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Abstract

Using a S-hairpin protein as a representative example of two-state folders, we stud-
ied how the exploration of native-like states affects the folding kinetics. It has been
found that the first-passage time (FPT) distributions are essentially single-exponential
not only for the times to overcome the free energy barrier that separates unfolded and
native-like states but also for the times to find the native state among the native-like
ones. If the protein explores native-like states for a time much longer than the time
to overcome the free energy barrier, which was found to be characteristic of high tem-
peratures, the resulting FPT distribution to reach the native state remains close to
exponential but the mean FPT (MFPT) is determined not by the height of the free
energy barrier but by the time to explore native-like states. The mean time to over-
come the free energy barrier is found to be in reasonable agreement with the Kramers

rate formula and generally far shorter than the MFPT to reach the native state. The
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time to find the native state among native-like ones increases with temperature, which

explains the known U-shape dependence of the MFPTs on temperature.

1 Introduction

Most of small, single-domain globular proteins (approximately to one hundred residues) fold
in a two-state cooperative manner.1 1% The process of folding represents a transition from an
unfolded state of the protein to its functional (native) state over a free energy barrier.1! 2!
The barrier is created due to an interplay between energy and entropy, i.e., while the energy
directs the protein towards the native state, the entropy returns it back towards numerous
unfolded states.t113:35 On a free energy landscape, the unfolded and folded states form basins
of attraction separated by the free energy barrier.13:1%:22-26 The first-passage time (FPT) to
reach the native state has a single-exponential distribution with the mean FPT (MFPT)
associated with the height of the free energy barrier. If observed, such a distribution allows
one to suggest that only two protein states are essentially populated - for unfolded and
folded protein conformations. Along with these well-documented properties of two-state
folders, one issue requires clarification. According to the Anfinsen principle,2” the native
state of a protein is characterized by the minimum in free energy. This implies that the
native state represents an ensemble of conformationally close structures (“native ensemble”)
rather than a unique structure;2” 37 the solution NMR experiments give some examples of
these structures.3:31:33:3839 The flexibility of the native state is considered to be an essential
property of a protein to perform its function.?? 4! The structures that form the free energy
basin of folded states are generally native-like. Among them, the native ensemble structures,
which correspond to the minimum of the basin, constitute a tiny fraction. Therefore, when
a protein comes to the basin of native-like states, it does not necessarily reach the native
state immediately, but may dwell, and typically does, in this basin exploring native-like

conformations until it finds a native one. As a result, the MFPT may not be determined



solely by the height of the free energy barrier but be affected by the protein dynamics in the
native-like basin. So, why the exploration of native-like states does not change the single-
exponential FPT distributions, which are typically observed for two-state folders and are
considered to be an intrinsic indicator of two-state folding?

To gain insight into this issue, we perform molecular dynamics (MD) simulations of
folding of a representative example of two-state folders - a S-hairpin protein. We show that
along with the single-exponential FPT distribution to come to the basin of native-like states
by overcoming the free energy barrier, the distribution of times to reach the native state
within this basin is also single-exponential. If the protein explores native-like states for a
time much longer than the time to overcome the free energy barrier, the resulting FPT
distribution to reach the native state remains close to an exponential distribution, but the
MFPT is largely determined not by the height of the free energy barrier but by the time
to find the native state among the native-like ones. This time increases with temperature,
which explains the known U-shape dependence of the MFPT on temperature. We also use
the Kramers rate formula to estimate the transition times from the basin of unfolded states
to the basin of native-like states, and find that these times are in reasonable agreement with
the corresponding times obtained in the simulations and typically much shorter than the
MFPTs to reach the native state.

The paper is organized as follows. Section [2] describes the system and methods, Sect. [3]
presents the results and their discussion, and Sec. [l summarizes the results and gives some

concluding remarks.

2 System and Simulation Method

The [-hairpin protein we study is a 12-residue protein with the sequence KTWNPAT-
GKWTE (2evq.pdb).2? Since a larger number of folding trajectories was required to have

well-converged FPT distributions (ten to twenty-five thousand trajectories were run), a



coarse-grained simulation similar to that in the previous work®® was employed. It included
a C,-bead protein model and Go-type interaction potential.#6 The C,-bead model was con-
structed on the basis of the NMR solution structures of the protein.3? Specifically, the first
structure among the 43 structures in the NMR ensemble was taken as a reference native
structure. The Go-type potential consisted of three terms, which accounted for the rigidity
of the backbone and the contributions of native and non-native contacts in the form of the

1.47 Two C,-beads were considered to be in native contact if they

Lennard-Jones potentia
were not the nearest neighbors along the protein chain and had the inter-bead distance not
longer than d.,, = 7.5A, which was found to be suitable for the correct formation of the
native structure. In this case, the number of native contacts is N,z = N}l\;é\T = 27. The
simulations were performed with a constant-temperature molecular dynamics (MD) based
on the coupled set of Langevin equations.?® The time-step was At = 0.01257, where 7 is
the characteristic time. At the length scale | = 7.5A and the attractive energy e = 2.2
kcal/mol, 42 7 = (MI%/€)'/? ~ 2.6 ps, where M = 110 Da is the average mass of the residue.
The friction constant v = M /7 in the Langevin equations, which determined the protein
friction against the surroundings, was varied from v = 3M/7 to v = 50M /7, where the
upper bound corresponds to water solution at room temperature.?? In what follows, the
temperature is measured in the units of ¢, i.e., the Boltzmann constant is set to unity.
Folding trajectories were initiated at partially folded states of the protein, which were

obtained by equilibration of a fully extended conformation for 10 time steps. Starting from

these states, the trajectories were continued until the root-mean-square-deviation (RMSD)
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from the reference structure, o,.;, was less than some RMSD threshold o Specifically,
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othrh wwas taken to be equal to 1.0 A, which is slightly higher than the maximum value of the
pairwise C, RMSD for the 43-member ensemble of the NMR solution protein structures (=
0.65A).39 The structures corresponding to the end points of the trajectories were considered

to form the native ensemble.



3 Results and Discussion

The simulations were performed for five temperatures ranging from 7" = 0.1 to 7' = 0.3.
Figures [, @l and [ present the results for 7' = 0.1, T = 0.2 and T = 0.3, respectively.
The friction constant is v = 10M /7. Twenty five thousand of folding trajectories were run
for each temperature. Figure [1l shows the results for 7" = 0.1. The distribution of protein
states is presented in Fig. [l and Fig. [Ib as a free energy surface (FES) and a free energy
profile (FEP), respectively. The number of native contacts, V., and the radius of gyration,
R,, were used as collective variables; the former characterized the protein proximity to
the native state and the latter the protein compactness. The number of native contacts

1113155152 and, as has been recently shown,

is commonly employed as a reaction coordinate
captures remarkably well the transition states (TSs) for a variety of proteins.2® Since the MD
trajectories were terminated upon reaching the native state, i.e., "nonequilibrium” conditions
were simulated, the present FES and FEP represent the distributions of probabilities of
protein states rather the true free energy landscapes. For the FES, the free energy was
calculated as F'(Npat, Rg) = —T'In P(Npat, Rg), where P(Nyay, Ry) is the probability to find
the protein in a state with the given number of native contacts and radius of gyration. For the
FEP, the free energy was calculated as F'(Ny,) = —T In P(Nyat), where the probability for
the protein to have Ny, contacts, P(Nyag), was calculated by the summation of protein states
at the current value of N,,. In agreement with previous studies of 3-hairpin folding,4223-59
the FES (Fig. [[la) and FEP (Fig. [Ib) reveal two basins of attraction - one for partially folded
conformations (smaller values of Ny,), and the other for native-like states (larger values of
Nyat). The basins are separated by a free energy barrier at the TS at Ny = NmTaSt ~ 18.
The insert in Fig. [b also shows the normalized distribution of the protein states in the
native ensemble, i.e., of the states in which the folding trajectories were terminated (blue
curve). It is centered at the point corresponding to the minimum of the FEP (N, = 24),

in agreement with Anfinsen principle,2” and is close to the distribution of the states in the

native-like basin (black curve). The essential difference between these distributions is that



they represent drastically different numbers of states, specifically, 2.5 x 10* states in the
former case (which is the number of simulated folding trajectories) and & 2 x 10® states in
the latter case. Accordingly, approximately 2 x 108/2.5 x 10* = 8 x 103 native-like states are
required to pass through in order to reach the native state.

To estimate the contribution of native-like states to the overall FPT distribution, each
MD trajectory from the unfolded to the native state (U — N) was divided into two parts, i.e.,
the trajectory to come from the unfolded state to the basin of native-like states (U — NL),
and the continuation of this trajectory in the basin of native-like states, until the protein
finds the native state (NL — N). The U — NL trajectories are somewhat similar to the
transition-path trajectories.%¢1 To divide the U — N trajectory, here and in all other cases
we studied, we chose the points Ny, = NIS + 2 where the height of the basin of native-like
states on the TS side typically was ~ 90%. It has been found that at the given choice of
dividing point, the U — NL trajectories did not return from the basin of native-like states to
the unfolded basin, except for small deviations from the TS (Supporting Information, Fig.
S1). Figure [lc shows the FPT distributions for the U — NL (blue), NL — N (red) and
U — N (black) trajectories. It is seen that not only the U — NL distribution is essentially
single-exponential, which is implied by two-state kinetics, but the NL-N distribution is also
approximately single-exponential. A steep rise in the U — NL distribution at small times
reflects the times required to come to the bottom of the unfolded basin from a less folded state
rather than the times to overcome the free energy barrier.%? According to the Poisson law of
zero-order (the waiting times for the first events), the single-exponential FPT distribution
for the U — NL trajectories suggests that in the basin of native-like states the protein
explores equally probable and accessible states (see also a simple illustration of this in the
Supporting Information, Fig. S2). In the present case, the U — NL and NL — N trajectories
contribute to the overall MFPT approximately equally: the MFTPs for these trajectories are
(tu—nL) = 144 and (tnpn) =~ 106, which, in sum, gives for the overall MFPT (ty_N) = 250.

The U — N distribution is approximately exponential but mostly for the times longer than



the MFTPs for the U — NL and NL — N trajectories.

Theoretically, the U — N FPT distribution is determined as

t
puN(t) = / PNL-N(t1)pusne(t — t1)dty
0

In the case when the U — NL and NL — N distributions are single-exponential, i.e.,

puosnL(t) = (1/(tusnw)) exp(—t/(tune)) and paion(t) = (1/(ENLn)) exp(—t/(tnLon)),

we have
1

e t/(tusnL) _ o=t/ (NLoN) 1
tusNL) — <tNL—>N>[ ] (1)

pU—>N(t) = <

If (tusnp) > (Ennon) or (Enpon) > (tusnw), pu—n(t) transforms into the correspond-
ing single-exponential distribution, i.e., the U — NL or NL — N distribution, respec-
tively. However, if (ty_n1) and (tx._N) are compatible, py_,n(t) may deviate from a single-
exponential distribution considerably, revealing a steep rise at the initial times. The most
significant deviation occurs at (tnpon) ~ (tusp). Then, py_n(t) = t/72exp~7, where
T = (txLon) & (tusnwn). In this case, first, the rise at the initial times becomes more
pronounced, and, second, the distribution approaches to a single-exponential one only at
t/Int > 7. Figure @ shows the evolution of the FPT distributions with the ratio of the
NL — N and U — NL times a = (txpn)/(tuonn) from o < 1 to o > 1; at the lowest
bound of «, the MFPT is largely determined by the transition over the free energy barrier,
and at the upper bound, by the exploration of native-like states.

As temperature increases, the TS slightly shifts towards the unfolded states, extending
the basin of native-like states, Figs. Pha,b and Ba,b. The FPT distributions remain similar
to those for T = 0.1 (Figs. Zc and Bk), i.e., the U — NL and NL — N distributions are
essentially single-exponential, whereas the U — N distribution has an exponential decay only
at relatively long times. Figure Ba-c also shows these distributions in the form of survival
probabilities, including the approximation of the U — NL distributions by exponential func-

tions. The contribution of the NL — N trajectories to the overall U — N FPT distribution



becomes dominant with temperature, so that both the U — N distribution and its MFPT
are determined by the exploration of native-like states rather than by overcoming the free
energy barrier; for example, at 7' = 0.3, the MFPTs are (ty_nL) =~ 85, (txpon) &~ 235, and
(tusn) ~ 320. The distributions of the states in the native ensembles (the inserts in Figs.
RicBlc) remain close to that at 7' = 0.1 (Fig. [Ic), except that they are not well-centered at
the minima of the native-like basins as in Fig. [llc, because the minima shift towards the
unfolded states along with the T'Ss.

Figure [@ presents the temperature-dependent MFPTs for the simulated U — NL, NL —
N and U — N trajectories. The U — NL time decreases across the entire temperature range,
while the NLL — N time first decreases and then rapidly grows. As a result, the overall MFPT
(tu—n) = (tuonL) + (ENLonN), as a function of temperature, becomes U-shaped, as is found

in theoretical models1445:51

and experiments.®3 From this follows that the ascending, high-
temperature branch of the U-curve should be associated with the increase of the NL — N
time the protein spends among native-like states (Fig. Ba-c).

It is interesting to compare the simulated times with the times predicted by reaction-rate
theory on the basis of calculated FEPs. Specifically, we can use the Kramers rate formula
in the strong friction limit,%% which has been previously employed to calculate folding

times.17%¢ Qur analysis is somewhat similar to that for the folding of a 27-bead lattice

protein.®! The mean time of transitions over the free energy barrier is determined as

27T
t — = 1" Al AF T 2
< U NL> DTS(FUFTS)1/2 eXp( / ) ( )

where F}; and Fiq are the second order derivatives of the free energy with respect to Ny, at
the bottom of the basin of unfolded states and the top of the TS barrier, respectively, Drg
is the diffusion coefficient at the TS, and AF is the height of the TS barrier measured from
the bottom of the unfolded state basin. The diffusion coefficient was calculated directly,

although the autocorrelation time of N,,; could also be employed.3! Specifically, as the MD



trajectory reached the TS (N, = NI9), the time-dependent square deviation from the TS,

nat

R%(t) = [Nuat(t) — NISJ2, was calculated, and the diffusion coefficient was determined as
D = (1/2)d{R*(t))/dt, where the angle brackets stand for the ensemble average. In general,
the value of the diffusion coefficient is position-dependent in protein folding.®2 As can be
seen from Figs. [Id, 2d and Bd, there are two time intervals where the (R?(t)) changes with
time linearly, and thus the diffusion coefficient can be considered constant for each of these
time intervals. At short times (¢ < 0.2), Dtg ~ 10, but at longer times (¢ > 1 in Fig. [Ild and
t > 4 in Fig. Bd), it is one order of magnitude smaller (by a 30 times). At short times, the
deviation from TS, AN, = (R?(t))!/2, is 2 units or less, i.e., the protein does not leave a
close vicinity of the TS. In contrast, at longer times, AN, can be as large as 4 units, which
indicates that the protein moves away from the TS towards the bottom of one of the basins
(see Figs. b, 2b andBb). The simulations show that in this case the protein mostly explores
the basin of native-like states rather than moves around the TS (Supporting Information, Fig.
S1). This suggests that the linear behavior of (R?(t)) at longer times should be associated
with an intra-basin diffusion rather than with the transitions over the TS barrier, i.e., with an
inter-basin diffusion. Consequently, the value of the diffusion coefficient at small times was
employed as the Drg in Eq. (). Because of the discrete nature of the reaction coordinate,
we used two methods to calculate the derivative F; and Frg. In one method, the derivatives
were obtained by the approximation of the F'(/V,,) with the second order polynomials in the
vicinity of the points corresponding to the bottom of the unfolded basin (F{J’) and the top of
the TS barrier (Fg). In the other method, the derivatives were calculated directly, as the
three-point finite differences of F(N,,;) at those points. The calculated parameters for Eq.
() are tabulated in Table [ including those for two intermediate temperatures, 7' = 0.15
and T = 0.25 (Supporting Information, Figs. S3 - S4).

Figure [7] compares the calculated Kramers times with the MFPTs obtained in the sim-
ulations. The steep rise in the U — NL distributions (Figs. [lc - Blc) should be discarded,

because, as has been mentioned, it does not represent the times to overcome the free energy



Table 1: Parameters to calculate the U — NL transition time with the Kramers formula

T 0.1 015 0.2 025 0.3

AF 026 0.33 0.36 0.38 0.34
Fy2 027 029 027 0.23 0.24
F2 029 029 025 023 0.23
Fr¢® 014 019 021 0.26 0.32
Fr® 010 0.19 0.22 028 0.32
Drs 45 60 65 80 9.0

2 from the polynomial approximation.

b calculated as the three-point finite difference.

barrier. Therefore, the U — NL MFPTs were determined as the rates of decay, which are
inverse MFPTs, in the exponential fits to the U — NL distributions, as is shown in Fig.
Ba-c. From Fig. [1it is seen that although the difference between the Kramers and simu-
lated U — NL times is considerable (from approximately 2 times at 7' = 0.1 to 8 times at
T = 0.3), these times are much shorter than the U — N times and exhibit a similar tem-
perature dependence. It can also be noticed that the difference decreases as one of the basic
conditions to derive Eq. (2), AF/T > 1,545 is better fulfilled (AF/T = 2.5 at T = 0.1 to
AF/T =1.1atT = 0.3). A similar behavior of the simulated and Kramers times is observed
for the other values of the friction constant, except that the difference in the absolute values
of the times is smaller (v = 3M /7, Supporting Information, Figs. S9) or larger (v = 50M /T,
Supporting Information, Figs. S14).

In general, the overall folding kinetics of the present protein are found to be quite robust
to the variation of factors that govern the kinetics. In agreement with earlier results for
a-helical and S-sheet proteins,® the increase of the friction constant just slows the rate of
the process (Supporting Information, Figs. S5 - S8 for v = 3M/7, and Figs. S10 - S13
for v = 50M /7). A smaller RMSD threshold o™ to terminate folding trajectories, such
as the pairwise C, RMSD for the ensemble of the NMR solution structures (= 0.65A),3
mostly increases the time the protein spends in the basin of native-like states (Supporting
Information, Fig. S16). A similar effect is observed when the trajectories are alternatively

terminated by the condition that the current number of native contacts N, should be
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equal to that in the native state NNAT = 27 because the probability to find a state with
Nyt = 27 turns to be smaller than that to find a state with the o, < 1.0A (Supporting
Information, Figs. S17). All other characteristic properties of folding are well-conserved, i.e.,
the U — NL and NL — N distributions remain essentially single-exponential, the overall

U — N distribution is close to exponential, and, as temperature increases, the U — N MFPT

is largely determined by the U — NL time.

4 Conclusion

Using a coarse-grained protein model, we have performed an extensive MD simulation of
folding of a [-hairpin protein, a benchmark two-state folder. Each MD trajectory to reach
the protein native state from an unfolded state was divided into two parts - one to pass from
the unfolded state to a native-like state by overcoming the free energy barrier that separates
these states, and the other to explore the basin of native-like states until the native state is
achieved. It has been found that the first-passage time (FPT) distributions for both segments
of the trajectories are essentially single-exponential. The resulting FTP distribution to reach
the native state generally has a steep rise at short times and an exponential decay at longer
times. The deviation of this distribution from a single-exponential one is determined by
the relation between the MFPTs for the constituting trajectories, i.e., the smaller one of
the MFPTs is in comparison to the other, the closer the resulting distribution is to the
exponential distribution for the trajectories with the longer MFPT. Accordingly, if a protein
explores native-like states for a time much longer than the time to overcome the free energy
barrier, the resulting FPT distribution can have exponential decay but the MFPT will be
largely determined by the time to find the native state among the native-like ones rather than
by the height of the free energy barrier. It has been found that this effect is characteristic
of high temperatures and becomes more pronounced as temperature increases. The time to

overcome the free energy barrier decreases across the entire temperature range, while the
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time to find the native state among native-like ones first decreases and then rapidly grows.
This explains the well-known U-shape dependence of the MFPT on temperature that is
found in theoretical models and experiments. Based on the free energy profiles constructed
from the simulated MD trajectories, the mean times to pass from the basin of unfolded
states to the basin of native-like states has been calculated using the Kramers rate formula.
It has been found that these times are in reasonable agreement with the corresponding times
obtained by the simulation and are far shorter than the MEFPTSs to reach the native state. All
findings are robust to the variation of factors that govern the kinetics, such as the condition

to determine the native state and the strength of protein friction against the surroundings.

5 Supporting Information

Time-dependent deviations from the TS; FPT distribution for the model system; FESs,
FEPs, FPT distributions, time-dependent mean-square deviations from the TS, temperature-
dependent simulated MFPTs and Kramers times for different values of the friction constant;
FESs, FEPs, FPT distributions and time-dependent mean-square deviations from the TS

for different conditions to terminate folding trajectories.
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Table S1: Parameters to calculate the U — NL transition time with the Kramers formula

T 0.1 015 0.2 025 0.3

AF 026 0.33 0.36 0.38 0.34
Fy2 027 029 027 0.23 0.24
F2 029 029 025 023 0.23
Fr¢® 014 019 021 0.26 0.32
Fr® 010 0.19 0.22 028 0.32
Drs 45 60 6.5 80 9.0

2 from the polynomial approximation.

b calculated as the three-point finite difference.

Table S2: Comparison of folding times

T 01 015 02 025 03
(tione)® 930 63.0 590 630 63.0
(tusnp)2 487 249 210 152 84
(tusnp)e 1446 1034 925 899  85.0
(tnoon)S 1058 81.0 920  133.8 235.3

(tun)e 2504 184.4 184.5 223.7 320.3
2 calculated from the slope of the simulated U — NL decay curve.
b Kramers formula [Eq. (2), the main text] for the average values of I, and Fipg (Table [ST)).
¢ simulated times.
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Figure S5: T = 0.1. (a) The free energy surface F'(Nya, Rg), and (b) free energy profile
F(Npat). (c) First-passage time distributions: the U — NL trajectories (blue), the NL —
N trajectories (red), and the U-N trajectories (black); the dashed green line denotes an
exponential fit to the U — NL distribution. (d) The time-dependent mean-square deviation
from the transition state in the number of native contacts (black curve); the blue and red
dashed lines are the linear fits to the curve for short and long times, respectively.
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Figure S8: The simulated MFPT times: the U — NL times (blue), NL — N times (red),
and U — N times (black). The dashed lines are to guide the eye.

Table S3: Parameters to calculate the U — NL transition time with the Kramers rate
formula

T 0.1 015 0.2 025 0.3
AF 025 0.32 0.35 0.35 0.27
Fu,2 028 0.30 027 024 0.23
Fgb 028 029 026 0.25 0.23
Frg?2 013 017 023 0.28 0.33
Fre® 021 018 023 0.29 0.33
Drg 40 58 65 85 95
2 from the polynomial approximation.
b calculated as the three-point finite difference.
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Table S4: Comparison of Folding Times

T 0.1 0.15 02 025 0.3
(tunp)® 33.0 23.0 21.0 23.0 24.0
(tunp)2 426 268 185 10.7 6.5
(tunp)e 402 284 251 243 23.5
(tnpsn)e 347 289 35.7 56.7 108.7
(tun)e 749 573 60.8 81.0 1322

2 calculated from the slope of the simulated U — NL decay curve.
b Kramers formula [Eq. (2), the main text] for the average values of F}; and Fyg (Table[S3).
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Figure S9: The black squares are for the (ty_n) times from simulations, the black triangles
denote the (ty_,np) times calculated from the slopes of the simulated U — NL decay curves,
and the blue triangles are for (ty_nr) times from Eq. (2) of the main text with the average
values of F}; and Fpg (the dashed and dash-dotted blue lines indicate the results for Fy;
and F%S obtained by the polynomial approximation of the FEP and calculated by finite-
differences, respectively). In all cases, the lines are to guide the eye.
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F(Npat). (c) First-passage time distributions in the form of survivaal probabilities: the
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the dashed green line denotes an exponential fit to the U — NL distribution. (d) The time-
dependent mean-square deviation from the transition state in the number of native contacts
(black curve); the blue and red dashed lines are the linear fits to the curve for short and long
times, respectively.
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Figure S11: T' = 0.2. The notations are as in Fig. [S10.
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Figure S12: T' = 0.3. The notations are as in Fig. [S10.
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Figure S13: The simulated MFPT times: the U — NL times (blue), NL — N times (red),
and U — N times (black). The dashed lines are to guide the eye.

Table S5: Parameters to calculate the U — NL transition time with the Kramers rate
formula

T 0.1 015 02 025 0.3
AF 025 0.32 0.38 041 0.38
Fy2 027 025 024 022 0.24
Fi2 029 029 024 021 0.24
Fr¢® 014 016 021 0.26 0.28
Fre® 021 018 023 0.27 0.31
Drs 035 050 1.1 0.90 0.95
2 from the polynomial approximation.
b calculated as the three-point finite difference.
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Table S6: Comparison of folding times

T 01 015 02 025 0.3
(tusnL)® 440 280 285 310 265
(tunp)® 472 358 151 159 100
(tusnp)e 733 514 484 454 406
(tnLon)e 476 372 380 524 859
(tusn)e 1209 886 864 978 1265

2 calculated from the slope of the simulated U — NL decay curve.
b Kramers formula [Eq. (2), the main text] for the average values of I, and Fipg (Table[S5).
¢ simulated times.
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Figure S14: The black squares are for the (ty_n) times from simulations, the black triangles
denote the (ty_,n1) times calculated from the slopes of the simulated U — NL decay curves,
and the blue triangles are for (ty_nr) times from Eq. (2) of the main text with the average
values of Fy; and Fpg (the dashed and dash-dotted blue lines indicate the results for Fj;
and Fpg obtained by the polynomial approximation of the FEP and calculated by finite-
differences, respectively). In contrast to the cases of v = 3M/7 and v = 10M /7, where
the diffusion coefficient was calculated from (R?(t)) at short times, in the given case it was
calculated at longer times where (R?(t)) ~ t (the red dashed curves in Figs. -[S12)). 1If
the approximation of (R?(t)) at short times is used (the blue dashed curves), the Kramers
times are one order smaller. In all cases, the lines are to guide the eye.
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6 Different Thresholds to Terminate the MD

L] L]
Trajectories
14 3.0+ B
131 3.96 A
121 356 254
. a
S 114 > \
= 2.77 2> 2.0 N
o 104 2 Y
= 238 T} \ R
2 94 1.98 S 15]
%5 8 ’ [OR 4
o S 1.58 [ , !
= = A A
5 71 1.19 1.0 \ 3
© A A ;
6 0.792 A PN A
5] 0.396 0.5 Aaar A ak
(b)
41 0.00
T T T T T T T T T 00 T T T T T T T T 1
0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27 0 3 6 9 12 15 18 21 24 27
number of native contacts number of native contacts
10° 5 94
o]
Z 1074 71
5 o
Ko} Ay
[e) =
£ 1024 = 54
& ¢ .
2 ]
S 1034 3
2]
2A
1044 (©) 14 (d)
T T T\ T 1 0 T T T T 1
0 200 400 600 800 1000 0 1 2 3 4 5
time time

Figure S15: The trajectories were terminated as the RMSD from the native state was less
than 1.0 A; T = 0.2. (a) The free energy surface, and (b) free energy profile (black curve)
with the normalized distributions of the protein states in the native-state ensemble (blue
curve). (c) First-passage time distributions in the form of survival probabilities: the U — NL
trajectories (blue), the NL — N trajectories (red), and the U-N trajectories (black); the
dashed green line denotes an exponential fit to the U — NL distribution. (d) The time-
dependent mean-square deviation from the transition state in the number of native contacts
(black curve); the blue and red dashed lines are the linear fits to the curve for short and long
times, respectively.
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Figure S16: The trajectories were terminated as the RMSD from the native state was less
than 0.65 A; T' = 0.2. The notations are as in Fig.
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Figure S17: The trajectories were terminated as the number of native contacts V,,; was equal
to the number of native contacts in the native state NYXAT = 27; T = 0.2. The notations are

as in Fig. [ST5l
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