of H-bonds
in protein; Bnds/res — number of H-bonds per residue; Sec. Strct — percentagaguesresi
involved into the elements of secondary structure. Names of (hyper)thermpohili
organisms in column 2 are bolded italic.

Table 2. Quantitative results of the examination of sequence alignments for the groups of
analyzed proteins (Column 1). Only common parts of the alignments (see Figure 2 of
Supporting information) are considered for calculation of Table 2. Types of resichie
defined as follows: Type 1 (light gray in Figure 2 - residue in the sequetioe of
(hyper)thermophile is identical to at least one of those in respective pasition

mesophilic sequences; Type 2 (dark gray, Figure 2) — presence of chardeesras
respective positions of (hyper)thermophilic and at least one of the mesopienges;

Type 3 (light blue, Figure 2) — identical non-charged residues in respectivierosit at

least two mesophilic sequences, while non-matching residue in (hyper)thdendype

4 (blue, Figure 2) — charged residue in at least one of the mesophiles, but non-charged
residues in (hyper)thermophile; Type 5 (red, Figure 2) — charged residhes in t
(hypenthermophile, while non-charged residues in respective positions of mesophil

proteins.



Table 3.Comparative analyzes of the distributions of van der Waals contacts in
representatives of the major fold types frBrabyssi/horikoshii/furiosis, T. maritima,

andT. thermophilus (for the listing of the analyzed PDB structures see supporting
information which is published on the PNAS web sik@Imogorov-Smirnov test have

been applied to united sets of the folds presented in each source. Results of the test are
presented in a third column: number in brackets is P-v@lagndTt areT. maritima

andT. thermophilus, respectively, and demonstrate differences between their proteins and
those from the source (column 1). Last column (Fold types) demonstrates mearofalue

the distributions for major fold types in proteins from the respective organisms.



Table 1

Protein Source VdW energy Hydrogen | Sec.

bonds Stret

vdW | Cnts | N of | Bnds
conts |/res | bnds | /res
Hydrolase
1INO (175) 22804 | 130 | 145| 0.83 0.48
E. coli
2PRD(174) | T.thermophilus 23178 | 133 | 170| 0.98 0.6
Rubredoxin
1RDG (52) | D.gigas 5363 103 | 40 0.77 0.40
5RXN (54) | C. pasteuranium 5296 98 39 0.72 0.39
8RXN (55) | D.wulagaris 5292 96 42 0.76 0.4
1CAA (53) P. furiosus 5914 112 | 45 0.85 0.62
Ferredoxin
(2FE-2S)
4FXC (98) S platensis 11005 | 113 | 76 0.78 0.37
1FRR (95) E. arvense 11767 | 124 | 96 1.01 0.43
1FRD (98) | Anabaena PCC7120 | 12032 | 123 | 102 | 1.04 0.49
1DOI (128) | H. marismortui 17537 | 137 | 131| 1.02 0.5
2CJN (97) S. elongatus 13429 | 138 | - - 0.56
Ferredoxin
(4FE-4S)
1FCA (55) C. acidiurici 5293 96 39 0.71 0.22
1DUR (55) | P.asaccharolyticus | 4507 | 82 37 0.67 0.4
11QZ (81) B. 9152 113 | 74 0.90 0.44
thermoproteolyticus

1VIW (59) | T. maritima 5591 95 57 0.97 0.49
Chemotaxis
Protein
3CHY (128) | E. coli 17263 | 135 | 164 | 1.28 0.58
2CHF (128) | S typhimurium 17361 | 136 | 166| 1.3 0.58
1TMY (118) | T. maritima 15507 | 131 134 | 1.14 0.7




Table 2

Proteins under Size of the Number of residues (percentage)
comparison common
part of the Type 1 | Type 2 Type 3 | Typed| TypebS
alignments

1INO 178 52(29)| 38(21) | - 16 (9) 16 (9)
versus 2PRD
1RDG/5RXN/BRX | 54 24 (44) | 17(32) | 4(7) 6 (11) 2 (4)
N versus 1CAA
1FCA/1DUR versus| 58 15 (26) | 6 (10) 15 (26)| 6 (10) 10 (17
11Qz
1FRD/4FXC/1FRR | 99 53(54) | 26(26) | 5(5) 10 (10) 3(3)
versus 2CJN
1FRD/4FXC/1FRR | 99 30(30) | 22(22) | 22(22) 14(14) 99
versus 1DOI
1FCA/1DUR versus| 60 18 (30) | 6(10) 13 (22)] 6(10) 11 (18
1VIW
3CHY/2CHF 124 24(19)| 16(14) | 47(38) 16(14) 19(15
versus
1TMY
Table 3
Source Total Mean value of the Fold types

number | distribution of

of folds | number of vdW Al [All |a/p |atp

or contacts per residue | a B

proteins | and KS-test (p-

/domain | values)

S
P. 37 275 282 | 238| 284 | 296
abyssi/furiosighorikoshii Tm (7.68-1)

Tt (2.6-109)
T. maritima 42 254 269 | 236| 265 | 233
Tt (1.7-10Y

T. thermophilus 38 272 273| 269 276 -
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Supporting information.

Legend to Figure 2.Sequence alignments for the groups of analyzed proteins. Only
common parts of the alignments are presented and considered for calculatiored. Tabl
Letters are coloured as follows: light gray — the residue in the sequence of the
(hyper)thermophile is identical to at least one of those in respective pasition
mesophilic sequences; dark gray — presence of charged residues in respective pbsitions
(hyper)thermophilic and at least one of the mesophilic sequences; light blueiealdent
non-charged residues in respective positions of at least two mesophilic sequéilees, w
non-matching residue in (hyper)thermophile; blue — charged residue in airleasitthe
mesophiles, but non-charged residues in (hyper)thermophile; red — chardadseési

the (hyper)thermophile, while non-charged residues in respective positionsaghmie
proteins. A. Hydrolases: lindfc) versus 2prdit); B. Rubredoxins:
1rdg(DQg)/5rxn(Cp)/8rxn(Dv) versus 1ca#&f); C. 4Fe-4S Ferredoxins:
1FCA(Ca)/1DUR(Pa) versus 11QZBt); D. 2Fe-2S Ferredoxins:
1FRDAnabaena)/4AFXC(Sp)/1FRREa) versus 2CJIN (SeE. 2Fe-2S Ferredoxins
1FRDAnabaena)/4FXC(Sp)/1FRREa) versus 1DOKImM); F. 4Fe-4S Ferredoxins:
1FCA(Ca)/1DUR(Pa) versus 1VJIJWImM); G. Chemotaxis proteins: 3CHEC)/2CHF&)

versus 1TMYTm).



Figure 2

A.
1ino:  SLLNVPA | YWI El PANAIPI KYE! BIEESGAL FVBRFVSTAVEYPCNYGY! NI}
2prd: ANLESLPV VI G\ GAl BLBRVLPGAQEYPGRYGFI PS

1i no: TLSL LVPTPYPLQPGSVI VeyH | LvAVPRSEL |
2prd: TL LDGLVLSTYPLLP GLLL | GWAE- - |
1i no: LLRAQ ABFF - | VASFIRARNE
2prd: QDI Bl QHFFET L cl G

B.

irdg: Ml YVCTVCGYR BPGTRF CPVCGA! Q

5rxn: CTVCGYI NP | CPLCGV F

8r xn: CTVCGYQ PGTSFDDL PADVW/CPV! F

icaa: o JeeY SPGTRFEEL F

C.

1fca:  AYVI NEACI SCGACHPECP- VA SQCCSRWIR - --- - - - - TCl BOGACA- G
1dur: AYVI Cl ACGA CP- VNCI - QGEGSI YAI | -------- Cl CA- S
1i qz: Tl TCl ACGACGAAAPE Y AYVTL* * % %% % %% PP L | ]
1f ca: VCPVBAPVQA

ldur: VCPVGAPN

1i qz: GCPTPBSI RV

D.

1frd: ASYQVLI TTIEl BEETTI L NGI ELPFSCBSGSCSSCVERWE

4f xc: ATYRVILI G NETI TYI L GLDLPYSCRAGACSTCAGT! TSGTI
1frr: AYJETVLETPSGEFTL GITI L PFSCRAGACSSCL SGS
2¢cj n:  ATYRVTLVEP- BGSETTI vI L QGLDL PFSCRAGACSTCAGKLLE

1frd: FLBBEQVG- RGFALL CVTYPRSNCTI

PYLA
4f xc: FL - AGYVLTCVAYPT I Gy
1frr: GSFL - EGFVLTC Al Vi LF
2cj n: FL - KGFVLTCVAY! I LT LY



1frd: ASYQVLI TTI L GSCSSCVAVVE

4f xc: ATYRVTLI TYI L GACSTCAGTI TSGTI
ifrr: GTTI L GACSSCLRVVSGS
1doi : cBYI L GACANCAAI VLEGDI
1frd:

4f xc:

1frr:

1ldoi

F.

ifca: AW Cl SCGAI VBAI SQGGSEYVI - CAGVCPVRAPVQA
1dur: AYVI CI ACGA CP- VNCI - GEGSI YAI - CASVCPVGAPN

1vj w NLCPBVFQL TlLPOA.AAlSCPTGAI S

G.

3chy: ELKFL s LQAGGYGFVI IVP
2chf : ELKFL LQAGGFGFI |

1t ny: LI | | T A YRELEPB VT

3chy: T ALPVLMWT NI | AAAQAGAS PFTAATL

2chf: N LLKT AVSAL PVLMWT NI | AAAQAGAS PFTAATL LN
1tny: EWNG DAl NAK- - | | VCSAMGQQAWVI EAI BAGARF| VKPFQP N

3chy: KIF
2chf: KIF
1t nmy:



Listing of the PDB-codes for major fold types inP. abyssi/horikoshii/furiosis, T.
maritima, and T. thermophilus. Total numbers of analyzed folds fromP

abyssi/horikoshii/furiosis, T. maritima, and T. thermophilus are 37, 42, and 38,
respectively. Numbers in the brackets show location of the fold in theructure.

P. abyssi/horikoshii/furiosis folds:

All alpha:
1AIS_B(1108-1300),1AJ8,1A0R(211-605),1B43(220-339),111G(2-61),11QP(89-169);

All beta:
1B8A(1-103),1DQ3_1(1-128),1DQ3_2(415-454),1DQI,1ELT,1H64,11Q8_1(506-582),
11Z6(2-70),1MXG(362-435),1PLZ;

Alpha/beta:

1A1S(1-150),1A8L(1-119),1E19,1G2I,1GDE,1GEF,
1GTM(181-419),1HGS3,1IM5,110F,1I0N,11Q8_2,1J08,1JFL,1JG1,1LK5 1(1-
130),1LK5_2(211-229);

Alpha plus beta:
1AIS_A(1-92),1117,1K9X, INNW.

T. maritima folds:

All alpha:
1J5Y(3-67),1J10,1M6Y_1(115-215),100W(1-167),1P2F_1(121-217),1QC7;

All beta:
1GJIW_2(573-636),1GUI,1HH2(127-198),118A,1L1J,1NCJ(2-101),1012_1(1-43),
1012 2(332-364),104T;

Alpha/beta:
1A5Z(22-163),1B9B,1D1G,1HDG,114N,1J9L,1JCF(1-140),1JG8,1L9G,1M6Y_2(2-114),
1M6Y_3(216-294),100U,1014,101X,1020,1TMY,1VPE;

Alpha plus beta:
1DD5,1GXJ,1158,1J6R,1M4Y,1NZ0,100X,1022,1026,1VIW;

T. thermophilus folds:

All alpha:
1A8H(349-500),1B7Y_B1(1-38),1C52,1DK1,1EE8(122-210),1GAX_1(797-862),
1GAX_2(579-796),11I0M,11IQR_1(172-416),1IW7_E,1N97,1SES(1-110);

All beta:
1EHK B(41-168),1EXM_1(213-312),1EXM_2(313-405),1FEU,1GAX_3(190-342),



11Z0_1(1-98),1KWG(591-644),1NYK,2CUA,2PRD;

Alpha/beta:
1BXB,1EXM_3(3-212),1GAX_4(1-189),1GAX_5(343-578),1IQR_2(2-
171),1IR6,11UK,1J09(1-305),1J33,1J3B,1J3N,1JL2,1KA9_H,10DK,1SRV,1XAA;



