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Abstract: Molecular docking is one of the most widely used computational approaches in the field
of rational drug design, thanks to its favorable balance between the rapidity of execution and the
accuracy of provided results. Although very efficient in exploring the conformational degrees of
freedom available to the ligand, docking programs can sometimes suffer from inaccurate scoring
and ranking of generated poses. To address this issue, several post-docking filters and refinement
protocols have been proposed throughout the years, including pharmacophore models and molecular
dynamics simulations. In this work, we present the first application of Thermal Titration Molecular
Dynamics (TTMD), a recently developed method for the qualitative estimation of protein-ligand
unbinding kinetics, to the refinement of docking results. TTMD evaluates the conservation of
the native binding mode throughout a series of molecular dynamics simulations performed at
progressively increasing temperatures with a scoring function based on protein-ligand interaction
fingerprints. The protocol was successfully applied to retrieve the native-like binding pose among
a set of decoy poses of drug-like ligands generated on four different pharmaceutically relevant
biological targets, including casein kinase 15, casein kinase 2, pyruvate dehydrogenase kinase 2, and
SARS-CoV-2 main protease.

Keywords: docking; refinement; rescoring; molecular dynamics; protein-ligand interaction fingerprints;
thermal titration molecular dynamics; TTMD

1. Introduction

Until the 1980s, the discovery of new drugs was mainly related to empirical ob-
servations about the symptoms-relief properties of natural products or serendipity [1,2].
Nowadays, thanks to the high availability of experimentally determined structures for
pharmaceutically relevant biomolecules, the drug discovery process shifted towards a more
rational approach [3]. Specifically, novel therapeutic entities are usually designed by taking
into consideration the topological features of the interacting partner, in a process defined as
“structure-based drug design” [4].

Alongside advancements in the field of biophysical approaches for the experimental
determination of protein-ligand complex structures, a pivotal role in the last two decades
has been played by computational methodologies [5]. These “in silico” approaches not only
flank experimental techniques in rationalizing the mechanism of action of active molecules
but are routinely used as a less expensive and quicker alternative in the earliest stages of
drug discovery pipelines [6,7].

Among these methods, one of the most widely adopted is certainly molecular docking,
a program that is used by medicinal chemists to predict the most plausible ligand accom-
modation within the active site of a target biomolecule [8]. Molecular docking programs
are composed of two main parts: a search algorithm, which is responsible for exploring
the ligand’s conformational degrees of freedom and generating a series of possible ligand

Int. . Mol. Sci. 2023, 24, 3596. https:/ /doi.org/10.3390/ijms24043596

https:/ /www.mdpi.com/journal/ijms


https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms24043596
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms24043596
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/ijms
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9217-1461
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6234-5934
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3944-0313
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7514-3802
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijms24043596
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/ijms
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ijms24043596?type=check_update&version=2

Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2023, 24, 3596

20f22

orientations within the binding site, and a scoring function, which numerically estimates
the quality of protein-ligand interactions for poses generated by the search algorithm [9].

Although search algorithms are usually very proficient in exploring the conformational
space available to the ligand, docking can sometimes produce inaccurate results, due to the
limitations of scoring functions [10]. For instance, there is a natural variance in docking
performances across different biological targets, since each binding site has its peculiar
interaction features, which may differ from the ones included in the training set, thus
leading to an incorrect pose ranking [11].

To mitigate these known issues of molecular docking, several refinement protocols
have been proposed throughout the years [12]. A first possible strategy is to filter docking
poses based on prior knowledge of the binding features that are required for potent and
selective binding to the target [13]. This approach can be carried out by creating a phar-
macophore model or a protein-ligand interaction fingerprint based on the binding pattern
of known binders, i.e., true active compounds, and then retaining only those poses which
match this set of features [14] Although this strategy is successful in diminishing the false
positive rate in docking calculations, it is not a first-principle method; therefore, its usage
is limited to those cases where the target and its interaction features have already been
characterized [15].

Another approach is to rescore docking poses with more computationally demanding
methods such as the molecular mechanics/generalized Born surface area (MM/GBSA)
method for free binding energy determination [16]. This method is usually a good compro-
mise between rapidity of execution and quality of calculations, and it can be a useful tool
for many cases. Nevertheless, its accuracy is limited by some factors, such as the implicit
consideration of solvent molecules and the sensitivity towards the polarity and charge
properties of both the ligand and the binding site [17,18].

Finally, another commonly adopted strategy is to use short-scale molecular dynamics
simulations to evaluate the time-dependent pose stability [19]. This approach has the
advantage of considering both the protein flexibility and the explicit treatment of solvent,
which are usually neglected in most docking calculations [20,21]. Although in principle the
MD-based post-docking refinement seems like a sound method to distinguish poses based
on their persistence, two aspects can impair its usefulness. First, the short timescale that is
used for most applications (tens of nanoseconds) is insufficient to sample the unbinding
event for most poses, flattening the difference between the native pose and wrong but
stable enough decoys [22]. Furthermore, in most cases, simple geometric descriptors such
as the ligand RMSD or the center-of-mass distance between the ligand and the protein are
used to monitor the pose evolution throughout the simulation, for which there is no clear
threshold value to define the unbinding event, other than being heavily influenced by the
geometry of the binding site and the ligand structure [23,24].

In the current work, we present the first application of Thermal Titration Molecular
Dynamics (TTMD) as an alternative MD-based post-docking refinement tool. Recently
developed as an enhanced sampling MD protocol for the qualitative estimation of protein-
ligand unbinding kinetics [25], TTMD evaluates the persistence of the native binding mode
in a certain protein-ligand complex of interest by combining a series of short MD simula-
tions performed at progressively increasing temperatures with a scoring function based
on protein-ligand interaction fingerprints [26]. The protocol has been applied to twelve
different protein-ligand complexes from four different pharmaceutically relevant biological
targets, including protein kinase CK15, protein kinase CK2, pyruvate dehydrogenase kinase
2, and SARS-CoV-2 main protease.

2. Results

To extend the applicability domain of the TTMD protocol as a post-docking refinement
tool, 12 different test cases on four different pharmaceutically relevant targets of interest
for our laboratory were investigated: CK16, CK2, PDK2, and MP™. Test cases were chosen
coherently with the original work, picking up two “tight binders” (IC59/Ky values in
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the low nanomolar range) and one “weak binder” (ICs5y/Ky above the low micromolar
threshold). For each biomolecular target, three different protein-ligand complexes avail-
able on the Protein Data Bank were chosen. A list of each system investigated in this
work can be found in Table 1, while details about ligands’ physicochemical properties
(Tables S1, 54, S7 and S10) and relevant statistics for each simulated system (Table 513) can
be found in the Supplementary Materials.

Table 1. PDB accession codes for protein-ligand complex structures employed in this work 2.

CK1% 3UZP [27] 5IHS6 [28] 5MQV [29]
CK2 3PE2 [30] 6HOU [31] 3PE1 [30]
PDK2 4V25 [32] 7EAOQ [33] 5M4M [34]
Mpro 7LT] [35] 7MO1 [36] 7MSP [36]

2 Structures are grouped by the target.

At first, for each protein-ligand system, a self-docking experiment with the PLANTS
docking software was executed. The first five docking poses according to the ChemPLP scor-
ing function were used as a starting point for the TTMD simulations. For each investigated
docking pose, five independent TTMD replicates were performed. The results for each test
case are reported separately and discussed aggregately afterward in the Discussion section.

2.1. Protein Kinase CK16

The first test case regarded protein kinase 1 9, a serine-threonine kinase belonging
to the family of CK1 kinases [37] that is involved in several neurodegenerative illnesses
like Alzheimer’s disease, Parkinson’s disease, and amyotrophic lateral sclerosis [38] due
to its pleiotropic nature [39]. The result of the TTMD refinement carried out on docking
poses generated for each CK16 protein-ligand complex is summarized in Figures 1-3,
while detailed analysis about representative replicates (Figures 51-54), and per-replicate
reports (Tables S2 and S3) can be found in the Supplementary Materials. For reference, a
comparison between the representative TTMD trajectory for the best (pose 1, MD4), and
worst (pose 5, MD5) scoring pose for complex SMQV, according to the MS coefficient, is
highlighted in Video S1.

Reference (3UZP)
Mean MS: 0.0024

Pose 1 (RMSD: 0.32 A)
Mean MS: 0.0022
ChemPLP: -96.79

Pose 2 (RMSD: 1.29 A)
Mean MS: 0.0024
ChemPLP: -84.68

\ ,\3 o
Pose 3 (RMSD: 6.21 A)

Mean MS: 0.0038
ChemPLP: -80.15

Pose 4 (RMSD: 6.49 A)
Mean MS: 0.0038
ChemPLP: -77.94

N
\ <@ ,/A"> ~
Pose 5 (RMSD: 3.01 A)

Mean MS: 0.0030
ChemPLP: -76.57

Figure 1. This panel encompasses the results of the TTMD post-docking refinement of poses generated
for ligand 0CK within the catalytic site of the protein kinase CK16 (PDB ID: 3UZP). Protein residues




Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2023, 24, 3596

4 0f22

within 5 A of the ligand (orange) position are shown (violet). For each pose, the RMSD in comparison
with the reference, the average MS coefficient resulting from TTMD simulations, and the ChemPLP
docking score are reported. As a reference, the experimentally determined binding mode (magenta) is
also reported, as well as the MS coefficient derived from its TTMD refinement, while the best docking
pose (according to the RMSD to the reference) is highlighted in green.

As can be seen in Figure 1, which summarizes the results of TTMD refinement per-
formed on docking poses of ligand 0CK (PDB ID: 3UZP), although poses are very similar
and plausible, the MS value correctly identifies the most correct/native-like poses among
the five ones. Particularly, poses 1 and 2, which are practically indistinguishable from a
binding pattern perspective (both orientations of the 2-aminopyrimidine moiety ensure a
bivalent hydrogen bond interaction with the hinge region of the kinase, while the rest of
the molecule is superimposable) have the lowest MS value, which is comparable to the one
of the experimentally determined binding mode, coherently with the low RMSD value to
the reference. On the contrary, poses 3 and 4, which insert the cyclohexyl moiety within
the hydrophobic “selectivity pocket” located behind the hinge region, in the inner-most
part of the binding site, present a higher MS value, indicating a lower persistence of the
native binding mode. Intriguingly, pose 5, which does not show any interaction with the
hinge region, has a better MS value compared to poses 3 and 4: this can be explained by
the fact that, due to the conserved orientation compared to poses 1 and 2, pose 5 can quite
easily interconvert into pose 2 by a slight rotation towards the hinge region, gaining the
directional interaction with the hinge without losing any hydrophobic interaction provided
by the rest of the molecule.

A similar trend compared to the first case can also be observed for ligand D5Q (PDB
ID: 5MQV). As reported in Figure 2, poses 1-2, which only differ for the relative orientation
of the solvent-exposed dimethoxyphenyl-pyrrole moiety, present the lowest MS value,
similar to the reference. Pose 3, which is also quite similar to the reference and the first two
poses, also displays a good MS coefficient, albeit slightly higher than the first two poses. A
possible explanation for this phenomenon is that, although the relative orientation of the
dimethoxyphenyl-pyrrole portion of the ligand is similar to the reference, contributing to a
marginally lower RMSD value compared to pose 2, the 2-carboxamide-pyridin core, which
provides the bidentate interaction with the hinge region, is mildly shifted away from the
hinge. A little rearrangement of the ligand core through the course of the simulation allows
interconversion into a reference-like pose, accompanied by an alteration of interaction
pattern, which explains the reason why the pose presents good stability but with lesser
conservation of its initial binding pattern. As already seen for ligand 0CK, in this case also
the MS score penalizes poses that do not insert an aromatic ring within the hydrophobic
selectivity pocket, despite having an optimal interaction with the hinge (pose 4). Finally,
the MS score heavily penalizes pose 5, which does not retain any interaction found in
the reference.
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Reference (5MQV)
Mean MS: 0.0030

Pose 1 (RMSD: 1.51 A)
Mean MS: 0.0021
ChemPLP:-111.23

Pose 2 (RMSD: 3.01 A)
Mean MS: 0.0022
ChemPLP: -106.24

Pose 3 (RMSD: 2.89 A)
Mean MS: 0.0035
ChemPLP: -96.49

Pose 4 (RMSD: 3.95 A)
Mean MS: 0.0043
ChemPLP: -93.64

Pose 5 (RMSD: 11.61 A)
Mean MS: 0.0055
ChemPLP: -93.47

Figure 2. This panel encompasses the results of the TTMD post-docking refinement of poses generated
for ligand D5Q within the catalytic site of the protein kinase CK15 (PDB ID: 5SMQV). Protein residues
within 5 A of the ligand (orange) position are shown (violet). For each pose, the RMSD in comparison
with the reference, the average MS coefficient resulting from TTMD simulations, and the ChemPLP
docking score are reported. As a reference, the experimentally determined binding mode (magenta) is
also reported, as well as the MS coefficient derived from its TTMD refinement, while the best docking
pose (according to the RMSD to the reference) is highlighted in green.

Differently from the first two cases, involving “tight binding” ligands, the results
of the TTMD refinement were inconclusive for ligand AUG (PDB ID: 5IH6). As can
be deducted from Figure 3, the best scoring conformation according to the MS value is
pose 2, which presents a reasonable although incorrect binding mode, characterized by
three hydrogen bonds with the hinge region. This orientation of the triamine-pteridine
core, although allowing for a comparable interaction pattern with the hinge, leads to a
suboptimal burial of the hydrophobic core of the molecule within the internal portion
of the pocket, especially concerning the bromophenyl moiety. However, in this case, the
TTMD refinement is not able to discriminate between the native binding mode and other
incorrect ones, as noticeable by the fact that the crystal reference and pose 1, which are
practically superimposable, present a high MS value, comparable with pose 3, which is
incorrect. Intriguingly, as denoted by Figure 54 (Supplementary Materials), throughout
the simulation, pose 1 interconverts into pose 2, which is the final state of the simulation.
Considering that the two poses have a similar quality of interaction with the target, it is
possible that the two conformations are in equilibrium and that kinetic factors influence
the shift towards either of the two. Nevertheless, another plausible explanation for this
phenomenon could be that the temperature ramp utilized, which was the same as the one
employed in the original publication to discriminate between strong and weak binders,
is too aggressive for ligands with low affinity for the targets. The aggressiveness of the
ramp, which was designed to facilitate the observation of unbinding events, could flatten
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the differences between different poses of the same ligand when the crystal pose itself is
unstable in those conditions. If this is the case, a different ramp for this category of binders
would have to be developed.

Reference (5IH6)
Mean MS: 0.0052

i/
Pose 1 (RMSD: 0.11 A)
Mean MS: 0.0049
ChemPLP: -82.88

k!
Pose 2 (RMSD: 2.87 A)
Mean MS: 0.0032

ChemPLP: -71.25

Pose 3 (RMSD: 7.00 A)
Mean MS: 0.0050
ChemPLP: -71.03

i/
Pose 4 (RMSD: 6.53 A)
Mean MS: 0.0062

ChemPLP: -69.53

2 4

Pose 5 (RMSD: 7.01 A)
Mean MS: 0.0057
ChemPLP: -65.32

Figure 3. This panel encompasses the results of the TTMD post-docking refinement of poses generated
for ligand AUG within the catalytic site of the protein kinase CK16 (PDB ID: 5IH6). Protein residues
within 5 A of the ligand (orange) position are shown (violet). For each pose, the RMSD in comparison
with the reference, the average MS coefficient resulting from TTMD simulations, and the ChemPLP
docking score are reported. As a reference, the experimentally determined binding mode (magenta) is
also reported, as well as the MS coefficient derived from its TTMD refinement, while the best docking
pose (according to the RMSD to the reference) is highlighted in green.

2.2. Protein Kinase CK2

The second test case regarded protein kinase 2, a serine-threonine kinase that repre-
sents one of the first identified protein kinases [40]. Similar to CK1, thanks to its pleiotropic
nature [41] this kinase is involved in several illnesses such as different types of cancer,
various neurodegenerative diseases, and viral infections [42]. The result of the TTMD
refinement carried out on docking poses generated for each CK2 protein-ligand com-
plex is summarized in Figures 4—6, while detailed analysis about representative repli-
cates (Figures S5-58), and per-replicate reports (Tables S5 and S6) can be found in the
Supplementary Materials. For reference, a comparison between the representative TTMD
trajectory for the best (posel, MD3) and worst (pose4, MD4) scoring pose for complex 3PEI1,
according to the MS coefficient, is highlighted in Video S2.
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Reference (3PE1)
Mean MS: 0.0022

Pose 2 (RMSD: 2.47 A)
Mean MS: 0.0027
ChemPLP: -96.79

Pose 1 (RMSD: 0.36 A)
Mean MS: 0.0020
ChemPLP: -117.46

Pose 3 (RMSD: 5.14 A)
Mean MS: 0.0044
ChemPLP: -96.55

Pose 5 (RMSD: 5.88 A)
Mean MS: 0.0034
ChemPLP: -93.70

Pose 4 (RMSD: 6.11 A)
Mean MS: 0.0048
ChemPLP: -94.40

Figure 4. This panel encompasses the results of the TTMD post-docking refinement of poses generated
for ligand 3NG within the catalytic site of the protein kinase CK2 (PDB ID: 3PE1). Protein residues
within 5 A of the ligand (orange) position are shown (violet). For each pose, the RMSD in comparison
with the reference, the average MS coefficient resulting from TTMD simulations, and the ChemPLP
docking score are reported. As a reference, the experimentally determined binding mode (magenta) is
also reported, as well as the MS coefficient derived from its TTMD refinement, while the best docking
pose (according to the RMSD to the reference) is highlighted in green.

As highlighted by Figure 4, which synthesized the results of the TTMD refinement for
ligand 3NG (PDB ID: 3PE1), a similar trend to what has been observed for CK16 can also
be found. Pose 1, which is superimposable to the crystal reference, is associated with the
lowest MS value, which is practically identical to the one of the reference. Pose 2, which
differs from pose 1 for a slight shift of the naphthyridine core away from the hinge region
of the kinase and for the orientation of chlorine atom on the 3-chlorophenyl substituent,
displays the second lowest MS value overall, coherently with its suboptimal but overall
native-like orientation within the binding site. Pose 3 is penalized by the MS score due
to the loss of the pivotal network of direct and water-mediated interactions involving
the ligand carboxylate and residues deeply buried in the inner portion of the binding
site such as Lys68 and Asp175. Similarly, pose 4 is also heavily penalized by the TTMD-
derived score for the blatantly incorrect ligand conformation within the active site: in this
case, interactions involving the carboxylate are lost, but the whole naphthyridine core is
misplaced. Finally, pose 5 shows an intermediate MS score between the native-like poses
and the wrong ones: a possible interpretation for this is that the naphthyridine core of the
molecule is deeply buried in a hydrophobic, solvent-shielded area of the binding site, thus
compensating for the lack of directional interactions provided by the carboxylate.
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Y 4
Reference (3PE2)
Mean MS: 0.0017

o)
Pose 1 (RMSD: 0.16 A)

Mean MS: 0.0020
ChemPLP: -117.60

Pose 2 (RMSD: 3.29 A)
Mean MS: 0.0021
ChemPLP: -107.49

Pose 3 (RMSD: 5.29 A)
Mean MS: 0.0049
ChemPLP: -94.71

L
Pose 4 (RMSD: 6.32 A)
Mean MS: 0.0027
ChemPLP: -94.35

Pose 5 (RMSD: 8.08 A)
Mean MS: 0.0027
ChemPLP: -94.20

Figure 5. This panel encompasses the results of the TTMD post-docking refinement of poses generated
for ligand E1B within the catalytic site of the protein kinase CK2 (PDB ID: 3PE2). Protein residues
within 5 A of the ligand (orange) position are shown (violet). For each pose, the RMSD in comparison
with the reference, the average MS coefficient resulting from TTMD simulations, and the ChemPLP
docking score are reported. As a reference, the experimentally determined binding mode (magenta) is
also reported, as well as the MS coefficient derived from its TTMD refinement, while the best docking
pose (according to the RMSD to the reference) is highlighted in green.

As illustrated in Figure 5, results for the TTMD refinement in the case of ligand
E1B (PDB ID: 3PE2) recall the ones for ligand 3NG. This is not unexpected, due to the
similarities between the two ligands. Particularly, pose 1, which is identical to the reference,
presents the lowest MS value possible, which is very similar to the value calculated for
the experimentally determined binding mode. The same is true also for pose 2, which
only differs for the orientation of the ethynylphenyl substituent but has the same binding
pattern for the pyrimidoquinoline core. On the contrary, pose 3, which locates its core near
the hinge region of the kinase, as for poses 1 and 2, but presents an incorrect orientation of
the carboxylate, leading to the loss of crucial directional interactions with Lys68/Asp175, is
linked with a higher MS value. Intriguingly, poses 4 and 5, which are the most different
from the reference, present an intermediate MS score, not much higher than the one of
native-like poses. A putative explanation for this is that these compounds, 3NG and
E1B, both present very rigid and planar structures, enhancing the shape complementarity
with the active site and increasing the persistence of short-range hydrophobic and dipolar
interactions. Accordingly, despite the lack of directional interactions with the target, both
poses 4 and 5 display a good shape and electrostatic complementarity with the pocket, as
also indicated by the docking score which is practically identical to that of pose 3, which
contributes to the high persistence of the pose despite the lack of the directional interactions
provided by the carboxylate.
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Reference (6HOU)
Mean MS: 0.0057

Pose 1 (RMSD: 3.79 A)
Mean MS: 0.0159
ChemPLP: -69.46

.
.

Pose 2 (RMSD: 1.33 A)
Mean MS: 0.0148
ChemPLP: -67.33

Pose 3 (RMSD: 2.93 A)
Mean MS: 0.0144
ChemPLP: -67.14

Pose 4 (RMSD: 4.78 A)
Mean MS: 0.0155
ChemPLP: -66.05

Pose 5 (RMSD: 4.13 A)
Mean MS: 0.0112
ChemPLP: -65.62

Figure 6. This panel encompasses the results of the TTMD post-docking refinement of poses generated
for ligand V55 within the catalytic site of the protein kinase CK2 (PDB ID: 6HOU). Protein residues
within 5 A of the ligand (orange) position are shown (violet). For each pose, the RMSD in comparison
with the reference, the average MS coefficient resulting from TTMD simulations, and the ChemPLP
docking score are reported. As a reference, the experimentally determined binding mode (magenta) is
also reported, as well as the MS coefficient derived from its TTMD refinement, while the best docking
pose (according to the RMSD to the reference) is highlighted in green.

In agreement with the results of the TTMD refinement of the CK15 weak binder, results
are inconclusive also for CK2 homologous, ligand V55 (PDB ID: 6HOU). As observable
in Figure 6, the MS value is very high for each of the five docking poses, as it is for the
reference. High MS values, such as those obtained for V55 poses, indicate that the ligand
has rapidly and completely lost its native binding mode in all cases, as also confirmed by
detailed trajectory analyses reported in Figures S7 and S8 (Supplementary Materials). This
reinforces the hypothesis that the default temperature ramp is too aggressive to be useful
in the refinement of poses for weak binders.

2.3. Pyruvate Dehydrogenase Kinase 2

The third test case involved pyruvate dehydrogenase kinase 2, a member of the
GHKL ATPase/kinase superfamily that has a central control role upon cellular energy
metabolism [43,44] and is involved both in metabolic and neoplastic diseases [45]. The result
of the TTMD refinement carried out on docking poses generated for each PDK2 protein-
ligand complex is summarized in Figures 7-9, while detailed analysis about representative
replicates (Figures S9-512), and per-replicate reports (Tables S8 and S9) can be found in the
Supplementary Materials. For reference, a comparison between the representative TTMD
trajectory for the best (posel, MD1) and worst (pose4, MD2) scoring pose for complex 4V25,
according to the MS coefficient, is highlighted in Video S3.
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Reference (4V25)
Mean MS: 0.0023

Pose 2 (RMSD: 5.63 A)
Mean MS: 0.0036
ChemPLP: -74.71

Pose 1 (RMSD: 1.27 A)
Mean MS: 0.0029
ChemPLP: -83.43

Pose 3 (RMSD: 8.99 A)
Mean MS: 0.0057
ChemPLP: -72.61

Pose 5 (RMSD: 4.24 A)
Mean MS: 0.0037
ChemPLP: -65.74

Pose 4 (RMSD: 9.01 A)
Mean MS: 0.0080
ChemPLP: -67.04

Figure 7. This panel encompasses the results of the TTMD post-docking refinement of poses generated
for ligand SZ6 within the catalytic site of the pyruvate dehydrogenase kinase 2 (PDB ID: 4V25). Protein
residues within 5 A of the ligand (orange) position are shown (violet). For each pose, the RMSD in
comparison with the reference, the average MS coefficient resulting from TTMD simulations, and the
ChemPLP docking score are reported. As a reference, the experimentally determined binding mode
(magenta) is also reported, as well as the MS coefficient derived from its TTMD refinement, while the
best docking pose (according to the RMSD to the reference) is highlighted in green.

As depicted in Figure 7, which reports the results for the TTMD post-docking refine-
ment performed on docking poses of ligand SZ6 (PDB ID: 4V25), once again the MS score
can identify the native-like docking pose among a set of decoys. Particularly, pose 1 (which
is the closest to the reference), pose 2, and pose 5, all share the same correct orientation of
the core (spanning from the dihydroxybenzamide moiety to the chloromethylpyrimidine
one) within the catalytic site, and present significantly lower MS value compared to poses 3
and 4, where the binding pattern is completely divergent compared to the reference. This
can be attributed to the ability of these poses to preserve the pivotal network of direct and
water-bridged interactions between the dihydroxybenzamide moiety and residues Asp290,
Thr354, and Gly294. As mentioned when discussing some of the previous cases, poses 2
and 5, despite having an incorrect orientation of the difluoroacetylaminomethilbenzyl tail,
can easily interconvert throughout the simulation into pose 1 and the crystal reference,
because this portion of the molecule is completely solvent-exposed and does not contribute
to the interaction with the binding site.

Accordingly, like the case of complex 5SMQV, where the core of the molecule was
placed correctly in most poses and the difference was mainly related to the tail of the
molecule which extended out of the binding site, in this case the MS coefficient was also
able to distinguish poses with a high RMSD but native-like interaction pattern from poses
with high RMSD but incorrect interaction features.
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Reference (5M4M) Pose 1 (RMSD: 0.97 A) Pose 2 (RMSD: 8.63 A)
Mean MS: 0.0027 Mean MS: 0.0028 Mean MS: 0.0059
ChemPLP: -87.35 ChemPLP: -80.38

A

Pose 3 (RMSD: 9.12 A) Pose 4 (RMSD: 2.66 A) Pose 5 (RMSD: 4.86 A)
Mean MS: 0.0052 Mean MS: 0.0030 Mean MS: 0.0036
ChemPLP: -76.55 ChemPLP: -76.45 ChemPLP: -74.59

A NA

Figure 8. This panel encompasses the results of the TTMD post-docking refinement of poses generated
for ligand 7FW within the catalytic site of the pyruvate dehydrogenase kinase 2 (PDB ID: 5M4M).
Protein residues within 5 A of the ligand (orange) position are shown (violet). For each pose, the
RMSD in comparison with the reference, the average MS coefficient resulting from TTMD simulations,
and the ChemPLP docking score are reported. As a reference, the experimentally determined binding
mode (magenta) is also reported, as well as the MS coefficient derived from its TTMD refinement,
while the best docking pose (according to the RMSD to the reference) is highlighted in green.

Similar behavior can be observed also for ligand 7FW (PDB ID: 5M4M)), as noticeable
in Figure 8. In this case, the two native-like poses (poses 1 and 4) outscore the other ones,
according to the MS coefficient. In both cases, the ligand’s dihydroxybenzamide moiety is
correctly located within a subpocket where it can establish multiple directional interactions
with Asp290, Thr54, and Gly294, although in the case of pose 4, the quinoxaline moiety is
flipped compared to the reference and pose 1 and interacts with the backbone of Leu330.
Interestingly, pose 5 (which occupies the pocket with a similar orientation to poses 1 and 4,
but inserts an undecorated phenyl ring within the aforementioned pocket instead of the
dihydroxymethoxybenzamide) has a higher but still reasonable MS score, contrary to poses
2 and 3 where the complementarity of shape and electrostatic properties between the ligand
and the pocket are inferior, and most of the interaction between the ligand the binding site
occurs in the lower portion, the subpocket, which in the reference pose is occupied by the
quinoxaline group.
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Reference (7EA0)
Mean MS: 0.0070

Pose 2 (RMSD: 3.75 A)
Mean MS: 0.0071
ChemPLP: -59.84

Pose 1 (RMSD: 0.68 A)
Mean MS: 0.0073
ChemPLP: -61.87

Pose 3 (RMSD: 2.11 A)
Mean MS: 0.0080
ChemPLP: -53.23

Pose 5 (RMSD: 3.65 A)
Mean MS: 0.0076
ChemPLP: -50.49

Pose 4 (RMSD: 3.72 A)
Mean MS: 0.0086
ChemPLP: -52.31

Figure 9. This panel encompasses the results of the TTMD post-docking refinement of poses generated
for ligand W6P within the catalytic site of the pyruvate dehydrogenase kinase 2 (PDB ID: 7EAO).
Protein residues within 5 A of the ligand (orange) position are shown (violet). For each pose, the
RMSD in comparison with the reference, the average MS coefficient resulting from TTMD simulations,
and the ChemPLP docking score are reported. As a reference, the experimentally determined binding
mode (magenta) is also reported, as well as the MS coefficient derived from its TTMD refinement,
while the best docking pose (according to the RMSD to the reference) is highlighted in green.

Contrary to the first two complexes involving strong binders and coherently with
what was observed for complexes 5IH6 and 6HOU, the TTMD refinement was also in-
conclusive for poses generated for ligand W6P (PDB ID: 7EAQ). Once again, the poses
were all unstable under the chosen simulation conditions (see also Figures S11 and S12,
Supplementary Materials, for reference), leading to high MS values and concealment of
the subtle differences between different ligand conformation and interaction patterns. The
third observance of this phenomenon is a further reaffirmation that the default temperature
ramp is too aggressive for elucidating small differences in binding pose stability such as
the ones of weak binders.

2.4. SARS-CoV-2 Main Protease

The fourth and final test case involved the SARS-CoV-2 main protease (MP™), an
enzyme playing a pivotal role in this virus replication cycle [46] thanks to its ability to drive
the maturation of several nonstructural proteins through the proteolytic cleavage of the
ppla/pplab polyproteins [47]. The result of the TTMD refinement carried out on docking
poses generated for each MP™ protein-ligand complex is summarized in Figures 10-12,
while detailed analysis of representative replicates (Figures S13-516), and per-replicate
reports (Tables S11 and S12) can be found in the Supplementary Materials. For reference,
a comparison between the representative TTMD trajectory for the best (posel, MD5) and
worst (pose2, MD4) scoring pose for complex 7M8P, according to the MS coefficient, is
highlighted in Video S4.
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Figure 10. This panel encompasses the results of the TTMD post-docking refinement of poses
generated for ligand YS] within the catalytic site of the SARS-CoV-2 main protease (PDB ID: 7M8P).
Protein residues within 5 A of the ligand (orange) position are shown (violet). For each pose, the
RMSD in comparison with the reference, the average MS coefficient resulting from TTMD simulations,
and the ChemPLP docking score are reported. As a reference, the experimentally determined binding
mode (magenta) is also reported, as well as the MS coefficient derived from its TTMD refinement,
while the best docking pose (according to the RMSD to the reference) is highlighted in green.

In the case of ligand YSJ (PDB ID: 7M8P), the MS value determined through the
TTMD post-docking refinement indicates pose 1, which is superimposable to the crystal
reference, as the most stable pose (see also Video S5, Supplementary Materials). The evident
difference between the stability of pose 1 compared to the other ones can be related to
the fact that it is the only docking pose that contemporarily satisfies both hydrogen bond
interactions with the sidechain of His163 and the backbone of Glul66 (see also Figure S13,
Supplementary Materials), which are known to be essential for binding at the catalytic site
of the protease [48]. Another possible explanation for the enhanced gap in poses” stability
compared to previously discussed cases is that, in the case of kinases, the binding pocket
is usually very druggable, implying that there are several possible ligand conformations
with reasonable complementarity of shape and electrostatic properties with the cavity,
hence with high stability during MD simulations. On the contrary, MP™ catalytic site
is very shallow and solvent-exposed [49], implying more constraints on possible ligand
orientations that lead to a stable binding. Indeed, short-range nondirectional interactions
play a lesser important role in ligand recognition at this site, with more importance being
given to a reduced number of high-quality interactions centered upon the S1 subpocket.
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Figure 11. This panel encompasses the results of the TTMD post-docking refinement of poses
generated for ligand YU4 within the catalytic site of the SARS-CoV-2 main protease (PDB ID: 7M91).
Protein residues within 5 A of the ligand (orange) position are shown (violet). For each pose, the
RMSD in comparison with the reference, the average MS coefficient resulting from TTMD simulations,
and the ChemPLP docking score are reported. As a reference, the experimentally determined binding
mode (magenta) is also reported, as well as the MS coefficient derived from its TTMD refinement,
while the best docking pose (according to the RMSD to the reference) is highlighted in green.

Accordingly, similar results are obtained also for ligand YU4 (PDB ID: 7M91). As
depicted in Figure 11, the MS value once again correctly discriminates between the native-
like ligand conformation (pose 1) and incorrect binding poses (2-5). Interestingly, pose
4, which presents one of the two conserved hydrogen bonds (the one with His163), is the
second most stable pose under simulation conditions, further highlighting the importance
of this interaction in anchoring the ligand to the catalytic site. Furthermore, pose 4 is more
stable than poses 2, 3, and 5, despite being the only one without a hydrophobic/aromatic
ring within the S2 subpocket, another important binding feature of many crystal ligands,
including natural peptide substrates [50].
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Figure 12. This panel encompasses the results of the TTMD post-docking refinement of poses
generated for ligand YD1 within the catalytic site of the SARS-CoV-2 main protease (PDB ID: 7LTJ).
Protein residues within 5 A of the ligand (orange) position are shown (violet). For each pose, the
RMSD in comparison with the reference, the average MS coefficient resulting from TTMD simulations,
and the ChemPLP docking score are reported. As a reference, the experimentally determined binding
mode (magenta) is also reported, as well as the MS coefficient derived from its TTMD refinement,
while the best docking pose (according to the RMSD to the reference) is highlighted in green.

Finally, as observed for all previous biological targets, in this case also the TTMD
refinement of docking poses generated for the weak binder (ligand YD1, PDB ID: 7LT]J)
was inconclusive. The MS values are high and quite similar although expectable due to
the similarity among this set of poses and the crystal reference and the low experimentally
determined IC5( value.

3. Discussion

In the present work, we presented the first application of Thermal Titration Molecular
Dynamics (TTMD), an alternative enhanced sampling MD-based method for the qualitative
estimation of protein-ligand unbinding kinetics, as a post-docking refinement protocol.
TTMD, which combines a series of molecular dynamics simulations performed at progres-
sively increasing temperatures with a scoring function based on protein-ligand interaction
fingerprints, was used to rank a series of docking poses based on the persistence of the
native binding mode. Four different pharmaceutically relevant biological targets, including
protein kinase CK18, protein kinase CK2, pyruvate dehydrogenase kinase 2, and SARS-
CoV-2 main protease were investigated, with three different protein-ligand complexes
for each target used in this work. Test cases were chosen among the same protein-ligand
complexes used in the original paper [25], as well as the same simulation conditions, i.e.,
the adopted temperature ramp.

Results reported in this manuscript show how TTMD can be readily used as a post-
docking refinement tool for mature, drug-like ligands. The results of the TTMD refinement
performed on docking poses generated for this class of ligands showed how the MS
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score was consistently able to identify the native-like binding pose among the other ones.
Furthermore, the MS score demonstrated a good sensitivity in discriminating between
poses with partially overlapping interaction features, which could be tricky to evaluate
based only on docking calculations.

Most MD-based post-docking refinement protocols involve performing short simu-
lations (tens of nanoseconds) at a fixed temperature to distinguish between stable and
unstable poses. The discrimination is usually based on simple geometric descriptors such
as the ligand RMSD or the center-of-mass distance between the ligand and the protein.
Although this strategy seems legitimate and could work in some cases, based on our
experience and as can be observed by the detailed trajectory analyses provided in the
Supplementary Materials, these types of simulations are rarely successful for this purpose.
First, short windows of classic MD simulations are not sufficient to appreciate significant
differences between plausible, near-native poses and the native binding mode, since they
probably satisfy a good number of interactions with the target allowing them to occupy the
binding site for a sufficient time to be considered stable, even if incorrect. Second, there is
no clear cutoff to use for a geometric descriptor to define if the starting binding mode is
lost or not: depending on the ligand structure and topological properties of the binding
site, values would have to be adjusted in a case-by-case scenario. Moreover, geometric
descriptors do not discriminate well if the deviation from the starting point of the sim-
ulation regards the whole ligand or only a portion of it: in some cases, as shown in the
Results section, some ligand moieties do not interact with the protein active site and are
therefore relatively unconstrained. These ligand chunks contribute to increasing the ligand
RMSD without causing a loss of interaction with the target, falsely leading to a perception
of pose instability.

On the contrary, thanks to its simple but effective enhanced sampling strategy based
on increasing the temperature in between each simulation window, TTMD can emphasize
stability differences between relatively similar or partially overlapping docking poses
in simulation times comparable to those of classical post-docking refinements (see Table
513 for statistics about calculation speed on each investigated system). Moreover, the
use of the fingerprint-based scoring function (IFPcg) instead of the ligand RMSD allows
for determining a clear cutoff value (zero) that can univocally define whether the loss of
interactions found in the starting protein-ligand complex happened. This threshold value
is used as an early termination criterion, avoiding spending time simulating the ligand
floating around the simulation box thus increasing the feasibility of using such an approach
in a high-throughput fashion. Indeed, as can be deduced by Tables 53, 56, S9 and 512
(Supplementary Materials), several simulations end with the total detachment of the
ligand from the binding site (considerably high RMSD values). This fact has two main
consequences: first, two poses that detach at different times/temperatures would be
considered equally unstable if the final/average RMSD would be used as a metric. Second,
one would have to simulate for a long time even in those cases where it is not necessary.

Although the TTMD protocol can be useful as is, two questions remain unaddressed
still. The first issue with the current protocol is related to the applicability to weak binders,
i.e., compounds with affinity values that are above the micromolar threshold, including
fragments, which are the starting point of many drug discovery campaigns these days.
As reported in the Results section of the manuscript, the current temperature ramp is
too aggressive to be applied to weakly binding ligands. Particularly, the aggressiveness
of the ramp causes both native-like and wrong poses to rapidly lose their binding fea-
tures and eventually detach from the binding site. This situation could be addressed by
using an alternative ramp, focused on lower temperature ranges. Furthermore, as high-
lighted by Figure S3 (Supplementary Materials) in the case of complex 5IH6, but also in
Video S5 (Supplementary Materials) which regards complex 7M8DP, it is possible that poses
interconvert between each other during the TTMD simulation, especially for low-affinity
compounds such as fragments. To better keep track of this behavior, an alternative analysis
protocol could be to analyze the frequency by which a certain pose is sampled across the
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whole set of replicates for a given ligand, regardless of the starting ligand conformation.
For both these latest aspects, work in this direction is currently being carried out in our
laboratory and will be the scope of a future paper. The second problem is to make the
protocol suitable also for investigating membrane proteins. The question is not trivial,
since these types of targets are difficult to simulate accurately in standard conditions and
therefore deserve special care when dealing with unusual simulation conditions such as
the high temperatures explored with the current protocol. A possible solution, which is
currently being evaluated in our laboratory, is to simulate these proteins as soluble, without
introducing variables related to the membrane behavior.

4. Materials and Methods
4.1. Hardware Overview

Most of the molecular modeling tasks, like the preparation of protein and ligand
structures, docking calculations, the setup for MD simulations, and MD trajectory analyses,
were carried out on a Linux workstation, equipped with a 20 cores Intel Core i9-9820X
3.3 GHz processor, running Ubuntu 20.04 as its operating system. An in-house GPU cluster,
composed of 20 NVIDIA drivers ranging from GTX980 to RTX2080Ti, has been exploited
for carrying out each MD simulation.

4.2. Structure Preparation

The three-dimensional coordinates of each protein-ligand complex used in this study
were retrieved from the Protein Data Bank (PDB) [51] and processed through various tools
embedded within the Molecular Operating Environment (MOE) 2022.02 suite [52]. In the
present work, four different biological targets were considered: casein kinase 1 isoform &
(CK19), casein kinase 2 (CK2), pyruvate dehydrogenase kinase 2 (PDK2), and SARS-CoV-2
main protease (MP™). For each macromolecule, three different protein-ligand complex
structures were considered: the accession codes for each structure are summarized in
Table 1.

Protein-ligand systems were simulated as monomers, aside from SARS-CoV-2 MP™, for
which the catalytically competent homodimer form was reconstituted through symmetric
crystallographic transformations. Initially, each structure was pre-processed through the
“structure preparation” tool, to assign residues with alternative conformations to the
highest occupancy one, to rebuild broken loops through homology modeling, and to fix
inconsistencies between the aminoacidic sequence and the experimentally solved structure.
Afterward, missing hydrogen atoms were added to the system according to the most
probable protonation and tautomeric state at pH = 7.4 through the “Protonate3D” tool.
Lastly, each solvent, co-solvent, and ion atom was removed before storing the prepared
complex for subsequent calculations.

4.3. Docking Calculations

For each protein-ligand complex, a self-docking experiment was conducted. Each
ligand was prepared using the “Wash” tool of the MOE 2022.02 suite, assigning the most
probable protomeric/tautomeric state at pH = 7.4, rebuilding its three-dimensional coordi-
nates, and attributing the correct partial charges, according to the MMFF94 force field [53].
The binding site was defined using a sphere of radius 10.5 A centered upon the center of
mass of the co-crystallized ligand in the experimentally solved structure. Docking calcula-
tions were carried out using the Protein-Ligand ANT System (PLANTS) [54,55] program,
which uses an Ant Colony Optimization (ACO) search algorithm and is free to use for
academics. The first five poses according to the ChemPLP [56] scoring function were stored
for further calculations.

4.4. System Setup for MD Simulations and Equilibration Protocol

Each protein-ligand complex obtained through docking calculations was prepared for
MD simulations through the combination of different packages included in both Visual
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Molecular Dynamics (VMD [57]) 1.9.2 and the AmberTools22 [58,59] suite. Parameters
for protein, water molecules, and ions were attributed according to the ff14SB [60] force
field, while ligands were parametrized utilizing the general Amber force field (GAFF [61]).
Ligand partial charges were calculated through the AM1-BCC [62] method. Each protein-
ligand system was solvated within a rectangular base prism, ensuring a 15 A padding
value between the box border and the nearest protein atom and using the TIP3P [63] model
for water molecules. The proper number of monovalent ions, i.e., sodium and chlorine,
were then added to neutralize the net charge of the box and to reach a salt concentration of
0.154 M. The prepared system was then subjected to 500 steps of energy minimization with
the conjugate-gradient algorithm before undergoing MD simulations, to remove clashes
and bad contacts.

Each MD simulation presented in this work was conducted using the ACEMD [64]
3.5 engine, which is based upon OpenMM [65], an open-source Python library for molecular
simulations. Both in the equilibration and the production stage, an integration timestep of
2 fs was used, the length of bonds involving hydrogen atoms was constrained through the
M-SHAKE algorithm, electrostatic interactions were computed through the particle-mesh
Ewald [66] method, using cubic spline interpolation and a 1 A grid spacing, while a 9.0 A
cutoff was used for calculating Lennard-Jones interactions.

Before productive MD simulations, each system was equilibrated in a two-step process.
In the first equilibration run, a 0.1 ns simulation in the canonical ensemble was carried
out, imposing harmonic positional restraints on both the protein and ligand atoms, leaving
the water molecules and the ions unconstrained. In the second equilibration run, a 0.5 ns
simulation in the isothermal-isobaric ensemble was performed, with harmonic positional
restraints applied only on the protein backbone and on the ligand atoms, leaving the
protein sidechain unconstrained. In both cases, a force constant of 5 kcal mol~! A~2 was
applied for the whole duration of each equilibration run on each restrained atom. For
both equilibration stages, the temperature was kept at a constant 300 K value through a
Langevin thermostat [67], while in the second stage, the pressure was maintained at the
constant value of 1 atm through a Monte Carlo barostat [68].

4.5. Thermal Titration Molecular Dynamics (TTMD) Simulations

As thoroughly described in the work of Pavan et al. [25], Thermal Titration Molecular
Dynamics (TTMD) is an alternative enhanced sampling MD approach originally developed
for the qualitative estimation of protein-ligand unbinding kinetics. The sampling method
consists of a series of short classic MD simulations (defined as TTMD-steps), performed at
progressively increasing temperature values. The progress of the simulation is monitored
by evaluating the conservation of the starting binding mode for a certain protein-ligand
complex (a docking pose, in this case) through an interaction fingerprint-based scoring
function [26], originally implemented in open-source Autogrow4 [69] program, a semi-
automatized workflow for de novo drug design. The protocol described afterward is
implemented as a Python 3.10 code and relies on the NumPy, MDAnalysis [70,71], Open
Drug Discovery Toolkit [72], and Scikit-learn external libraries. The code to run TTMD
simulations is available free of charge, under a permissive MIT license, at github.com/
molecularmodelingsection/TTMD (accessed on 25 January 2023).

The user must define the “temperature ramp”, i.e., the temperature values that are
sampled throughout the simulation and the time spent simulating at each temperature.
Different from the original version of the code, in the current one, the length of each
simulation window is not fixed, so different temperatures can be sampled for a different
amount of time. In the present work, for consistency with the previous paper, the same
temperature ramp was used: the starting temperature was set at 300 K, the end temperature
was set at 450 K, the temperature increment between each TTMD-step was set at 10 K,
while the length of each TTMD-step was 10 ns. The extension of the temperature ramp
must be carefully chosen based on prior knowledge of the target, especially concerning the
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conservation of the native protein fold throughout the simulation (which, in this case, was
carried out by monitoring the backbone RMSD).

As anticipated, the progress of the simulation is evaluated by a scoring function based
on protein-ligand interaction fingerprints. This scoring protocol, named IFPcs, exploits
the Scikit-learn Python module to calculate the cosine similarity between two vectors, i.e.,
the protein-ligand interaction fingerprints of a reference and a query, where the reference
is the protein-ligand complex extracted from the last frame of the second equilibration
stage, and the query is each protein-ligand complex obtained from each frame of a certain
TTMD-step. Specifically, each interaction fingerprint is an integer vector of r x 8 length,
where r represents the number of protein residues and 8 represents the possible type of
protein-ligand interaction that can be encoded in the vector (hydrophobic contacts, aromatic
face-to-face, aromatic edge-to-face, hydrogen bonds with the protein acting as a donor,
hydrogen bonds with the protein acting as an acceptor, salt bridge with the protein acting as
the positively charged member, salt bridge with the protein acting as the positively negative
member, and an ionic bond with a metal ion, respectively). The cosine similarity value
is then multiplied by —1 to comply with most scoring functions, where negative values
indicate high affinity towards the target and low, near-zero, values indicate lower affinity.

The values of IFPcg can range from —1, highlighting a total convergence between the
reference (the native binding mode) and the query (the binding pose sampled at a certain
time during the simulation), to zero, indicating that each interaction feature of the reference
has been lost during the simulation.

After the conclusion of each TTMD-step, the average IFPcg calculated across each
frame of the step is calculated: if this value is null, implying that the native binding
mode has not been sampled for the whole duration of the step, the TTMD simulation is
terminated; otherwise, the simulation proceeds with the next TTMD-step.

4.6. Trajectory Analyses and MS Coefficient Determination

TTMD trajectories were analyzed through an in-house Python script. Specifically, the
RMSD of the protein backbone and the ligand are calculated at each frame by exploiting the
appropriate function provided by the MDAnalysis package. A time-dependent per-residue
decomposition of the protein-ligand interaction energy is calculated by exploiting the
NAMD Energy plugin 1.4 [73] for VMD. Afterward, three analysis plots are generated by
exploiting the Matplotlib and Seaborn Python packages.

The first plot, defined as the “titration profile”, correlates the average IFPcg value with
the temperature of each step: the slope of the straight line linking the initial and the final
state of the titration is defined as the MS coefficient and is used as a proxy measure for
estimating the “residence time” of the investigated pose.

IFPLd — (-1
g _ meanlFPeg (-1) 1)
Tend _ Tstart

The MS coefficient ranges from zero (indicative of a tight binding /high persistence
of the native binding mode) to 1 (which, on the contrary, indicates low persistence of the
starting binding pose). For each investigated protein-ligand complex, five independent
TTMD simulations are carried out, with the average MS coefficient being calculated across
three different replicates, after discarding the highest and the lowest value.

The second plot reports the time-dependent per-residue decomposition of the protein-
ligand interaction energy for the 25 protein residues that are most frequently contacted by
the ligand throughout the trajectory (using a distance cutoff of 4.5 A). The third and final
plot reports the time-dependent evolution of the ligand and protein backbone RMSD and
the IFP¢g score.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at: https:
/ /www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/1jms24043596/s1.


https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ijms24043596/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/ijms24043596/s1

Int. ]. Mol. Sci. 2023, 24, 3596 20 of 22

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, M.P. and S.M. (Stefano Moro); methodology, S.M.
(Silvia Menin) and M.P,; software, S.M. (Silvia Menin) and M.P.; validation, S.M. (Silvia Menin)
and M.P,; formal analysis, S.M. (Silvia Menin) and M.P.; writing—original draft preparation,
S.M. (Silvia Menin) and M.P,; writing—review and editing, V.S., M.S. and S.M. (Stefano Moro);
supervision, S.M. (Stefano Moro). All authors have read and agreed to the published version of
the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.
Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.
Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: All molecular structures utilized in this work have been retrieved from
the publicly available PDB (www.rcsb.org (accessed on 25 January 2023)). The TTMD.py Python
code to reproduce the simulations performed in this work, as well as a YAML file to reconstitute the
appropriate virtual environment to run them, is available at github.com/molecularmodelingsection/
TTMD (accessed on 25 January 2023) and released under a permissive MIT license. The TTMD.py
script carries on each step of a TTMD simulation, including the system setup and parametrization,
the equilibration protocol, the production runs, and associated analyses.

Acknowledgments: MMS Lab is very grateful to Chemical Computing Group, OpenEye, and Acellera
for their scientific and technical partnership. MMS Lab gratefully acknowledges the support of
NVIDIA Corporation with the donation of the Titan V GPU, used for this research.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1.  Harvey, A.L. Natural Products in Drug Discovery. Drug Discov. Today 2008, 13, 894-901. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Ban, T.A. The Role of Serendipity in Drug Discovery. Dialogues Clin. Neurosci. 2006, 8, 335-344. [CrossRef]

3. Morphy, R; Kay, C.; Rankovic, Z. From Magic Bullets to Designed Multiple Ligands. Drug Discov. Today 2004, 9, 641-651. [CrossRef]

4. Anderson, A.C. The Process of Structure-Based Drug Design. Chem. Biol. 2003, 10, 787-797. [CrossRef]

5. Sliwoski, G.; Kothiwale, S.; Meiler, J.; Lowe, E.W. Computational Methods in Drug Discovery. Pharmacol. Rev. 2014, 66, 334-395.
[CrossRef]

6. Leelananda, S.P; Lindert, S. Computational Methods in Drug Discovery. Beilstein . Org. Chem. 2016, 12, 2694-2718. [CrossRef]

7. Kapetanovic, LM. Computer-Aided Drug Discovery and Development (CADDD): In Silico-Chemico-Biological Approach. Chem.
Biol. Interact. 2008, 171, 165-176. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

8.  Meng, X.-Y.; Zhang, H.-X.; Mezei, M.; Cui, M. Molecular Docking: A Powerful Approach for Structure-Based Drug Discovery.
Curr. Comput. Aided Drug Des. 2012, 7, 146-157. [CrossRef]

9. Halperin, I.; Ma, B.; Wolfson, H.; Nussinov, R. Principles of Docking: An Overview of Search Algorithms and a Guide to Scoring
Functions. Proteins Struct. Funct. Genet. 2002, 47, 409—443. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

10. Chaput, L.; Mouawad, L. Efficient Conformational Sampling and Weak Scoring in Docking Programs? Strategy of the Wisdom of
Crowds. J. Cheminform. 2017, 9, 37. [CrossRef]

11.  Chen, Y.C. Beware of Docking! Trends Pharmacol. Sci. 2015, 36, 78-95. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

12.  Salmaso, V.; Moro, S. Bridging Molecular Docking to Molecular Dynamics in Exploring Ligand-Protein Recognition Process:
An Overview. Front. Pharmacol. 2018, 9, 923. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Ferreira, L.G.; dos Santos, R.N.; Oliva, G.; Andricopulo, A.D. Molecular Docking and Structure-Based Drug Design Strategies.
Molecules 2015, 20, 13384-13421. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Tan, L.; Batista, J.; Bajorath, J. Computational Methodologies for Compound Database Searching That Utilize Experimental
Protein-Ligand Interaction Information. Chem. Biol. Drug Des. 2010, 76, 191-200. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Muthas, D.; Sabnis, Y.A.; Lundborg, M.; Karlén, A. Is It Possible to Increase Hit Rates in Structure-Based Virtual Screening by
Pharmacophore Filtering? An Investigation of the Advantages and Pitfalls of Post-Filtering. J. Mol. Graph. Model. 2008, 26,
1237-1251. [CrossRef]

16. Genheden, S.; Ryde, U. The MM/PBSA and MM/GBSA Methods to Estimate Ligand-Binding Affinities. Expert Opin. Drug Discov.
2015, 10, 449-461. [CrossRef]

17.  Tuccinardi, T. What Is the Current Value of MM/PBSA and MM /GBSA Methods in Drug Discovery? Expert Opin. Drug Discov.
2021, 16, 1233-1237. [CrossRef]

18. Wang, E.; Sun, H.; Wang, J.; Wang, Z.; Liu, H.; Zhang, ].Z.H.; Hou, T. End-Point Binding Free Energy Calculation with MM /PBSA
and MM/GBSA: Strategies and Applications in Drug Design. Chem. Rev. 2019, 119, 9478-9508. [CrossRef]

19. Alonso, H; Bliznyuk, A.A.; Gready, J.E. Combining Docking and Molecular Dynamic Simulations in Drug Design. Med. Res. Rev.

2006, 26, 531-568. [CrossRef]


www.rcsb.org
github.com/molecularmodelingsection/TTMD
github.com/molecularmodelingsection/TTMD
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.drudis.2008.07.004
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18691670
http://doi.org/10.31887/DCNS.2006.8.3/tban
http://doi.org/10.1016/S1359-6446(04)03163-0
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chembiol.2003.09.002
http://doi.org/10.1124/pr.112.007336
http://doi.org/10.3762/bjoc.12.267
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cbi.2006.12.006
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17229415
http://doi.org/10.2174/157340911795677602
http://doi.org/10.1002/prot.10115
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12001221
http://doi.org/10.1186/s13321-017-0227-x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tips.2014.12.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25543280
http://doi.org/10.3389/fphar.2018.00923
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30186166
http://doi.org/10.3390/molecules200713384
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26205061
http://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-0285.2010.01007.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20636330
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmgm.2007.11.005
http://doi.org/10.1517/17460441.2015.1032936
http://doi.org/10.1080/17460441.2021.1942836
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.chemrev.9b00055
http://doi.org/10.1002/med.20067

Int. J. Mol. Sci. 2023, 24, 3596 21 of 22

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.
42.

43.

44.

45.

46.

Karplus, M.; McCammon, J.A. Molecular Dynamics Simulations of Biomolecules. Nat. Struct. Biol. 2002, 9, 646—-652. [CrossRef]
Durrant, J.D.; McCammon, J.A. Molecular Dynamics Simulations and Drug Discovery. BMC Biol. 2011, 9, 71. [CrossRef]

De Vivo, M.; Masetti, M.; Bottegoni, G.; Cavalli, A. Role of Molecular Dynamics and Related Methods in Drug Discovery. J. Med.
Chem. 2016, 59, 4035-4061. [CrossRef]

Proctor, E.A.; Yin, S.; Tropsha, A.; Dokholyan, N.V. Discrete Molecular Dynamics Distinguishes Nativelike Binding Poses from
Decoys in Difficult Targets. Biophys. J. 2012, 102, 144-151. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Liu, K.; Kokubo, H. Exploring the Stability of Ligand Binding Modes to Proteins by Molecular Dynamics Simulations: A Cross-
Docking Study. J. Chem. Inf. Model. 2017, 57, 2514-2522. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Pavan, M.; Menin, S.; Bassani, D.; Sturlese, M.; Moro, S. Qualitative Estimation of Protein-Ligand Complex Stability through
Thermal Titration Molecular Dynamics Simulations. J. Chem. Inf. Model. 2022, 62, 5715-5728. [CrossRef]

Pavan, M.; Menin, S.; Bassani, D.; Sturlese, M.; Moro, S. Implementing a Scoring Function Based on Interaction Fingerprint for
Autogrow4: Protein Kinase CK16 as a Case Study. Front. Mol. Biosci. 2022, 9, 629. [CrossRef]

Long, A.; Zhao, H.; Huang, X. Structural Basis for the Interaction between Casein Kinase 1 Delta and a Potent and Selective
Inhibitor. J. Med. Chem. 2012, 55, 956-960. [CrossRef]

Ursu, A; Illich, D.J.; Takemoto, Y.; Porfetye, A.T.; Zhang, M.; Brockmeyer, A.; Janning, P.; Watanabe, N.; Osada, H.; Vetter, LR;
et al. Epiblastin A Induces Reprogramming of Epiblast Stem Cells into Embryonic Stem Cells by Inhibition of Casein Kinase 1.
Cell Chem. Biol. 2016, 23, 494-507. [CrossRef]

Halekotte, ].; Witt, L.; Ianes, C.; Krtiger, M.; Bihrmann, M.; Rauh, D.; Pichlo, C.; Brunstein, E.; Luxenburger, A.; Baumann, U.;
et al. Optimized 4,5-Diarylimidazoles as Potent/Selective Inhibitors of Protein Kinase CK15 and Their Structural Relation to
P38 MAPK. Molecules 2017, 22, 522. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Battistutta, R.; Cozza, G.; Pierre, E; Papinutto, E.; Lolli, G.; Sarno, S.; Obrien, S.E.; Siddiqui-Jain, A.; Haddach, M.; Anderes, K,;
et al. Unprecedented Selectivity and Structural Determinants of a New Class of Protein Kinase CK2 Inhibitors in Clinical Trials
for the Treatment of Cancer. Biochemistry 2011, 50, 8478-8488. [CrossRef]

Cozza, G.; Zonta, F,; DalleVedove, A.; Venerando, A.; Dall’Acqua, S.; Battistutta, R.; Ruzzene, M.; Lolli, G. Biochemical and
Cellular Mechanism of Protein Kinase CK2 Inhibition by Deceptive Curcumin. FEBS J. 2020, 287, 1850-1864. [CrossRef]

Moore, J.D.; Staniszewska, A.; Shaw, T.; D’ Alessandro, J.; Davis, B.; Surgenor, A.; Baker, L.; Matassova, N.; Murray, J.; Macias,
A.; et al. VER-246608, a Novel Pan-Isoform ATP Competitive Inhibitor of Pyruvate Dehydrogenase Kinase, Disrupts Warburg
Metabolism and Induces Context-Dependent Cytostasis in Cancer Cells. Oncotarget 2014, 5, 12862-12876. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Akaki, T.; Bessho, Y.; Ito, T.; Fujioka, S.; Ubukata, M.; Mori, G.; Yamanaka, K.; Orita, T.; Doi, S.; Iwanaga, T.; et al. Fragment-Based
Lead Discovery to Identify Novel Inhibitors That Target the ATP Binding Site of Pyruvate Dehydrogenase Kinases. Bioorg. Med.
Chem. 2021, 44, 116283. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Brough, P.A.; Baker, L.; Bedford, S.; Brown, K.; Chavda, S.; Chell, V.; D’Alessandro, J.; Davies, N.G.M.; Davis, B.; le Strat, L.; et al.
Application of Off-Rate Screening in the Identification of Novel Pan-Isoform Inhibitors of Pyruvate Dehydrogenase Kinase. J.
Med. Chem. 2017, 60, 2271-2286. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Clyde, A.; Galanie, S.; Kneller, D.W.; Ma, H.; Babuji, Y.; Blaiszik, B.; Brace, A.; Brettin, T.; Chard, K; Chard, R.; et al. High-
Throughput Virtual Screening and Validation of a SARS-CoV-2 Main Protease Noncovalent Inhibitor. J. Chem. Inf. Model. 2022, 62,
116-128. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Deshmukh, M.G.; Ippolito, J.A.; Zhang, C.H.; Stone, E.A ; Reilly, R.A.; Miller, S.J.; Jorgensen, W.L.; Anderson, K.S. Structure-
Guided Design of a Perampanel-Derived Pharmacophore Targeting the SARS-CoV-2 Main Protease. Structure 2021, 29, 823-833.€5.
[CrossRef]

Knippschild, U.; Gocht, A.; Wolff, S.; Huber, N.; Lohler, J.; Stoter, M. The Casein Kinase 1 Family: Participation in Multiple
Cellular Processes in Eukaryotes. Cell. Signal. 2005, 17, 675-689. [CrossRef]

Perez, D.I.; Gil, C.; Martinez, A. Protein Kinases CK1 and CK2 as New Targets for Neurodegenerative Diseases. Med. Res. Rev.
2011, 31, 924-954. [CrossRef]

Xu, P; Ianes, C.; Gartner, F; Liu, C.; Burster, T.; Bakulev, V.; Rachidi, N.; Knippschild, U.; Bischof, J. Structure, Regulation, and
(Patho-)Physiological Functions of the Stress-Induced Protein Kinase CK1 Delta (CSNK1D). Gene 2019, 715, 144005. [CrossRef]
Venerando, A.; Ruzzene, M.; Pinna, L.A. Casein Kinase: The Triple Meaning of a Misnomer. Biochem. |. 2014, 460, 141-156.
[CrossRef]

Meggio, F,; Pinna, L.A. One-Thousand-and-One Substrates of Protein Kinase CK2? FASEB J. 2003, 17, 349-368. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
Borgo, C.; D’Amore, C.; Sarno, S.; Salvi, M.; Ruzzene, M. Protein Kinase CK2: A Potential Therapeutic Target for Diverse Human
Diseases. Signal Transduct. Target. Ther. 2021, 6, 183. [CrossRef]

Zhang, S.; Hulver, M.W.; McMillan, R.P; Cline, M.A; Gilbert, E.R. The Pivotal Role of Pyruvate Dehydrogenase Kinases in
Metabolic Flexibility. Nutr. Metab. 2014, 11, 10. [CrossRef]

Patel, M.S.; Korotchkina, L.G. Regulation of the Pyruvate Dehydrogenase Complex. Biochem. Soc. Trans. 2006, 34, 217-222.
[CrossRef]

Atas, E.; Oberhuber, M.; Kenner, L. The Implications of PDK1-4 on Tumor Energy Metabolism, Aggressiveness and Therapy
Resistance. Front. Oncol. 2020, 10, 583217. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Ullrich, S.; Nitsche, C. The SARS-CoV-2 Main Protease as Drug Target. Bioorg. Med. Chem. Lett. 2020, 30, 127377. [CrossRef] [PubMed]


http://doi.org/10.1038/nsb0902-646
http://doi.org/10.1186/1741-7007-9-71
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jmedchem.5b01684
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bpj.2011.11.4008
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22225808
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jcim.7b00412
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28902511
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jcim.2c00995
http://doi.org/10.3389/fmolb.2022.909499
http://doi.org/10.1021/jm201387s
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.chembiol.2016.02.015
http://doi.org/10.3390/molecules22040522
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28338621
http://doi.org/10.1021/bi2008382
http://doi.org/10.1111/febs.15111
http://doi.org/10.18632/oncotarget.2656
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25404640
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bmc.2021.116283
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34274549
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jmedchem.6b01478
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28199108
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jcim.1c00851
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34793155
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.str.2021.06.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cellsig.2004.12.011
http://doi.org/10.1002/med.20207
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.gene.2019.144005
http://doi.org/10.1042/BJ20140178
http://doi.org/10.1096/fj.02-0473rev
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12631575
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41392-021-00567-7
http://doi.org/10.1186/1743-7075-11-10
http://doi.org/10.1042/BST0340217
http://doi.org/10.3389/fonc.2020.583217
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33384955
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.bmcl.2020.127377
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32738988

Int. ]. Mol. Sci. 2023, 24, 3596 22 of 22

47.

48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.
58.

59.
60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

Jin, Z,; Du, X;; Xu, Y.; Deng, Y.; Liu, M.; Zhao, Y.; Zhang, B.; Li, X.; Zhang, L.; Peng, C.; et al. Structure of Mpro from SARS-CoV-2
and Discovery of Its Inhibitors. Nature 2020, 582, 289-293. [CrossRef]

Shitrit, A.; Zaidman, D.; Kalid, O.; Bloch, I.; Doron, D.; Yarnizky, T.; Buch, I.; Segev, I.; Ben-Zeev, E.; Segev, E.; et al. Conserved
Interactions Required for Inhibition of the Main Protease of Severe Acute Respiratory Syndrome Coronavirus 2 (SARS-CoV-2).
Sci. Rep. 2020, 10, 20808. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Fornasier, E.; Macchia, M.L.; Giachin, G.; Sosic, A.; Pavan, M.; Sturlese, M.; Salata, C.; Moro, S.; Gatto, B.; Bellanda, M.; et al.
A New Inactive Conformation of SARS-CoV-2 Main Protease. Acta Crystallogr. Sect. D Struct. Biol. 2022, 78, 363-378. [CrossRef]
Dai, W.; Zhang, B.; Jiang, X.M.; Su, H.; Li, ].; Zhao, Y.; Xie, X.; Jin, Z.; Peng, J.; Liu, F; et al. Structure-Based Design of Antiviral
Drug Candidates Targeting the SARS-CoV-2 Main Protease. Science 2020, 368, 1331-1335. [CrossRef]

Berman, H.M.; Westbrook, J.; Feng, Z.; Gilliland, G.; Bhat, T.N.; Weissig, H.; Shindyalov, I.N.; Bourne, P.E. The Protein Data Bank.
Nucleic Acids Res. 2000, 28, 235-242. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Chemical Computing Group ULC. Molecular Operating Environment (MOE), version 2022.02. 2023. Available online: https:
/ /www.chemcomp.com/ (accessed on 24 January 2023).

Halgren, T.A. Force Fields: MMFF94. Encycl. Comput. Chem. 2002. [CrossRef]

Korb, O,; Stiitzle, T.; Exner, T.E. PLANTS: Application of Ant Colony Optimization to Structure-Based Drug Design. In Ant Colony
Optimization and Swarm Intelligence; Dorigo, M., Gambardella, L.M., Birattari, M., Martinoli, A., Poli, R., Stiitzle, T., Eds.; Lecture
Notes in Computer Science; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2006; Volume 4150, pp. 247-258. [CrossRef]

Korb, O.; Stiitzle, T.; Exner, T.E. An Ant Colony Optimization Approach to Flexible Protein-Ligand Docking. Swarm Intell. 2007, 1,
115-134. [CrossRef]

Korb, O,; Stiitzle, T.; Exner, T.E. Empirical Scoring Functions for Advanced Protein-Ligand Docking with PLANTS. J. Chem. Inf.
Model. 2009, 49, 84-96. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Humphrey, W.; Dalke, A.; Schulten, K. VMD: Visual Molecular Dynamics. J. Mol. Graph. 1996, 14, 33-38. [CrossRef]

Case, D.A.; Cheatham, T.E.; Darden, T.; Gohlke, H.; Luo, R.; Merz, K.M.; Onufriev, A.; Simmerling, C.; Wang, B.; Woods, R.J. The
Amber Biomolecular Simulation Programs. J. Comput. Chem. 2005, 26, 1668-1688. [CrossRef]

Case, D.A. AmberTools22, version 2022. Available online: https://ambermd.org/AmberTools.php (accessed on 24 January 2023).
Maier, ].A.; Martinez, C.; Kasavajhala, K.; Wickstrom, L.; Hauser, K.E.; Simmerling, C. Ff14SB: Improving the Accuracy of Protein
Side Chain and Backbone Parameters from Ff99SB. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 2015, 11, 3696-3713. [CrossRef]

Wang, J.; Wolf, RM.; Caldwell, ].W.; Kollman, P.A.; Case, D.A. Development and Testing of a General Amber Force Field. J.
Comput. Chem. 2004, 25, 1157-1174. [CrossRef]

Jakalian, A.; Jack, D.B.; Bayly, C.I. Fast, Efficient Generation of High-Quality Atomic Charges. AM1-BCC Model: II. Parameteriza-
tion and Validation. J. Comput. Chem. 2002, 23, 1623-1641. [CrossRef]

Jorgensen, W.L.; Chandrasekhar, J.; Madura, J.D.; Impey, R.W.; Klein, M.L. Comparison of Simple Potential Functions for
Simulating Liquid Water. . Chem. Phys. 1983, 79, 926-935. [CrossRef]

Harvey, M.].; Giupponi, G.; de Fabritiis, G. ACEMD: Accelerating Biomolecular Dynamics in the Microsecond Time Scale. ]. Chem.
Theory Comput. 2009, 5, 1632-1639. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Eastman, P; Swails, J.; Chodera, ].D.; McGibbon, R.T.; Zhao, Y.; Beauchamp, K.A.; Wang, L.-P.; Simmonett, A.C.; Harrigan, M.P;
Stern, C.D.; et al. OpenMM 7: Rapid Development of High Performance Algorithms for Molecular Dynamics. PLoS Comput. Biol.
2017, 13, e1005659. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Essmann, U.; Perera, L.; Berkowitz, M.L.; Darden, T.; Lee, H.; Pedersen, L.G. A Smooth Particle Mesh Ewald Method. J. Chem.
Phys. 1998, 103, 8577-8593. [CrossRef]

Davidchack, R.L.; Handel, R.; Tretyakov, M.V. Langevin Thermostat for Rigid Body Dynamics. J. Chem. Phys. 2009, 130, 234101.
[CrossRef]

Faller, R.; de Pablo, J.J. Constant Pressure Hybrid Molecular Dynamics—Monte Carlo Simulations. J. Chem. Phys. 2001, 116, 55.
[CrossRef]

Spiegel, ].O.; Durrant, ].D. AutoGrow4: An Open-Source Genetic Algorithm for de Novo Drug Design and Lead Optimization. J.
Cheminform. 2020, 12, 25. [CrossRef]

Michaud-Agrawal, N.; Denning, E.J.; Woolf, T.B.; Beckstein, O. MDAnalysis: A Toolkit for the Analysis of Molecular Dynamics
Simulations. J. Comput. Chem. 2011, 32, 2319-2327. [CrossRef]

Gowers, R.J.; Linke, M.; Barnoud, J.; Reddy, TJ.E.; Melo, M.N.; Seyler, S.L.; Domanski, J.; Dotson, D.L.; Buchoux, S.; Kenney,
I.M.; et al. MDAnalysis: A Python Package for the Rapid Analysis of Molecular Dynamics Simulations. In Proceedings of the
15th Python in Science Conference, Austin, TX, USA, 11-17 July 2016; pp. 98-105. [CrossRef]

Wojcikowski, M.; Zielenkiewicz, P; Siedlecki, P. Open Drug Discovery Toolkit (ODDT): A New Open-Source Player in the Drug
Discovery Field. J. Cheminform. 2015, 7, 26. [CrossRef]

Phillips, J.C.; Hardy, D.J.; Maia, ].D.C.; Stone, J.E.; Ribeiro, J.V.; Bernardi, R.C.; Buch, R.; Fiorin, G.; Hénin, J.; Jiang, W.; et al.
Scalable Molecular Dynamics on CPU and GPU Architectures with NAMD. J. Chem. Phys. 2020, 153, 044130. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.


http://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-020-2223-y
http://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-77794-5
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33257760
http://doi.org/10.1107/S2059798322000948
http://doi.org/10.1126/science.abb4489
http://doi.org/10.1093/nar/28.1.235
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10592235
https://www.chemcomp.com/
https://www.chemcomp.com/
http://doi.org/10.1002/0470845015.CMA012M
http://doi.org/10.1007/11839088_22
http://doi.org/10.1007/s11721-007-0006-9
http://doi.org/10.1021/ci800298z
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19125657
http://doi.org/10.1016/0263-7855(96)00018-5
http://doi.org/10.1002/jcc.20290
https://ambermd.org/AmberTools.php
http://doi.org/10.1021/acs.jctc.5b00255
http://doi.org/10.1002/jcc.20035
http://doi.org/10.1002/jcc.10128
http://doi.org/10.1063/1.445869
http://doi.org/10.1021/ct9000685
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/26609855
http://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pcbi.1005659
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28746339
http://doi.org/10.1063/1.470117
http://doi.org/10.1063/1.3149788
http://doi.org/10.1063/1.1420460
http://doi.org/10.1186/s13321-020-00429-4
http://doi.org/10.1002/jcc.21787
http://doi.org/10.25080/MAJORA-629E541A-00E
http://doi.org/10.1186/s13321-015-0078-2
http://doi.org/10.1063/5.0014475
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32752662

	Introduction 
	Results 
	Protein Kinase CK1 
	Protein Kinase CK2 
	Pyruvate Dehydrogenase Kinase 2 
	SARS-CoV-2 Main Protease 

	Discussion 
	Materials and Methods 
	Hardware Overview 
	Structure Preparation 
	Docking Calculations 
	System Setup for MD Simulations and Equilibration Protocol 
	Thermal Titration Molecular Dynamics (TTMD) Simulations 
	Trajectory Analyses and MS Coefficient Determination 

	References

