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Abstract

A typical protein structure is a com pact packing of connected �-helices

and/or �-strands. W e have developed a m ethod for generating the ensem -

ble ofcom pact structures a given set ofhelices and strands can form . The

m ethod istested on structurescom posed offour�-helicesconnected by short

turns.Allsuch naturalfour-helix bundlesthatare connected by shortturns

seen in naturearereproduced to closerthan 3.6 Angstrom sperresiduewithin

the ensem ble. Since structures with no naturalcounterpart m ay be targets

forabinitio structuredesign,thedesignability ofeach structurein theensem -

ble { de�ned asthe num berofsequenceswith thatstructure astheirlowest

energy state { isevaluated using a hydrophobic energy. Forthe case offour

�-helices,a sm allsetofhighly designable structuresem erges,m ostofwhich

have an analog am ong the known four-helix fold fam ilies, however several

novelpackingsand topologiesare identi�ed.
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I.IN T R O D U C T IO N

The num berofproteinswith structuresin theProtein Data Bank continuesto grow at

an exponentialrate.Thereisagreatdiversity ofam ino-acid sequencesin theseproteins,yet

thereism uch lessdiversity in thestructuresthem selves.Am ongcurrently known structures,

only severalhundred qualitatively distinctfoldshave been identi�ed { indeed,ithasbeen

estim ated thatthereareonly about1000 distinctprotein foldsin nature[1{5].Hasnature

exhausted allpossible folds? Ifnot,how can we design proteinsto adoptfoldsnotseen in

nature?

Im portantprogresshasbeen m ade in designing naturalfolds\from scratch" [6{9].Re-

cently severalattem pshavebeen m adetom odify naturalfolds.Dahiyatand M ayo[10]were

ableto design a zinc �ngerthatno longerdepended on a zinc ion forstability.Harbury et
al.[11]wereableto design sequencesofam ino acidsso thatthesuperhelicaltwistofcoiled
coilswasrighthanded,in contrastto theleft-handed twistfound in natureup to thattim e

[12].Kortem m eetal.successfully designed a threestranded �-sheetprotein [13].

Com binatorialexperim entalapproachestocreatingnew protein structuresarealsopossi-

ble.Studiesofthefoldingofrandom am ino-acid sequencesby Davidson and Sauer[14]iden-

ti�ed som esequenceswhich appeartofold.However,theconform ationswerenotsu�ciently

rigid toallow structuraldeterm ination by eitherX-ray crystallography ornuclear-m agnetic-

resonance techniquesto see ifthere were novelfolds.Recently,Szostak and colleagues[15]

have been able to �nd folding proteins by in vitro evolution. This m ethod can be used

to identify proteinswhich bind to a particularsubstrate. Itgivesthe ability to design for

certain function but with no guarantee that the proteins found in this way willbe novel

folds.Anotherpowerfulm ethod to evolvefornovelfunctions(orpotentially new folds)isin
vitro DNA recom bination [16].Butagain ithasnotbeen applied to screening fornew folds.

Theoreticalapproachesto thedesign ofqualitatively new foldshavefollowed two paths:

searching within structurespacefornew folds[17,18]and searching in sequencespaceforse-

quencesthatlead tonew folds[19,20].The�rstapproach hasthusfarrelied on enum erating

protein backbonesusing a �nite setofdihedral-angle pairs[21].In thisapproach,enum er-

ating allbackbones for proteins oflength greater than 30 is com putationally intractable.

Sam pling m ethodscan generate longerchains,butso farfailto achieve realistic secondary

structures [18]. The second approach hasbeen attem pted using severalschem es. One in-

volves enum erating helicalstructures using sequence speci�c contacts [19]. Another uses

a library ofsequences with known structure to assem ble possible structures that a given

sequence m ay adopt [20]. However,searching the large space ofsequences forpotentially

new foldsisa hugecom putationalchallenge.

In thispaper,we presenta com putationalm ethod forgenerating packingsofsecondary

structureswhich,webelieve,willfacilitatethesearch fornovelprotein foldsand com plem ent

them ethodsdescribed above.Ourm ethod ism otivated by thefollowingobservations:M ost

naturally occurring protein structures are com posed oftwo fundam entalbuilding blocks,

�-helicesand �-strands[22].A typicalprotein structureisa packing ofhelicesand strands

connected by turns. The helicesand strandsare stabilized by hydrogen bonds,by tertiary

interactionsand by the high propensity ofsom e am ino acidsto form helicesand ofothers

to form strands[23].Because som e residuesare hydrophobic,the helicesand strandspack

togetherin a speci�cway to m inim izetheexposureofthehydrophobicregionsto water.
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The packing ofsecondary structuralelem ents,with the connecting turns cut away,is

generally known asa protein’s\stack".Thisstack,plusinform ation aboutwhich elem ents

are connected togetherby turns,yieldsthe protein’sfold [24]. Ourm ethod forgenerating

protein foldsbeginsby �rstspecifying a �xed num berof�-helicesand/or�-strandsof�xed

lengths,and second system atically enum erating allofthepossiblestacksoftheseelem ents.

The greatadvantage ofusing �xed secondary structuralelem entsisthatone freezesm any

ofthedegreesoffreedom ofthechain.Thefreezing oftheseelem entscan bedesigned in by

choosing am ino acidswith appropriate helicalorstrand propensities. (Loopscan laterbe

used to connectthesecondary structures[25,26]).To testourschem eforgenerating stacks,

we apply it to the packing offour �-helices. Four helix bundles are a good test case as

thenaturalbundlesfallinto a sm allnum beroffold fam ilies[27],and ithasproven possible

to design four-helix bundles through a carefulselection ofhydrophobobic-polar sequences

[7,8]. Our m ethod is able to reproduce the four-helix-bundle fam ilies in the Structural

Classi�cation OfProteins(SCOP)database[24].

W ithin asetofstacks,thosewith nonaturalcounterpartsarepotentialcandidatesforthe

design ofnovelprotein folds.Toidentifyprom isingcandidates,weconsidertheir\designabil-

ity".Thedesignability ofastructureisde�ned asthenum berofam ino-acid sequenceswhich

havethatstructureastheirlowestenergyconform ation.In latticem odels,ithasbeen shown

thatthesequencesassociated with highly designablestructureshaveprotein-likeproperties:

m utationalstability,[28,29]therm odynam ic stability,[29,30],fast folding kinetics [28,31]

and tertiary sym m etry [32,33]. Recently,o�-lattice studiesofprotein structureshave also

shown thatcertain backbone con�gurationsare highly designable,and thatthe associated

sequenceshaveenhanced m utationaland therm odynam icstability [17,18].Hence,weaim to

identifythosestackcon�gurationswith high designability,and withoutnaturalcounterparts,

astargetsfornovelstructuredesign.Severalnovelfour-helix foldsareidenti�ed.

II.R ESU LT S

W eapplied ourstructuregeneration m ethod (described in detailin M ethods)tothepack-

ingoffour�-helices.W echoseeach helixtobe15residueslong1 (each helix hasaperiodicity

of3:6residuesand a riseof1.5Angstrom s/residue).Thebackbonesofturnsconnecting the

heliceswere notspeci�ed,butthe turnswere constrained to be short. Speci�cally,we dis-

carded a stack ifany ofthe end-to-end distances between connected helices exceeded 12

Angstrom s.Them ethod generated a \com plete" ensem bleoffour-helix stacksconsisting of

1;297;808 structures(fora discussion ofcom pleteness,see M ethods). Thislarge ensem ble

ofstructureswasthen clustered,resulting in 188;538 representative structures.

To testifthem ethod reproduced thenaturalfour-helix bundles,weselected 11 proteins

with shortturns,from di�erentSCOP fam ilies,and searched ourrepresentative structures

forthe best�ts. To accountforlength di�erencesbetween helicesin the SCOP structures

1The procedure was also tested on the packing ofshorter (10 residues) and longer helices (20

residues),with theshorthelicesproducing highly variable packingsand thelongerhelicestending

to alwayspack into up and down con�gurations.
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(the lengthsranged from 7-18 residues) and the 15-residue helices in ourm odel,we chose

the shorterlength foreach com parison. Forthe longerhelix ofeach m ism atched pair,we

tried allpossibletruncationsdown to theshorterlength.Thusforeach pairing ofa SCOP

structurewith oneofourrepresentivestructures,wecom puted thebest�tam ongallpossible

com binationsoftruncations.Fig.1 showsfouroverallbest�tsam ong allpossiblepairings.

Forthe 11 naturalfour-helix bundles,the average crm s to a representative structure was

2:86 Angstrom s. Table Isum m arizes the results of�tting the naturalfour-helix bundles

to ourrepresentive structures. In allcases,the naturalstructure had a counterpartin the

representative ensem ble ata crm sdistanceoflessthan 3:6 Angstrom sperresidue.

An im portantgoalistoidentify stackswith nonaturalcounterpartsascandidatesforthe

design ofnovelprotein folds. To identify which stacksm ightbe prom ising candidates,we

perform ed a designability calculation using a hydrophobicenergy (seeM ethods)on theen-

sem bleofrepresentativesofourfour-helixstructures.W eused arandom sam pleof4,000,000

binary am ino-acid sequences.Fig.2 showstheresultsofthedesignability calculation.The

distribution ofdesignabilitiesisconsistentwith previousresultsforboth lattice[29]and o�-

latticem odels[17,18]{ nam ely,thereisa sm allsetofhighly designablestructureswith the

greatm ajority ofstructurespoorly designable orundesignable. The average designability,

i.e. the average num ber ofsequences per stack,was 4,000,000/188,538 = 21. The m ost

designablestructurewasthelowestenergy stateof1813 sequences.

Alm ostallofthedesignablestructureshavean analog am ongstthefour-helix fold fam -

ilies. The fourm ostdesignable distinctfoldsare shown in orderofdesignability in Fig.3.

Thetopm ostdesignablestructureisan up-and-down four-helixbundle,thesecond m ostdes-

ignablefold isa variantoftheup-and-down fold exceptthatthereisacrossoverconnection,

the third m ostdesignable fold fallswithin the �-repressorDNA-binding-dom ain classand

thelastfold isan orthogonalarray [24].TableIIpresentsparticularbinary sequenceswhich

have these structures as lowest energy folds. W e obtained these sequences by m atching

them to the surface area pattern ofeach ofthe fourfoldsand then introducing m utations

to m axim ize the energy gap.The energy gap wasde�ned asthe sm allestenergy di�erence

to a com peting structure ata crm s > 4 Angstrom s(i.e. a structure with a di�erent fold

type).Sequenceswereobtained by �rstcalculating them ean surface-area exposureofeach

sidechain foreach structure,and assigning a hydrophobic residueto each sitewith surface

exposure below the m ean. Point and double m utations were random ly perform ed on the

sequence by changing H (hydrophobic)to a P (polar)ora P to an H,and the m utation(s)

waskept ifthe gap wasm ade larger. Thisprocess ofm utation wasperform ed untila se-

quence wasobtained where a m utation atany site m ade the gap sm aller.The lastcolum n

in Table IIliststhe resulting energy gaps. Fig.4(a)showsthe pattern ofsurface exposure

along each helix forstructure (a)ofFig.3 along with the corresponding HP pattern (red

for hydrophobic,open for polar). Notice that the HP pattern ofthe optim ized sequence

in Fig.4(a)doesnotalways follow the rule H atburied site,P atexposed site. Forsites

which departfrom the rule,i.e. a hydrophobic residue on an exposed site,we found that

the nearestcom peting structure waseven m ore exposed on thatsite (e.g. site 14 ofhelix
2 and site 13 ofhelix 3). Forthe site thathad a polarresidue on a buried site (site 12 of

helix 2)thenearestcom petingstructurewaslessexposed on thatsite.Thus,itissom etim es

beni�cialto have hydrophobic residues exposed and/or polar residues buried in order to

\design-out" com peting structures[34].
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An im portant characteristic ofnaturalproteins is their stability against m utations of

individualam ino acids. Generally,itrequiresseveralm utationsto cause a naturalprotein

to failto fold.Forourfourm ostdesignabledistinctfolds,wehaveanalyzed them utational

stability ofthe optim ized sequences (Table II). W e �nd that a m inim um ofthree to �ve

m utationsare required to reduce the energy gap to zero. Forstructure (a)ofFig.3,four

m utations are required to close the gap;the m ost e�ective sites for these m utations are

shown by arrowsin Fig.4.

Notallofthe highly designable structuresidenti�ed by ourm ethod have close analogs

am ong known naturalfolds. W e used a vector-based alignm ent toolcalled \M am m oth"

[35]to align the top 1000 designable structures against 4188 alpha-helicalproteins from

the SCOP database. In Fig.5,we show two ofour designable structures (left) that had

low alignm ent scores,along with their closest analogs in the databank (right). The �rst

structure,shown in Fig.5(a),issim ilarto the POU binding dom ain.The m odelstructure

wasthe15th m ostdesignableam ong therepresentative ensem ble.UnlikethePOU bundle,

which hasthree helices coiled with a left-handed twist,the m odelstructure hasthe sam e

three helicescoiled with a right-handed twist. W e found no sim ilarstructure with a right-

handed twistin the databank. The second structure,shown in Fig.5(b),isan orthogonal

array,ranking it 80th am ong the representative ensem ble. The m odelstructure’s closest

naturalanalog1AF7hasalongturn connecting helix 1tohelix 2.In them odelfold,helix 1

isreversed allowing itto connectto helix 2 with a shortturn.Thesestructures,and others

with no known naturalcounterparts,m ay becandidatesforthedesign ofnovelfolds.

III.D ISC U SSIO N A N D C O N C LU SIO N S

W e have presented a m ethod for generating protein stacks by packing together �xed

secondary structuralelem ents. The m ethod was used to generate an ensem ble ofstacks

offour�-helices. Each of11 naturalstructures,stripped ofturns,wasm atched to within

3.6 Angstrom scrm sby a stack in them odelensem ble,despitedi�erenthelix lengthsin the

naturaland m odelstructures.Thequantitativesim ilarity between them odelstructuresand

the naturalfour-helix bundlessuggests thatthe m ethod isa reliable way ofexploring the

spaceofpossiblestacks.

The designabilities of the generated stacks followed the previously observed pattern

[29,17]{ a sm allset ofstructures were highly designable, being lowest energy states of

m any m orethan theirshareofsequences,whilethem ajority ofstructureswerepoorly des-

ignable.Theuniversality ofthisdistribution ofdesignabilitiesin m odelstudiessuggeststhat

itm ay apply to realprotein structuresaswell{ som estructuresm ay beintrinsically m uch

m oredesignablethan others.Also consistentwith previousm odelstudies,sequenceswhich

fold into highly designable structures were typically therm odynam ically stable and stable

againstm utations.W efound thata m inim um of3-5 m utationswererequired to destabilize

optim ized sequencesforourm ostdesignablestructures.Interestingly,thehydrophobic-polar

patternsoftheseoptim ized sequencesdepartsigni�cantly from thesim plerulehydrophobic

atburied sites,polaratexposed sites.

Alm ostallofthem ostdesignablefour-helixstacksem ergingfrom ourm odelhaveanalogs

am ongtheknown four-helix-bundlefolds.Thissuggeststhatnaturehasfound all,ornearly
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all,designablefour-helix bundles.However,severalnovelfour-helix foldswereidenti�ed by

ourm ethod.These arenow thetargetofdesign.
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V .M ET H O D S

Generation ofensem ble ofstacks{ The elem entsofthe stack are chosen depending on

thesizeand typeofprotein desired.Theseelem entscan be�-helicesand/or�-strands.The

num berofeach typeofelem entisspeci�ed,asisthelength in residuesofeach elem ent.The

sequentialarrangem entoftheelem entsalong theprotein chain isalso speci�ed,along with

them axim um length oftheturnsconnecting elem ents.

Each elem entin thestack isassum ed to bea rigid body,described by itscenterofm ass

and threeEulerangles.Thesam esim plifying assum ption hasbeen em ployed previously by

Erm an,Bahar,and Jernigan in theirwork on the packing ofpairs of�-helices [36]. This

m ethod also com plim entspreviouswork which haslooked atthepacking of�xed secondary

structure [37{40]. An elem ent,helix orstrand,isspeci�ed by itsbackbone �-carbon-atom

positionsand itsam ino-acid side-chain centroids,thelattertaken toliein thedirection ofthe

�-carbon ata distance of2.1 Angstrom sfrom the �-carbon.Helicesare constructed using

a helicalperiodicity of3.6 residuesand a helicalriseof1.5 Angstrom s/residue.Strandsare

created by using a single backbone dihedralangle pairfrom the beta-strand region ofthe

Ram achandran plot.A stack isgenerated by �rstrandom ly selecting thecenterofm assand

Euleranglesforeach elem ent(ifan elem ent’scenterofm assand anglescause itto violate

self-avoidance with one ofthe other elem ents,then its degrees offreedom are re-selected

random ly).Then thesevariablesarerelaxed soastom inim izethepackingenergy (described

in detailbelow).A localm inim um ofthepackingenergy isfound usingaconjugate-gradient

m ethod,described in Num ericalRecipes [41]. This yields a stack. W ith the centers of

m assand anglesdeterm ined,varioussym m etry operationsare then perform ed to generate

additionalstacks. For �-helicalelem ents these are screw operations which correspond to

rotating the helix by �100 degrees and translating it by �1:5 Angstrom s along the helix

direction.For�-strands,slideoperationscorrespond to translating each residueup ordown

byoneresiduealongthestrand direction.Each stackisthen checked toseeifitsatis�esaset

ofsupplied constraints. Forinstance,stacksthatexceed a speci�ed totalsurface exposure

orcom pactnessm easure,orhave end-to-end distancesofconnected elem entswhich exceed

som e cut-o�,are excluded from the set. Ifa stack satis�esthe constraints,itisadded to

theensem ble.Stacksaregenerated in thisway untiltheensem bleofpossiblestacksforthis

m odeliscom plete,asdiscussed below.

The choice of packing energy E packing is m otivated by the hydrophobic force, which
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producesthecom pactstacksfound in nature.The�rstterm ofthepacking energy is

E 1 =
X

i

si (1)

where si is the surface exposure to water ofthe i
th residue along the chain. The surface

exposure ofeach residue is calculated by approxim ating each side-chain as a sphere with

radius R S = 3:1 Angstrom s centered ata distance L = 2:1 Angstrom s from its �-carbon

atom ,in the direction ofthe �-carbon. The surface exposure si ofeach side-chain sphere

isfound using them ethod ofFlower[42],with a waterm olecule represented asa sphere of

radiusR H 2O = 1:4 Angstrom s.

W eadd tothishydrophobicenergy asecond term which representsthee�ectofexcluded

volum e.Thisterm E 2 isa pairwise repulsive energy am ong backbone �-carbon atom sand

side-chain centroidson di�erentelem ents.Theexcluded volum eenergy isgiven by,

E 2 = V0

X h�
2R �

r�i;j

�12

+

�
2R �

r
�

i;j

�12

+

�
R � + R �

r
�;�

i;j

�12i

(2)

where R � = 1:75 Angstrom sand R � = 2:25 Angstrom sare sphere sizes forthe backbone

�-carbon atom sand side-chain centroids,respectively,r�i;j isthedistancebetween backbone

�-carbon atom siand j,r
�

i;j isthedistancebetween centroidsiand j,and r
�;�

i;j isthedistance

between backbone�-carbon atom iand centroid j.V0 setsthescaleoftherepulsiveenergy.

Lastly,weincludeaweakcom pression energyE 3 andanenergyE 4 duetotethersbetween

theendsofconnected elem ents.Theseenergieshavetheform ,

E 3 =
K

2
r
2
g; (3)

whererg istheradiusofgyration oftheentirestack
2,and

E 4 =
X

i

K T

2
(di;j � d

0
i;j)

2
�(di;j � d

0
i;j); (4)

where,di;j isthedistancebetween theconnected endsoftethered elem entsiand j,and d
0
i;j

isa speci�ed equilibrium length (forthe case ofthe helices above we used 12 Angstrom s)

and � isa step function thatis0 ifdi;j < d0i;j and 1 otherwise.Thespring constants,K and

K T arechosen to besm allso thattheseterm sactasweak perturbations.

The actualm inim ization ofthe totalenergy E packing = E 1 + E 2 + E 3 + E 4 using the

conjugate-gradientm ethod proceedsin steps,akin to annealing. The scheduled param eter

is V0. Initially V0 is chosen to be large,so thatthere is a large repulsion between allthe

elem ents.(The starting valueofV0 variesdepending on thenum berand size ofthechosen

elem ents.The initialV0 ischosen so asto generatea sm ooth collapse ofthe elem ents.For

2r2g = 1=N
P

j
(R stack

C M
� r

�

j
)2 where R stack

C M
isthe centerofm assofthe entire stack and r

�

j
isthe

position ofcentroid j.
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the case offour-helix bundleswe chose a starting V0 of35.0)Ata given V0,a m inim um of

E packing isfound forthe fullsetofcenterofm ass and angle variables. V0 isthen reduced

by a constantfactor(90 % )and a sm allrandom changeism adeto each degreeoffreedom .

(The size ofthe random \kick" is also scaled along with V0,with the initialkick being 1

Angstrom forthe centers ofm ass and 15 degrees for each Euler angle). The V0 schedule

is term inated when any two centroids are at a distance less than som e speci�ed contact

distance,taken to be 2R S. Atthispoint,E 3 and E 4 are setto zero,leaving only E 1 and

E 2 to be m inim ized in the last conjugate gradient step. V0 is then set to its �nalvalue3

and thelastconjugate-gradientm inim ization isperform ed to yield �nalvaluesofeach rigid

elem ent’scenterofm assand orientation angles.

Flexible elem ents{ The m ethod described above can be generalized to allow exibility

ofthe secondary structuralelem ents. In naturalprotein structures,�-helicesare relatively

rigid,while �-strands are m ore exible. Hence,the extension ofthe m ethod to include

exibleelem entsism oreim portantin thecaseof�-strands.

Theexuralm odesofrod shaped objectsarebending,stretching,and twisting.Allthese

internalexuralm odescan be included in the generation ofstacks forboth �-helicesand

�-strands.Itispossible to determ ine the appropriate degree ofexibility foreach internal

m odeby referenceto known protein structures.A harm onicenergy function E ex forthese

exuralm odescan thenbeadded tothepackingenergy,withcoe�cientschosen toreproduce

thedegreeofexibility observed in naturalproteins.Forexam ple,ifthedegreeofbending

ofan �-helix isrepresented by theangle�,then theadditionalterm in Epacking representing

thism odewould be

E � =
c�

2
�
2
; (5)

where the constant c� can be chosen so that the average degree ofbending h�2i in the

generated stacksm atchesthatobserved in naturalstructures.In thecurrentwork,however,

wefocuson �-helicalproteinsand only rigid elem entsareconsidered.

Hydrogen bonding{ In naturalproteins,�-strandsaretypically stabilized by theform a-
tion ofhydrogen bonds between strands. To generate stack con�gurations which include

strandsitisthereforeim portantto includean inter-strand hydrogen-bonding energy E hb in

the packing energy E packing. One form ofa hydrogen-bonding energy function is given in

[43].

Com pleteness of stack ensem ble { Designability is determ ined via a com petition for

am ino-acid sequences within a com plete set ofstacks. Since the m ethod for generating

3The �nalvalue ofV0 isdeterm ined by a �tting procedure involving a naturally occurring stack

com posed ofsim ilarelem ents.Speci�cally,V0 ischosen to m inim izethecrm sdistancebetween the

stack beforeand aftera conjugate-gradientm inim ization,with �xed E 1 and E 2.Forthefourhelix

bundlewefound thatavalueofV0 = 0:05produced thebest�tstothechosen SCO P structures.V0

controlsthe inter-helicalseparation,and thuschanging itby a few percentonly servesto increase

ordecrease the contact distancesofhelices. M aking V0 sign�cantly di�erentfrom thism akesthe

sidechain spheresunphysically sm allorlarge,which can lead to unreasonable packings.
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stacks is based on random sam pling,a criterion m ust be speci�ed for when to stop sam -

pling. W e stop the generation ofstructures when a speci�ed fraction ofnewly generated

stacksalready occursin the previously generated ensem ble. Ifthe fraction isnotsatis�ed,

the newly generated structures are added to the ensem ble,and m ore stacks are random ly

generated.W eusecrm stom easuresim larity between theensem bleand thenewly generated

structures,and considertwostructurestobesim ilariftheircrm sislessthan 1.5Angstrom s.

Thedistancem easure,crm s,isde�ned as

(crm s)2 =
1

N

X

i

(~rsi � ~r
s0

i )
2 (6)

where ~r
s=s0

i is the position ofthe ith �-carbon for the s=s0 stack and N is the num ber of

backbone�-carbons.Thestackssand s0arealigned by perform ing a least-squares�tusing

crm sasthe m etric. W e dem and that95% ofthe newly generated structuresbe sim ilarto

oneofthestructuresin theensem ble beforestopping thestructuregeneration procedure.

Clustering | M any ofthe random ly generated stacks form clusters ofclosely related

structures. Itiscom putationally advantageousto reduce the sam ple by retaining only one

m em berofeach cluster. These representative structuresare selected in the following way.

Theentiresetofstacksissorted accordingtototalsurfaceexposure,i.e.from m ostcom pact

to leastcom pact.Starting atthetop ofthislistwith them ostcom pactstack,weelim inate

allstacks thatare closerto itthan 1:5 Angstrom scrm s. This processis repeated forthe

nextm ostcom pactstructurein thelistuntiltheend ofthelistisreached.W ecan typically

com pressthelargeensem ble ofstructuresby a factorof3� 5 in thisway.

Designabilitiesofstacks{Thedesignabilitiesoftherepresentativestacks,afterclustering,
aredeterm ined byallowingthestructurestocom peteforarandom sam pleofpossibleam ino-

acidsequences.The\designability"ofastackisde�ned asthenum berofsequencesforwhich

thatstack hasthelowestenergy.W eassum e thatthe hydrophobic energy isthe dom inant

term contributing to theenergy ofa sequence on a given structure.Thisenergy isgiven by

E h =
X

i

hisi; (7)

where hi is the hydrophobicity ofthe ith elem ent ofthe sequence and si is the fractional

surfaceexposureoftheith side-chain spherein theparticularstack.Foreach sequencecon-

sidered,thelowestenergy stack in therepresentative ensem ble isdeterm ined.By sam pling

alargenum berofrandom ly selected sequences,itispossibletoreliably estim atetherelative

designabilitiesofdi�erentstacks.

Forthe designability calculation,we em ployed binary sequences consisting ofonly two

types ofam ino acids. Such sequences are also known as\HP-sequences" forhydrophobic

(H)and polar(P)am ino acids. In previousstudies,we found only m inim aldi�erences in

the designabilities oftop structures when binary sequences and sequences with a continu-

ousdistribution ofhydrophobicitieswere used [17]. The two hydrophobicity valuescan be

written ashi= h0� �h,whereh0 isa com pacti�cation energy,and �h m easurestherelative

di�erencebetween hydrophobicand polarresidues.From theM iyazawa-Jernigan m atrix[44]

ofam ino-acid interaction energies,weinfera typicalenergy di�erencebetween hydrophobic

and polarresiduesof1:5kB T/contact.On averagea buried residuem akesfournon-covalent

10



contacts,thereforewe take2�h = 6:0kB T.The com pacti�cation energy h0 wasdeterm ined

by �tting the surface-area distribution ofthe setof11 naturalfour-helix bundlesgiven in

Resultsto thesurface-area distributionsforthe100m ostdesignablefour-helix stacks,using

di�erentvaluesofh0 to assessdesignability.Thebest�tisshown in Fig.6,and thiscorre-

sponded to h0 = 2kB T .Thusin ourm odelhydrophobic residueshave a hydrophobicity of

5kB T and polarresidues�1kB T.

Ifexible�-helicesand/or�-strandsareem ployed in generating stacks,theenergy E ex

associated with the exuralm odescan be added to the hydrophobic energy E h.Sim ilarly,

ifinter-strand hydrogen bonding isincluded,E hb can be added aswell. The energiesE ex

and E hb add a sequence independentcontribution to each stack.
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TABLES

PDB ID crm s(Angstrom s)

1FLX 2.96

1FFH 3.54

1E6I 2.85

1CB1 1.65

1CEI 2.95

1A24 2.85

1PO U 2.81

1AU7 3.02

1EH2 2.74

1IM Q 2.75

1DNY 3.44

TABLE I. Results of�tting selected set of11 proteins from SCO P database to ensem ble of

m odelfour-helix bundles.

Structure Sequence Energy G ap (kB T) M inim um M utations

a helix 1 PPHHHHHHPHHPPHH

a helix 2 HHPPHHPHHPHPHHP

a helix 3 PPHHPPHHPHHHHHH 6.65 4

a helix 4 PHHPPHHPHHPHPHP

b helix 1 HHPPHHPHHPHHHHP

b helix 2 HHHPPHHPHHHPHHP

b helix 3 PPHHHHHPHPPPHHP 5.85 3

b heilx 4 HPHHHPHHPHHPHHH

c helix 1 HHHHPPHPPPHPPHP

c helix 2 PHPPHHPPPHPPHHP

c helix 3 PHPPHHHPPHHPPPP 8.3 5

c helix 4 PPPPHPPPHPPHHHH

d helix 1 HPHHHPHHPPHHHPP

d helix 2 PHHPHHHPHHPPPHP

d helix 3 PHHPHHHPHHPHHPP 4.70 3

d helix 4 PHHHPHHPHHHHHHH

TABLE II.Resultsforthefourm ostdesignabledistinctfoldsforthem odelfour-helix bundles

shown in Fig.3.Colum n 2 givestheoptim ized hydrophobic-polarpatterning ofeach ofthelength

15 helices. For these sequences,the third colum n gives the energy gap in kB T to the nearest

distinct structuralcom petitor. The last colum n gives the m inim um num ber ofpoint m utations

necessary to reducethe energy gap to zero.
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FIGURES

FIG .1. Representative �tsforfourSCO P proteins(leftcolum n)to m odelfour-helix bundles

(right colum n): (a) �t for 1EH2 (crm s = 2.74 Angstrom s/residue), (b) �t for 1FFH (crm s =

3.54 Angstrom s/residue), (c) �t for 1CEI (crm s = 2.95 Angstrom s/residue), (d) �t for 1PO U

(crm s= 2.81 Angstrom s/residue).Num bersindicatehelix num berand theirlocation indicatesthe

beginning ofthe given helix.

FIG .2. Histogram ofthenum berofstructureswith a given designability fortherepresentative

structuresofthe four-helix-bundle ensem ble. O nly a few ofthe structuresare highly designable,

i.e. are lowest energy states ofa large num ber ofsequences. M ost structures are lowest energy

statesoffew orno sequences.

FIG .3. Fourm ostdesignabledistinctfour-helix folds:(a)up-and-down fold,(b)up-and-down

with a cross-over connection fold,(c) �-repressor-type fold,(d) orthogonal-array fold. Num bers

indicate helix num berand theirlocation indicatesthebeginning ofthe given helix.

FIG .4. Surface-area exposure for each ofthe four helices for structure (a) in Fig.3 colored

with the hydrophobic-polarpattern ofthe optim ized sequence (red bar= hydrophobic,open bar

= polar). Allsites with < 10% exposure are occupied by hydrophobic am ino acids. Also shown

are the fourm utation sites (arrows)which reduce the energy gap between this structure and its

com petitorto zero (site 2,6 and 15 ofhelix 2 and site 3 ofhelix 3).

FIG .5. Two designable four-helix foldswith no known naturalanalogs. O n the rightare the

closestaligned naturally occuring folds[35],and on the leftare the m odelstructures. (a)1PO U

hasa left-handed twistofthe top three helices. The m odelstructure hasa right-handed twistof

these helices. (b) 1AF7 has a long turn connecting helix 1 to helix 2. The m odelstructure has

helix 1 reversed,allowing a shortturn between helix 1 and helix 2.

FIG .6. Best�tofsurfacedistribution ofthe11SCO P proteinstotop 100designablestructures

found using h0 = 2kB T.
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