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Cellular actin structures are continuously turned over while keeping similar sizes. Since they all
compete for a shared pool of actin monomers, the question arises how they can coexist in these
dynamic steady states. Recently, the coexistence of branched actin networks with different densities
growing in a shared and finite pool of purified proteins has been demonstrated in a biomimetic
bead assay. However, theoretical work in the context of organelle size regulation has mainly been
focused on linear architectures, such as single filaments and bundles, and thus is not able to explain
this observation. Here we show theoretically that the local depletion of actin monomers caused
by the growth of a branched network naturally gives rise to a negative feedback loop between
network density and growth rate, and that this competition is captured by one central equation. A
comprehensive bifurcation analysis shows that the theory leads to well-defined steady states even
in the case of multiple networks sharing the same pool of monomers, without any need for specific
molecular processes. Under increasing competition strength, coexistence is replaced by selection.
We also show that our theory is in excellent agreement with spatiotemporal simulations implemented
in a finite element framework. In summary, our work suggests that local monomer depletion is the

decisive and universal factor controlling growth of branched actin networks.

I. INTRODUCTION

The actin cytoskeleton is hierarchically organized,
where actin monomers, as smallest subunits, assemble
into linear filaments which in turn form higher-order
structures [I]. This assembly is orchestrated by a variety
of actin binding proteins, resulting in different geometries
such as linear bundles or branched networks [2] [3]. These
structures are crucial for essential cellular processes such
as division, migration, and shape regulation. Therefore,
they must be stable to ensure proper functioning, while
also being quickly adaptable to changing environmen-
tal conditions [4]. This duality of stability and adapt-
ability is enabled by so-called dynamic steady states, in
which monomers are constantly turned over under the
consumption of energy, while size and geometry remain
the same [5]. This balance can either be local, where
binding and unbinding rates are equal at the same posi-
tion, or it can be due to global fluxes, like in treadmilling,
which has been demonstrated both for single filaments [6]
and whole lamellipodial structures [7].

Size control in the dynamic systems of the cell is a
fundamental and very important question and various
mechanisms have been proposed [8, [9]. So-called limited
pool models [10] present an elegant solution because they
do not involve additional proteins, which alter molecular
rates in a size- or age-dependent way. Instead, a finite
pool of polymerizable monomers gets depleted by a grow-
ing structure until the critical assembly concentration is
reached from above. For a single structure, this results in
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a well-defined steady state, subject only to small stochas-
tic fluctuations. In vivo studies indeed indicate that the
amount of available actin is limiting growth. However,
they also show that most, if not all, cytoplasmic actin
structures are sharing the same pool [I1, 12] and that
diffusion of monomers is global [13]. This poses con-
ceptual problems if more than one structure is growing
in this shared pool [I4]. For identical structures, assem-
bling at the same rates, the obtained system of equations
is underdetermined, resulting in large fluctuations. Even
worse, if one structure has a larger critical concentration
than another, it will shrink to zero size because the pool
is depleted too much.

To address these issues, the limiting pool model has
been extended by size-sensitive mechanisms. Baner-
jee and Banerjee presented a general theory for size-
dependent growth in a finite pool, where both assembly
and disassembly rates have a power law feedback [15].
They showed that negative feedback, either via a de-
creasing assembly or via increasing disassembly, or via
a combination of both, leads to coexistence in a broad
parameter regime. The actual nature of the feedback
mechanism and the exponents of the power laws depend
on the details of a specific system. Thus, their theory is
universal in the sense that “size” can be anything, e.g.
the length of a filament, the volume of an organelle or
the density of a network.

For the actin system, which is the most prominent ex-
ample of a limited pool system, detailed models for such
mechanisms have mainly considered linear filaments [16],
whose dynamics are very well described by master equa-
tions. More recently, the growth of actin cables has been
investigated, for which the crosslinking of several fila-
ments into a bundle can explain the observed length dis-
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tributions in the absence of a direct size-dependent feed-
back [I7] [I8] and the coexistence in a shared pool with
severing [I9]. Thus, size control might naturally emerge
from geometric considerations in higher-order structures
[18]. However, these explanations cannot be easily trans-
ferred to structures that are not linear bundles.

Recently, size control and coexistence have been
demonstrated experimentally for branched actin struc-
tures for the first time, namely in a biomimetic bead
assay with a minimal set of proteins [20]. By placing
two or more beads with well-defined surface-coverages of
nucleation promoting factors (NPFs) into a microwell,
containing the reaction mix for which the amount of all
proteins is precisely known, the simultaneous growth of
several networks could be observed. They studied two
different setups. In the first one, the surface density of
NPFs was the same on all the beads, i.e. the assembly
properties of all networks were the same. Then, all net-
works grew to the same size, demonstrating proper size
control. When more beads were added into one microw-
ell, the individual network sizes became smaller, suggest-
ing that the monomer pool is actually limiting. In the
second setup, some beads were coated with only half the
NPF-density, such that their growth rate is diminished.
Then, a network still formed at this “weak” bead as long
as the competition was not too strong, meaning that only
a few “strong” beads with the higher coating density,
were present. The more strong beads were present, the
less likely it was that the weak network was growing, un-
til it eventually became impossible, demonstrating the
limits of coexistence and a crossover to selection of the
fittest.

To theoretically address these experimental observa-
tions, one has to go beyond linear structures and com-
bine existing concepts for limiting pools with the known
physics of growing actin networks. It is well known
that the main processes in growing actin networks are
Arp2/3-mediated branching and stop of filament growth
by capping proteins. Several mathematical models have
been put forward, describing the dynamics of branched
networks and explaining filament orientation [21l [22],
lamellipodium formation in migrating cells [23H25], or
the growth speed against movable or deformable objects
[26129]. Lattice models, incorporating aging and sever-
ing of filaments, can predict the length and width of actin
networks [30H33]. The effect of diffusion-limited network
growth was investigated in “lamellipodium-like” struc-
tures [34] as well as in bead motility assays [29]. However,
none of these studies considered local protein depletion
in the context of co-assembling structures in a limited
pool and the possible implications for coexistence.

To bridge this currently existing gap between network
and limited pool models, here we propose local deple-
tion of actin monomers at the leading edge of a dense
network as a naturally arising negative feedback between
the current state of a structure (filament density) and its
growth rate (creation of new branches), and therefore as
a mechanism for the coexistence of networks observed in

the bead motility assay [20]. We show that this feedback
has the same form as suggested in the general framework
for coexistence [I5] and derive a general model of coupled
ordinary differential equations combining local depletion
in a limited pool with the basic assembly properties of
branched networks. The steady state problem can be ex-
pressed in terms of the network densities at the leading
edge, reducing the number of equations to the number of
inequivalent networks in competition. This allows us to
reproduce the experimental results of Guérin et al. [20].
We also present a phase diagram for the transition from
coexistence to selection under increased competition.

This paper is structured as follows. In section [[, we
first recall the underlying mechanisms of actin network
growth and on this basis then derive the governing equa-
tions of our theory in three steps. First, we calculate an
analytical expression for the local depletion in the case
of a single network. Then, we estimate the steady state
length of the network based on the loss of percolation.
Finally, we generalize to multiple networks, which effec-
tively interact through the shared actin pool. We derive
one central equation, which is then analyzed in section
[ By first considering a single network, we estimated
the two unknown parameters in our model by comparison
to the experimental measurements. We then present the
results for the case of two or more identical networks, and
finally demonstrate coexistence of networks with differ-
ent assembly rates. The analytical results are verified by
solving the full three-dimensional problem numerically.
In the last section [[V] we discuss the implications of our
results for the understanding of the co-assembly of actin
structures and the role of protein depletion.

II. MODEL

A. Molecular mechanisms underlying network
growth

Reconstituted systems with a minimal set of puri-
fied proteins are a powerful tool for quantitative mea-
surements. To study branched actin networks, formed
by the Arp2/3 complex, bead motility assays are a
well-established method, mimicking the movement of in-
tracellular pathogens like Listeria monocytogenes [35].
Polystyrene beads are coated with NPFs. In a solu-
tion containing actin monomers and the Arp2/3 com-
plex, NPFs activate the latter and start the formation
of a branched network. Since NPFs are surface-bound,
activated Arp2/3 is only present in a thin region of a few
hundred nanometers around the bead [36], which is much
smaller than the typical network length. Since all branch-
ing activity happens there, we call this the branching
zone. Furthermore, Arp2/3 branching is autocatalytic [2]
meaning that activated Arp2/3 attaches to already exist-
ing filaments and creates a branch point with the char-
acteristic angle of 70° between the mother and daughter
filament. After release from the NPF, the Arp2/3 is in-
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FIG. 1. Experimental situation of interest. (a) Actin networks grown from beads with high (blue) and low (orange) coating
densities of nucleation promoting factor coexist in a shared pool of actin monomers. The “strong” beads create denser networks
(black tails) than the “weak” beads (grey tails). They consume more monomers per time and thus deplete the local actin
monomer concentration to a higher degree, indicated by the color gradient from red (high actin monomer concentration) to
white (low concentration). Even though all beads share one pool of monomers, the local concentration of actin monomers
is higher at the weak bead. (b) Sketch of an actin network growing from the bead surface. (c) Schematic sketch of the
mechanisms underlying network growth: Arp2/3 is activated at the surface and leads to a thin branching zone. There, the
balance of branching and capping determines the filament density of the network. The network grows in length by filament
elongation at the front and is disassembled by ADF/cofilin-mediated severing at the back, leading to an exponential density
profile along its length with a constant network width. The position at which the density drops below the percolation threshold
defines the network size. Branching and filament elongation speed are limited by the local concentration of actin monomers,

which are locally depleted in the branching zone and are replenished by diffusive fluxes.

tegrated into the network and the exposed barbed end
of the daughter filament starts to grow if the monomer
concentration in solution is higher than the critical con-
centration of 0.12 uM [37]. The geometry of the network,
i.e. the orientation of filaments relative to the overall net-
work direction, varies depending on actin binding protein
concentrations and loading conditions [2I], B8]. Due to
the very well-defined branching angle of 70° of Arp2/3,
there are two idealized patterns possible: either +35° or

0,+70° orientations [21, 24], 39] 40].

In addition to Arp2/3, regulatory proteins are nec-
essary for efficient network formation and bead propul-
sion. Capping proteins bind to barbed ends and will ar-
rest elongation, preventing so-called “fishbone” patterns
[41, [42]. Profilin forms a complex with actin monomers
and facilitates ADP-ATP exchange and barbed end poly-
merization. Then, in the absence of any disassembly fac-
tors, the networks are stable for several hours or even
days [20, [43], indicating that simple monomer depoly-
merization at pointed ends is not sufficient to break down
the network, which is most likely also the case in vivo
[13]. Ouly after adding e.g. actin depolymerization fac-
tor cofilin (ADF /cofilin), disassembly occurs on the same
minute timescale as assembly. ADF/cofilin binds to actin
filaments, primarily to ADP-actin, and significantly in-
creases the severing rate [44], enhances depolymeriza-

tion at pointed ends [45] and facilitates debranching [46].
Like profilin, cyclase-associated protein recharges actin
monomers, released from the network, with ATP and
interacts synergistically with ADF /cofilin accelerating
overall turnover. This creates a stable dynamic steady
state of a globally treadmilling system, pushing the bead
forwards. In this steady state, the bead velocity and the
network size are constant over several hours in a closed
system with finite resources [43].

It has been observed in reconstituted systems that fast
monomer consumption of dense networks can locally de-
plete monomer concentration and slow down growth such
that the system becomes diffusion-limited [34] [47, 48].
This in turn can steer the direction of growth in het-
erogeneously dense networks [34]. On the other hand,
depletion of depolymerization factors like ADF /cofilin is
also possible such that density and width display a pos-
itive feedback and increase network length [33]. Even in
the absence of any depletion effects, a network subject
to severing is more stable the denser it is [34] and the
network length is inversely proportional to its mesh size
[32]. These observations lead us to the conclusion that
the filament density of a network is the main dynamic
quantity to consider in order to understand network sta-
bility and, in turn, the coexistence observed by Guérin

et al. [20].



B. Growth equation

In the recent bead motility assay [20], it has been
shown that different actin networks can coexist in steady
state equilibria, even if they differ in size due to different
conditions for filament nucleation, as shown schemati-
cally in Fig. [Ifa). In the experiment, the whole bead
surface is coated with NPFs, but after some lag time,
this symmetry is spontaneously broken, with the network
forming predominantly on one side of the bead [49], see
Fig. b)7 leading to a stable “comet tail” and directed
movement. Here we ignore the curved bead geometry
and simply consider a network growing from a flat sur-
face of size mR? with the bead radius R, i.e. we assume
a cylindrical network with the same radius as the bead.
Fig. [[c) illustrates how the size of this network is con-
trolled by the competition of network assembly on the
bead surface and network disassembly towards the end
of the comet tail. We assume that all uncapped barbed
filament ends, N, are within the branching region, while
all capped filaments are quickly pushed outside of it and
cannot contribute to the branching process anymore. We
then describe the change in the area density of uncapped
filaments in the branching zone, n = N/(wR?), by

n= ([NPF] [AI'p] kbranchg(n) - [Cap} kcap) n, (1)

where we have introduced the surface density of NPFs,
[NPF], the volume concentrations of Arp2/3 and cap-
ping proteins, [Arp] and [cap], respectively, and the corre-
sponding effective rates of branching and capping, kpranch
and kc,p. The concentration of actin monomers in the
branching zone, g(n), depends on the current state be-
cause of local and global depletion of monomers. The
goal of the remainder of this section is to determine
g(n). However, already at this stage we can see that
two steady states of this system exist, namely n = 0 and

g(n) = ([cap]kcap)/ ([NPF][Arp]kbranch)-

C. Local monomer depletion as negative feedback

Local depletion occurs when the available monomers in
the branching zone are consumed faster by the growing
network than new monomers are replenished by diffusion
from the surrounding reservoir. This has been observed
for growing actin networks in reconstituted systems and
poses a limiting factor to the growth speed [34] [48]. The
elongation of an actin filament is simply given by the
constant polymerization rate kpo1y and the concentration
of actin monomers at that position g(n). At the consid-
ered concentrations of actin monomers of a few uM, the
rate of unbinding at the barbed ends is negligible com-
pared to the speed of binding [23]. Therefore, the total
number of monomers getting polymerized by the growing
network per second is given by mR%kpo1yg(n)n. Since the
bead is in solution, monomers will be replenished from
all directions and the problem can be described by the

diffusion equation with a sink at the bead position. For
simplicity, we first assume a spherical symmetry, neglect-
ing the influence of the bead and of the actin network
on the monomer diffusion. Furthermore, we model the
monomer consumption in the branching zone as a sta-
tionary, spherical sink of radius R (i.e. non-point like)
at the origin to retain the symmetry. Instead of an ex-
plicit source term describing the monomers getting re-
leased from the network in the disassembly process, we
use the fact that the monomer concentration integrated
over the volume of the microwell, V', should be equal
to the total amount of monomers left in solution, G(n).
This will lead to an influx, i.e. non-vanishing derivative,
at the outer boundary to fulfill the solvability condition of
the Laplace equation. The steady state problem is then
described by a one-dimensional boundary value problem
along the radial component r with one boundary condi-
tion and an additional integral constraint

r%ar (7"28Tg(n7r)) =0, (2a)

/ g, )V = G(n), (2b)
1%

Fpoly g(n, R), (2¢)

org(n, R) = 1D

with the diffusion constant, D, of actin monomers. In Eq.
7 a factor four remains from the surface area of the
sink, while the factor 7R? cancels out with the circular
area of the branching zone when calculating the amount
of consumed actin.

This system can be solved analytically (see Appendix
, yielding the monomer concentration at r = R

g(n) = Gn) , (3)

V{14 g (11— )]

with a dimensionless geometrical factor, A, which is de-
fined in Eq. and accounts for finite size effects. The
local depletion generates the factor ~ 1/(14n), which is
of the nature proposed by Banerjee and Banerjee with an
exponent of —1 in the size-feedback of the assembly rate
[15]. A similar result for the growth of actin networks
limited by diffusion was obtained by Paluch et al. [29].

To derive an expression for the amount of remaining
actin monomers in solution, G(n), we need to know how
many actin monomers are integrated into the network.
To keep the number of variables as small as possible, we
want to express the network length and its density profile
solely in terms of the filament density n in the branching
zone. In order to do that, we again consider the steady
state and make further simplifying assumptions.

D. Loss of percolation determines network length

In general, structures subject to severing are not dis-
assembled continuously but instead lose larger pieces in



a fragmentation process. While for single filaments this
process can still be described in the framework of mas-
ter equations [I7, 19, 50], it is less clear how to approach
this in the case of a network, where pieces break off when
they become disconnected from the rest of the network.
The loss of connectivity can be understood by percolation
theory as a geometrical phase transition with the fraction
of existing bonds as control parameter. If one removes
bonds from a network, there is a critical fraction, p., at
which the network is no longer percolated. Carlsson and
Michalski proposed a lattice model as a coarse-grained
representation of a branched actin network subject to
severing [30H32]. Their numerical and analytical results
agree very well with the observations made in reconsti-
tuted systems [33][42], especially that the network breaks
apart very rapidly, as soon as the connectivity falls be-
low the percolation threshold. Therefore, we use the po-
sition at which the fraction of still intact actin filaments,
Pintact (1), drops below this critical value as an estimate
for the length of the network, L, i.e. pintact(L) = pe.
The critical value depends, in general, on dimension and
topology of the considered network and is not precisely
known for branched actin structures. However, it should
be the same for actin networks with the same architec-
ture regardless of their mesh size.

Since severing can occur at any position along a fila-
ment, the severing rate is proportional to its length [16],
which is, on average, given by the network’s mesh size &.
Thus, the total severing rate is kgey& with some effective
base rate per unit length, kee,, such that the fraction
of intact filaments after time ¢ is given by pintact(t) =
exp(—ksevEt). When the system has reached its steady
state, the network is growing with a constant velocity v
and we can convert time into distance to the branching
zone, [, yielding

pintact(l) = €xp (_ksevgl/v) . (4)
The network length is then
v 1
L= In{— ], 5
Ksev€ <pc> ©)

with the expected inverse proportionality to the mesh size
&. This result was derived and verified with stochastic
lattice simulations by Michalski and Carlsson [32].

Like the branching rate kpranch in Eq. , the severing
rate is an effective rate combining the rates of hydrolysis
of ATP- to ADP-actin, the binding of ADF/cofilin and
the subsequent filament severing. Thus, kg, implicitly
contains the concentrations of ADF/cofilin and the recy-
cling protein. One could try to derive estimates based on
the protein concentration used in the experiment. How-
ever, the molecular details are not perfectly understood
and rates have not been measured for some of these tran-
sitions. Additionally, the precise value of p. in Eq. is
not known. Therefore, we set p. to the value for a sim-
ple cubic lattice and will then choose these two effective
rates, for branching and severing, as degrees of freedom

in our model to match the experimental observables for
a single network.

The elongation velocity of the network is obtained from
the polymerization rate. In principle, the polymeriza-
tion rate is force-dependent and can be described as a
“Brownian ratchet” [51], typically used in the context of
membrane protrusions [23] [52]. However, the total me-
chanical load exerted by the bead is in the fN-regime (see
Appendix , while the stall force for a single actin fil-
ament is a few pN [5I]. Therefore, we neglect the force-
feedback such that kpoy corresponds to the free poly-
merization rate [37]. This also supports our assumption
of a flat surface instead of the actual curved bead ge-
ometry because, without any significant load, the angle
between filament and bead does not matter in the poly-
merization process. But the angle plays a role for the
elongation speed of the network. We assume the perfect
+35° pattern because it is more likely under small load
[38] and all filaments then contribute equally to the net-
work elongation and stay in the branching zone. For the
0, £70°-pattern, the situation would be less clear. We
introduce ¢ = cos (35°) = 0.82 as the projection onto the
network direction to convert the polymerization velocity
into the effective elongation velocity of the network

0, n=>0
v = ¢Upoly - { ¢kpolyg(n>d0a n> 0 ) (6)

with the half-size of actin monomers, dy. We will see later
on that the factor dg¢ drops out and does not appear in
our final equation . Therefore, the orientation does
not matter for our main results. For completeness, the
velocity is zero in the absence of a network.

Lastly, we compute the mesh size in Eq. based on
the filament density,

= —, 7
T (7)
such that & corresponds to the average filament spacing.
In Appendix we discuss this simplifying assumption
in more detail.

E. Networks interact through a shared monomer
pool

In experiments, the actin density in comet tails reduces
exponentially from the branching zone along its length
[42] in agreement with the simple estimate in Eq. .
However, the width of the network stays almost constant,
i.e. no significant tapering takes place. Furthermore, in
stochastic simulations without any depletion effects, the
width has almost no impact on the network length if
the network is initially significantly wider than its mesh
size £ [32]. This allows us to estimate the total number
of actin monomers in a network simply as the product
of branching zone area mR? times the filament density
integrated over the network length with a factor 1/(do¢)



to convert the network length into number of monomers
such that

1 L
Fn:ﬂR2—/ 7 - Pintact (1)dl
=i [0 ()

L
—rR22 [ exp (— Fsev l) dl (8)
0

dod Vv
TR?kyory (1 — pe
= T o (L2P) )2

where we have inserted the network length and velocity
from Egs. and (6)) in the last step. The factor 1/(do¢)
cancels out since the velocity depends on it as well. Note
that the limit p. — 0, corresponding in Eq. to an
upper integration limit of . — oo, is well-defined. Thus,
the assumption of a finite network length due to the loss
of percolation is not crucial to obtain a finite value for
the amount of actin in the network. However, we use a
non-zero value for p. to obtain a finite network length as
an additional quantity that can be compared to experi-
mental data.

For a single network, the number of remaining
monomers in solution would be G(n) = Ao — F(n),
where the initial number of actin monomers, A, is
known from the experimental setup [20]. To generalize
the approach to the case of multiple networks growing
simultaneously, we assume that Eq. still holds. Then
the total amount of filamentous actin is simply the sum
of the actin in each network. For N networks, the re-
maining monomers are

N
G(n1,.onn) = Awor — »_ Fi(na,ony), — (9)
=1

where the index i represents the network of the i-th bead.
By inserting Egs. and this becomes a closed equa-
tion for G(ny,...,nyx) and can be solved explicitly

G(nl,

(10)

Atot
) nN) 3/2

ﬂRzkpoly(lfpc)nl
RE n;
Ve [1+ 55 (1-4)

14‘22‘]\;1

We have now derived all necessary quantities only in
terms of the filament densities n; in the branching zone.
Each network is described by an equation like Eq.
with the local monomer density given by Eq. with
the globally available monomers G(n) replaced by Eq.
(T0).

To demonstrate the effect of local depletion, Fig. a)
shows the spatial concentration of actin monomers g(n, r)
for different filament densities in the case of a sin-
gle bead. For a filament density in the order of 1000
pm~2 (orange curve), typically found in actin networks
[25] 29] [43, 47, (53], [54] and also later on in our model, the
concentration in the branching zone is reduced by over
40% compared to far away from it. In turn, the monomer
density has already reached over 90 % of its maximum
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FIG. 2. Effect of local monomer depletion. (a) Monomer
concentration as a function of radial distance r for differ-
ent filament densities n, including local and global depletion.
The dashed line corresponds to the constant concentration of
Atot = 6 uM in the absence of any monomer consumption.
(b) Monomer concentration in the branching zone (r = R)
as function of filament density n considering only global de-
pletion (blue curve), only local depletion (orange curve with
G(n) = 6 uM fixed), and the combination of both (green
curve).

value at a distance of 10 ym to the bead. In compar-
ison, the microwell has a diameter of 100 pm, a height
of 40 pm and the typical network length is roughly 20
pm, such that the average distance between beads and
between the beads and the walls should be larger than
the region around each bead where the depletion is sig-
nificant. Thus, our approximations to obtain Eq. @D are
valid, as long as the number of beads is not too large. We
verify this assumption by finite element method (FEM)
simulations in section

In the limit D — oo, we obtain the expected result
g(n, R) — G(n)/V, such that the concentration would be
the same everywhere. The scaling of the monomer con-
centration in the branching zone with ~ 1/(1+n) can be
seen in Fig. b). By distinguishing between the global
depletion of monomers via G(n) and the local depletion
caused by the factor 1/(1 + n), we see that local deple-
tion is the dominating effect, meaning that the growth
of a network is diffusion-limited long before the global
concentration would reach the critical concentration.

For  further analysis, we non-dimensionalize
these equations by rescaling the filament densi-
ties by (Vksev/ (7TR2k‘p01y (1 —pc)))2/3 and time by
1/ ([cap)kcap). Then, the dynamics of the dimensionless
filament densities, x;, are given by

A; 1
3/2 -
N = 14 Bz
1 + Z]:l lJrJT:EJ ’
This equation is the main result of our model deriva-
tion. It basically is our starting equation for growth,
Eq. , but now closed by the known physics of growing
actin networks. The first fraction within the parenthesis
on the right-hand side represents the global depletion of
the finite pool corresponding to G(n). It is more com-
plicated than the usual linear expressions derived before

1| 2 (11)

T; =



for limited pool models [14] due to the physics of grow-
ing actin networks. The second fraction describes local
depletion with the ~ 1/(1 4 z) scaling discussed above.
We consider Eq. to be a general equation for the
competition of growing actin networks, because it repre-
sents the growth processes at play, but does not require
any specific molecular processes to lead to growth con-
trol and coexistence. The problem is now described by a
system of coupled ordinary differential equations (ODESs)
and can be analyzed with tools from nonlinear dynam-
ics. Because we have derived the central Eq. under
steady state assumptions, in the following, we will focus
on a bifurcation analysis to identify steady state solu-
tions, i.e. the time derivative on the left-hand side will
be set to zero.

Our theory has only two dimensionless parameters,
which are defined as follows:

_ Ato'ﬁ [NPF]l [ATP] kbranch
Vcap]keap ’

5 [ Fooiy B Ve Y21-A
"\ R 7 (1 - pe) 4D

The first parameter, A;, is an effective branching param-
eter as it is given by the ratio between branching and
capping and depends on the coating density [NPF]; of
the corresponding bead. The second parameter, B, is the
same for all networks and combines the diffusion-limited
assembly and the severing-based disassembly. Consid-
ering that B is inversely proportional to the monomer
diffusion constant D such that it weights the effect of
local depletion in Eq. , it can be interpreted as an
effective depletion parameter. In particular, in the fast
diffusion limit, D — oo, we obtain B — 0 and all local
depletion terms vanish.

Ai (12a)

(12b)

All parameter values (see table [I) are either given in
the experimental setup [20] or known from literature, ex-
cept for the effective branching and severing rate. Be-
cause the parameter A only depends on kppanen while B
only on kg, we can determine them independently by
choosing the two dimensionless parameters to match the
experimental results.

III. RESULTS

We now analyze our central equation Eq. for the
dimensionless filament densities x; of the N competing
networks. Because of the autocatalytic nature of the
branching process, there always exists the trivial solu-
tion, z; = 0, independently of the number and states of
the other networks. The question is now under which
conditions non-trivial solutions emerge and what they
mean for the coexistence and selection of dynamic actin
networks.
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FIG. 3. Bifurcation diagram for a single network obtained
by numerical continuation. (a) Filament density n of the net-
work in the branching zone as a function of effective branching
rate A for different values of the depletion parameter B. The
dimensionless parameters .4 and B correspond to the rates
kbranch and ksev, respectively. (b) Projected area of the net-
work given by 2R times the network length L. (c) Local
concentration g(n) of actin monomers in solution inside the
branching zone, independent of B. (d) Global actin monomer
concentration as average over the whole microwell.

A. Single network and parameter estimates

In the case of single network, the summation in Eq.
disappears and the non-trivial steady states beyond
x = 0 are given by

2?2 4+ Br+1-A=0. (13)

Since we only consider non-negative solutions, x > 0, and
B is non-negative as well, the only possibility for a real
solution to occur is 1 — A < 0. Therefore, independent
of B, i.e. independent of the severing rate kgoy, We ex-
pect a non-trivial solution to exist for .4 > 1, meaning
that branching has to happen sufficiently fast compared
to capping for the expression within the parenthesis in
Egs. and to become positive and for a network
to form. This is exactly what we find in the bifurcation
diagram shown in Fig. [3| obtained by numerical contin-
uation [58]. To allow for direct comparison with experi-
ments, in the following the predictions of our model are
always shown in dimensional units. The filament den-
sity n in Fig. a) monotonously increases for branching
rate A > 1. While the bifurcation point is independent
of the depletion parameter B, the filament density n of
the non-trivial solution increases with B, corresponding
to faster severing. This in turn leads to shorter networks
incorporating less actin, according to Eq. . Thus,



TABLE I. Parameter values

Symbol  Parameter Value Reference

Atot Total number of actin monomers 1.134 - 10° exp. setup in [20]

R Bead radius 2.25 pym exp. setup in [20]

Vv Microwell volume 314 pL. exp. setup in [20]

[NPF] (high) NPF-coating density 0.076 nm ™2 exp. setup in [20]

[Arp] Concentration of Arp2/3 complex 90 nM exp. setup in [20]

[cap] Concentration of capping proteins 40 nM exp. setup in [20]

kpoly Barbed-end monomer assembly rate 11.6 pM~ts™! measured in [37]

Pe Percolation threshold of simple cubic lattice in 3D 0.2488 taken from [55]

D Diffusion constant of G-actin 13 pm?s™* compare to [13] [34]

do Actin monomer half-size 2.76 nm taken from [56]

0] Network geometry factor cos (35°) = 0.82 compare to |2} 23]

kcap Barbed end capping rate 10 pM st measured in [57]

Kbranch Effective branching rate ~7.26-107" ym®s™'  comparison to exp. via Eq. (12al)
Esev Effective severing rate ~0.28 um st comparison to exp. via Eq. (12b))

there are more free monomers available corresponding to
larger values of G(n), as shown in Fig. [3(d), enabling the
growth of denser networks. In this sense, faster turnover
allows for faster network growth by replenishment of the
monomer pool.

Since the local concentration of actin monomers in the
branching zone g(n) is solely determined by the branch-
ing and capping process independently of the severing
rate, we find that g(n) in panel c) scales with A~!,
i.e. with k:gr;mh, irrespective of the value of B, exactly
as expected. Before and directly at the onset of network
formation, i.e. directly at the bifurcation point, G(n)
and g(n) are the same because the monomer concentra-
tion is homogeneous in the absence of any network act-
ing as a sink. The network area, given by 2RL, in Fig.
b) shows a non-monotonic behavior due to the com-
petition of two effects. Faster branching leads to denser
networks with smaller mesh sizes, which are, according to
Eq. , more stable against severing. Thus, the network
becomes longer. However, denser networks also deplete
the local actin pool (panel (c)) to a higher degree, reduc-
ing the polymerization velocity (Eq. (6)). This in turn
slows down filament and network elongation resulting in
shorter networks.

To estimate the parameters A and B, we proceed as
follows. Because we are later on interested in the transi-
tion from coexistence to selection under increasing com-
petition, A should be close to, but slightly larger, than
the critical value. We also have to keep in mind that
a “weak” bead with half the NPF-coating density (cor-
responding to a critical value of A = 2 at the same
branching rate) should also be able to form a network
in the absence of competition, i.e. A has to be larger
than two. We choose A = 2.7 and from Eq. (124),
this corresponds to kpranch ~ 7.26 - 1071 pm8s—1. At
this value, the filament density is between 1500 and 2000
pm~2, corresponding to a filament spacing of roughly
22 to 26 nm, which agrees very well with values from
literature [25, 29, 43, 47, 53, 54]. Based on Eq. @,

the polymerization and elongation velocity are directly

proportional to the local monomer concentration g(n).
At the chosen value, we obtain g(n) ~ 2.22 yM and
V= PUpoly ~ ¢ -4.26 pm/min ~ 3.50 pm/min; also in
very good agreement with the experimentally measured
value of around 3 pum/min [20]. We can also estimate
the average filament length as the ratio of the filament
elongation velocity and the capping rate,

__ 4.26 pm/min
0.4s7t

Upoly
caplkcap

~ 177.5 nm, (14)

lﬁlament = [

which matches the values known from the literature [25]
38).

To constrain our second parameter I3, we can use two
quantities provided by Guérin et al. [20], namely the
network length or area as structure size and the con-
centration of actin available in the bulk. The network
area for a single bead per microwell is roughly 90 pm?
(see figure 2C in reference [20]), while the remaining bulk
monomer concentration, corresponding to G(n) here, is
around 5.5 uM (see figure S1D in supplementary infor-
mation of [20]). We consider the monomer concentration
as the more important quantity because it determines
later on the competition strength between different net-
works. Thus, we set B = 4.0 to match the experimental
value for G(n) and obtain kye, &~ 0.28 um~1s~! from Eq.
. With this choice, the network length in our model
is roughly 13 pm, the area accordingly 2RL ~ 60 pum?.
We have approximated the actin network as perfect cylin-
ders, while the actual network’s shape is more compli-
cated. Therefore, we overestimate the length by 30 %,
while underestimating the area by about a third, but
both values are in the correct order of magnitude [20].

Overall, with this choice of parameters, our model is
able to reproduce all relevant values quantifying the state
of the network. It should be kept in mind that the
monomer concentration in the branching zone, g(n), is
only 40 % of the total concentration, G(n), showing how
significant local depletion is.



B. Competition between identical networks

Having fixed all parameter values from our knowledge
of single networks, we now analyze the competition be-
tween networks with identical assembly properties, i.e.
for the case of beads with the same NPF-coating den-
sity. In principle, each network is described by Eq.
such that we have a system of N equations for N net-
works. As for the case of a single network, the non-trivial
steady state solutions are given by the expression within
the parentheses. Since the effective branching parame-
ter, A;, is the same for all networks, we can drop the
index i. Then, the first fraction in Eq. is the same
for all networks and basically represents the dimension-
less form of G(nq,..,ny), given in Eq. . Thus, we
can write the steady state condition for each network as

3/2
N oz
.A/ (1 + Zj 1+JB%->
side is the same for all networks, we can equate the right-

hand sides and directly obtain
Vi, je{l,...,N}. (15)

= 1+ Bz;. Because the left-hand

xX; :J,'j7

Therefore, there are no symmetry broken states, where
two or more networks form but of different densities. Ob-
viously, one of the beads could not form a network at all.
However, this state is unstable and in the only stable non-
trivial state all the networks have equal density and size.
This solution is well-defined and the degeneracy found in
limited pool models without any size-dependent feedback
[14] is lifted. In a stochastic simulation, one would ex-
pect only small fluctuations around this steady state as
demonstrated by Banerjee and Banerjee [15]. We discuss
the relevance of fluctuations in Appendix [C4]

We can now replace the sum in Eq. y a simple
multiplication with the number of networks N and all
networks are described by the same density x such that
we can drop the index ¢ completely. The condition for a
non-trivial steady state then reads

Naz??2 4 Be+1-A=0, (16)

where we can treat N as a continuous parameter.

Guérin et al. consider two different scenarios for equiv-
alent beads in their experiments [20]: “rapid” turnover
corresponding to the conditions we used before, and
“slow” turnover with half the concentration of both the
disassembly protein ADF/cofilin and the recycling pro-
tein. Both these proteins accelerate filament disassembly
and we have absorbed them in the effective severing rate
ksev. For simplicity, we assume that k., depends linearly
on both of them such that, in the slow turnover case, kgey
is reduced by a factor of 4 ignoring potential cooperative
effects [46].

In Fig. |4l we find that our model correctly reproduces
the rapid turnover case where the network area is almost
independent of the number of networks (Fig. [ff(a)), while
five networks polymerize roughly three times as much
actin as one (Fig. [f[b)). Therefore, the networks expe-
rience only little competition. This changes in the slow
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FIG. 4. Competition between equivalent networks. (a) Pro-
jected network area per network and (b) total amount of poly-
merized actin within all networks as functions of the number
of networks N. Rapid turnover corresponds to the value of
the severing given in Table [[] For slow turnover, the rate is
four times smaller.

turnover case, where the amount of polymerized actin
does not even double from one to five networks, in good
agreement with the experiment. It demonstrates the in-
creased competition for slow turnover because each net-
work contains more actin such that adding another bead
has a larger impact on G(n). Even though we underesti-
mate the area in general due to our parameter choice, its
relative increase with a factor of around 3.5 from rapid
to slow turnover for a single network fits to the observed
area increase. Again, our model underestimates the re-
duction in network area under stronger competition for
slow turnover. Nevertheless, the general reduction of
competition via turnover is captured well in our model,
especially since we consider the amount of polymerized
actin as more important.

C. Coexistence of dense and sparse networks

Next we address the transition from coexistence of
inequivalent structures to a state in which only the
“strong” structures survive. In the bead motility assay,
“weak” and “strong” structures can be created by using
different NPF-coating densities on the beads, leading to
slow and fast branching. Guérin et al. [20] consider two
species of beads, where the weak beads are coated with
half the amount of NPFs. In our dimensionless formu-
lation this corresponds to Aweak = 0.5Astrong and the
critical monomer concentration for network formation is
twice as large for the weak one.

Fig. |5| compares the stable solutions for one weak and
one strong bead in the same microwell (solid lines) to
the situation in which they grow without competition
(dashed lines). We have also included results obtained
from a three-dimensional spatial model, which will be
introduced and discussed in the next section We
use the total amount of actin, Ai.¢, as the bifurcation
parameter, because it is the most intuitive way to un-
derstand the onset of network formation and also is the
easiest controllable parameter in the experimental setup.
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FIG. 5. Coexistence of one weak and one strong network.
(a) The amount of polymerized actin in the strong network
without (dashed lines) and with competition (solid lines). The
markers indicate FEM results of the spatial diffusion model.
Insets show the respective bifurcation points associated with
the onset of network formation. Dotted lines indicate the
experimental value of Aot used in [20]. (b) Same for the weak
network. (c) The relative change in network size between with
and without competition for the strong network. (d) Same for
the weak network. Note the different y-scale.

The strong bead (Fig. [F[a)) is able to form a network at
the same critical value of gstrong = Atot = 2.22 pM with
and without competition, since the weak network has not
started to grow yet. The amount of polymerized actin in
the strong network is exactly the same in both cases, un-
til the weak network (Fig. [5[(b)) starts to grow in the case
of competition. We stress that in the presence of a strong
network, the weak network is only able to grow due to
the local depletion of actin monomers. Without, the bulk
monomer concentration G(n) would not further increase
with A¢ot, because all additional monomers would be in-
tegrated into the strong network. Therefore, the criti-
cal value gweax = 4.44 uM, at which the weak network
could grow, would never be reached. This corresponds
to the classical “winner takes it all” principle. With the
assumption of local depletion, this critical value will be
reached eventually. However, because a certain fraction
of the monomers is bound within the strong network, the
weak network starts to grow at a slightly larger value of
Aot = 4.72 uM under competition, shifting the bifurca-
tion point of the weak network to the right, highlighted
in the inset of Fig. [5[b). At this point, the curves of the
strong network in panel a) start to differ such that the
amount of polymerized actin is slightly less under com-
petition because it also “feels” the presence of the weak
network via the reduction of free monomers G(n).
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To quantify the effect of competition, the bottom row
in Fig. [5| shows the relative difference in size for each
network. Before the first bifurcation, at which the strong
network starts to grow, the difference is zero, because
there is no network formation in both cases. After the
point, at which the weak network would grow without
competition, the relative change for the weak network is
maximum (100 %). As soon as the weak network can also
grow under competition, this difference reduces while at
the same time the difference in strong network size starts
to increase. Guérin et al. state a change in structure
size of -60 % for the weak one, while the strong network
is not significantly affected by the competition [20]. At
the experimental conditions of Ay, = 6 M, the relative
change in polymerized actin in our model amounts to
approximately -42.2 % and -2.2 % for the weak and strong
network, respectively.

After having demonstrated the coexistence, we now
investigate the behavior under an increase of competi-
tion strength. One way to achieve this is to add more
strong beads. Based on our analysis in the previous sec-
tion, we still only need two equations, one for the N
strong beads and one for the weak bead. One can actu-
ally reduce this further to a single equation by the same
considerations made to obtain Eq. and find that
Tweak = (xstrong + I/B) Aweak/Astrong - 1/8 in the case
of coexistence. However, to obtain the bifurcation points
and the absolute values, we rely on numerical continua-
tion. These results are again compared to those obtained
by the spatial model, which will be introduced in section
1808D)

In Fig. @(a), we show how the number of strong net-
works present in the same microwell impacts the size of
the weak network and its general ability to grow. As
expected, the size decreases with increased competition
until the weak network cannot grow anymore at all for six
or more strong networks. This agrees very well with the
experimental findings, where only a few percent of weak
networks are able to grow for six strong beads and none
for eight or more. In the experiment, Guérin et al. [20],
placed several weak beads together with the N strong
ones in the same microwell and then counted the frac-
tion of the weak beads which formed a network. This
situation slightly differs from what we model, since we
only consider one weak bead. However, the mechanism
leading to the selection process is the same: more strong
networks consume more actin monomers such that the
number of free monomers G(n) and thus also the local
concentration at the weak bead reduce until it drops be-
low the critical value of gyeax = 4.44 pM.

The competition strength can also be controlled by the
ratio of NPF-coating densities of the weak and strong
beads. Even though variation in coating ratios has not
been explored in the experiments, we can easily ana-
lyze this here. In Fig. @(b), the phase diagram for the
growth of a weak network in the presence of strong net-
works is shown. The two considered parameters are the
NPF-coating density of the weak bead and the number of
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It is discontinuous at the bifurcation point. (d) The network
elongation velocity as function of the weak NPF-coating den-
sity.

strong networks. We find two regimes, stable growth of
the weak network (coexistence) or no growth (selection).
The maximum number of strong networks still allowing
growth steeply increases with the NPF-coating density
and diverges for [NPF|yeak/[NPF|strong — 1 because this
corresponds to the case of equivalent networks. Even
in the absence of any strong networks, N = 0, below
the critical value of [NPF]yeak =~ 0.37 - [NPFstrong ~
0.028 nm~2, the weak network cannot form because
branching is too slow, i.e. the system is on the left side of
the bifurcation in Fig. This point obviously depends
on all parameters defining the branching parameter A in
Eq. , especially on the amount of available actin
tot-

So far, we have not discussed the behavior of the elon-
gation velocity of the network. Based on Eq. @, it is
proportional to g(n), but does not directly depend on the
filament density n. Therefore, the moment a network is
able to form, the velocity jumps to a finite value, i.e. it is
discontinuous at the bifurcation point, as can be seen in
Fig. [6[c) and (d) for the weak network (orange curve). In
contrast, all other quantities like G(n), g(n), and the net-
work area are continuous (see Fig. . Since the steady
state value of g(n) of each network is solely determined
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by the balance of branching and capping, it does not de-
pend on the number of networks N in Fig. [{c), i.e. is
independent of the competition strength. Thus, the ve-
locity of the strong networks is constant. Likewise, the
velocity of the weak network is constant before the bi-
furcation and twice as large. A general prediction of our
model is that sparse networks are faster, because at a
larger local actin concentration the rate of individual fil-
ament elongation and thus the elongation velocity of the
whole network is faster.

When varying the NPF-density of the weak bead in
Fig. [6(d), we observe the same inverse relation of the
velocity as before for the local actin concentration in
Fig. c), since Vweak ~ gweak ~ 1/[NPF]. There-
fore, the velocity is the fastest right after the onset
of network formation and subsequently decreases. For
[NPF]weak = [NPF|strong, the two velocities are the same
as we have reached the situation of two equivalent net-
works. Even if our continuum description was not valid
anymore for a very sparse network, we would still expect
first a very steep increase in velocity with the coating
density, followed by a slow-down due to stronger local
depletion by the denser network.

D. Spatial diffusion model and dynamics

For our model derivation in section we have cal-
culated the steady state concentration profile of actin
monomers for a single network and then made the simpli-
fying assumption that it is still accurate in the case of sev-
eral networks growing within the same microwell. How-
ever, for two or more networks, the problem no longer is
spherically symmetric and cannot be solved analytically.
We have also neglected the disassembling network as a
source for monomers.

To demonstrate that these assumptions are valid and
the predicted transitions still occur when including these
effects, we now consider the fully time-dependent diffu-
sion problem for g coupled to the dynamic filament den-
sities, n;, and the dynamic amount of polymerized actin
in each network, F;. The dynamics of n; is still given by
the ODE in Eq. . F; increases by filament polymeriza-
tion in the branching zone and decreases due to severing.
This loss term then enters as a volumetric source in the
diffusion equation of g. As described in section [[TD] sev-
ering causes larger pieces to break off the network which
then must be further depolymerized and recharged be-
fore being again available for polymerization. Because
they will diffuse during this process, we simply assume
a homogeneous source term across the whole microwell
volume. However, a inhomogeneous source term would
be straightforward to implement. Together with no-flux
boundary conditions at the outer boundary of the mi-
crowell, this source term then ensures monomer conser-
vation. The monomer consumption by the networks is
still modeled as spherical exclusions of radius R within
the domain subject to the same Robin boundary condi-



tion as before in Eq. ,
(17)

with the outward-pointing surface normal n. Because the
monomer density might vary across these inner boundary
surfaces, we define the average concentration across them
as

1

G = —— Al 1
9= aBeadig(X)d (18)

The coupled dynamic problem then reads

N
1 -
Org(x,t) = DAg + v zl: iksev i, (19a)

atni (t) = ([NPF}i[Arp]kbranchgi -
DiFy(t) = TR kpoty Gini — Eiksey Fi.

[caplkcap) 1, (19b)
(19¢)

Since g; only appears in linear order in these equations,
the averaging does not pose any issue. As before, the
network mesh size, { = 1/,/n;, is determined by the
current filament density in the branching zone via Eq.
@. To account for the loss of percolation and derive
the same steady state condition for F' as before, we de-
fine kseyv = ksev/(1 — pc). The weak formulation for the
implementation [59] in the FEM software environment
DUNE [60] can be found in Appendix

We first analyze the onset of network formation and
determine the timescales on which branching, depletion
and diffusion are occuring. Fig. [7] shows the time evolu-
tion for a single network placed in the center such that
the geometry is the same as in our analytical solution. As
initial conditions we chose a homogeneous G-actin con-
centration, g(x,0) = Atot/V, such that FF = 0 pM, and a
small but non-zero filament density n = 1 ym~=2. The fil-
ament density in Fig. a) rapidly grows and, within 25
seconds, reaches its maximum by overshooting its steady
state value slightly before relaxing towards the latter. On
the same timescale, the local actin concentration § (blue
curve in Fig. b)) gets depleted by the fast-growing
network. As soon as § gets close to the critical concen-
tration of 2.22 uM, the branching process is slowed down
such that the creation of new branches is balanced by
capping, explaining the peak and subsequent relaxation
of n. The local depletion of actin monomers can also
be seen in Fig. c) showing the radial concentration
profiles of actin, g(r). The initial, flat profile decreases
only close to the network (close to r = 0) and reaches
its minimum value there already at ¢ = 20 (coinciding
with §). The concentration far away from the network
is not affected at this time point and is still the same as
its initial value. Thus, monomer diffusion is significantly
slower than branching.

The amount of polymerized actin F' (green curve in
Fig. b)) is strongly determined by filament density n
and starts to increase noticeably at ¢t ~ 15 s, after n has
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FIG. 7. Full spatiotemporal treatment with FEM-
simulations. (a) Time evolution of the filament density as fast
variable. The dashed black lines indicate the steady state ob-
tained from the bifurcation analysis of the ODE-based theory.
(b) Time evolution of actin quantities. § describes the aver-
age monomer concentration on the inner absorbing boundary.
G is the concentration of free monomers, F' the amount of
polymerized actin within the network. Global monomer con-
sumption (G) is slow compared to local consumption (§). (c)
Radial actin profiles at certain time points. (d) Steady state
actin concentration shown for a cut through the center of the
three-dimensional domain.

reached several hundred filaments per square microme-
ter. The subsequent slow growth of F'is accompanied by
a slow global decrease of the actin monomers G, obeying
monomer conservation G + F = Aiy. This slow process
is also reflected in the evolution of the radial concentra-
tions, whose tail far away from the network decreases to-
wards the steady state profile in the order of ten minutes.
Fig. d) shows a typical snapshot from the simulations
close to this steady state.

From our FEM-simulations we can conclude that
the system experiences a separation of timescales: fast
branching and local depletion occurs within seconds,
while network elongation and global consumption takes
more than 10 minutes. The fast local adaptation justi-
fies our approximation to neglect the movement of the
bead: even at the maximum speed possible in our model
of roughly 7 pm/min (see Fig. [6(d)), the bead will never
leave its self-created concentration hole. Furthermore,
the steady state values obtained from the analytical re-
sult without the source term, i.e. from Eq. as in-
dicated by the dashed lines in Fig. are quite close
to the three-dimensional simulation results. The FEM-
approach with source term leads to a slightly (less than
4 %) higher filament density. This small difference can
be understood by noting that the additional monomer
source requires faster consumption by more filaments to



achieve the same local concentration ¢, which in turn
leads to the same relative increase in the amount of poly-
merized actin F'.

Having established the three-dimensional model and
demonstrating excellent agreement with our previous re-
sult for a single network, we can now turn to the general
case of multiple networks, already included in the Egs.
— via the index i. Only the spatial arrange-
ment of the beads is open. For a good agreement with
our approximation in section [[TE] the beads should have
the maximum possible distance to each other but also
to the outer boundary. For a few beads, this does not
pose a problem. However, as already mentioned before,
our approximation might break down for many beads.
Besides the global depletion, for which we accounted for
in Eq. , beads close to each other will also feel the
local depletion. A weak network might not form in the
vicinity of a strong one, even though the global actin con-
centration G might actually be higher than its critical
concentration. In general, the analytical approximation
might overestimate the network densities but should not
underestimate them.

Fig. [§] exemplarily shows the case of three beads ar-
ranged in a triangle around the center of the spherical
domain such that each bead has a distance of roughly 21
pm to both the center and the outer boundary. Fig. a)
shows the computational mesh, which is very fine at the
inner absorbing boundaries to resolve the spherical ex-
clusions and capture the steep gradients in their vicinity,
while becoming coarser further away from the exclusions.
The upper bead is “weak”, while the two on the bottom
are “strong”. Fig. [§(b)-(d) show the temporal evolution
of a two-dimensional slice cutting through the center of
all three beads. We chose the same initial conditions
as before with a homogeneous monomer concentration
at t = 0. After ten seconds, the strong networks have
already grown and depleted their local environment to
some degree. The concentration around the weak bead
is almost the same as in the beginning. However, after
1000 seconds, representing basically the steady state, we
can see local depletion around all three beads, i.e. also
the weak network was able to form.

In Figs. and [6] one sees the excellent agreement
between our theory and the results from the FEM-
simulations. For one strong and one weak network in
competition in Fig. [ffa) and (b), the loci of both bi-
furcations points, both with and without competition,
agree perfectly between the two models, being best rec-
ognizable in the insets. Also, the amount of polymerized
actin F' after the respective bifurcations shows very good
agreement. As before, it is slightly larger in the spatial
FEM model because of the source term. Overall, the
approximations made for our central Eq. are negli-
gible for the case of two networks which are sufficiently
far away from each other.

To test this issue for more than two networks, we over-
laid the FEM results in Fig. El(a), where the number of
strong networks, which are in competition with one weak
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FIG. 8. Spatial diffusion model for one weak network in com-
petition with two strong ones. (a) Cut through the computa-
tional mesh. The absorbing exclusion of the three networks
are arranged in a triangle around the center of the sphere. (b)-
(d) Actin monomer concentrations at different time points in
the z = 0 slice. The initial concentration in panel (b) at ¢t = 0
is homogeneous. In panel (d), the system has almost reached
its steady state, in which all three networks coexist.

network, varies between zero and ten. While we treated
it as a continuous parameter in Eq. , the number of
networks in the FEM simulations is actually discrete. For
simplicity, we place the weak network in the center and
arrange the strong networks around it. Again, the FEM
simulations perfectly match the bifurcation point such
that the weak network is still able to form for N = 5 but
not for N = 6 anymore. Thus, even for in total seven net-
works, our approximation remains perfectly valid. The
amount of polymerized actin depends on the specific spa-
tial configuration of the networks, and hence deviates a
little more or less for different network numbers N.

The FEM-results even reproduce the transition thresh-
old from selection to coexistence in Fig. @(b) for up to
N < 16 almost perfectly. For more networks the transi-
tion shifts to the right, i.e. to higher NPF-densities of the
weak bead, as expected. As explained before, the critical
value varies to a small degree with the relative spatial po-
sitions of the networks. Placing the weak network further
away from the strong networks or clustering the strong
networks together, such that they impede each other’s
growth, would facilitate network formation at the weak
bead, shifting the critical NPF-value to the left. Nev-
ertheless, the overall shape of the curve is the same in
both models showing that, even for a very crowed en-
vironment, the simpler ODE-model makes qualitatively
correct predictions and the found bifurcations occur in
the same manner in the spatial model, which closely re-
sembles the experimental conditions in the experiment
by Guérin et al. [20].



IV. DISCUSSION

Here, we have derived a general theory for branched
actin networks growing simultaneously in a shared and
limited pool of actin monomers. Our theory shows that
monomer depletion in the growth region is the relevant
feedback mechanism that allows for coexistence of the
different networks. Our work explains recent experimen-
tal observations [20] and provides a detailed realization
of a more abstract theory for the effect of limited pools
previously proposed [15].

For a single network, our model results in a bifurcation
to growth for sufficiently fast branching. By comparing
the amount of actin polymerized into the network to the
experimental measured values [20], we could fix the re-
maining two unknown effective parameters. Then, our
model predicts values for network length and elongation
velocity, mesh size and filament density in the correct
orders of magnitude, demonstrating the validity of our
assumptions. In this parameter regime, the concentra-
tion of actin monomers in the branching zone is signifi-
cantly lower than far away and local depletion is the main
limiting factor for growth instead of global depletion of
monomers. Thus, even if other potential feedback mech-
anisms, which are not considered by us, are affecting the
growth properties, these findings demonstrate that local
depletion is significant and has to be taken into account
for fast-growing structures.

In the case of several equivalent networks, we find well-
defined steady states, different from corresponding theo-
ries for linear actin structures [14]. We also see the exper-
imentally observed sublinear scaling of the total amount
of polymerized actin with the number of networks, show-
ing the effect of competition for the same pool, and the
reduction of competition by increased turnover. For two
beads with different NPF-coating densities, we find the
possibility of coexistence, and our model yields correct
values for the relative changes in structure size with and
without competition. The fast branching (“strong”) net-
work is almost not affected at all, while the slow (“weak”)
network is only able to grow to roughly half its former
size.

Strikingly, our theory also explains the switch from a
regime of coexistence to selection under increasing com-
petition, with the transition occurring at the same num-
ber of networks as found experimentally [20]. We pre-
dict how changing experimentally controllable param-
eters would shift the critical number of networks and
present the full phase diagram for coexistence and se-
lection. Furthermore, our hypothesis that the system
is mainly diffusion-limited by local actin depletion leads
to three predictions for the steady state bead velocities,
which allow for experimental verification: first, the veloc-
ity is discontinuous at the bifurcation or at least increases
very steeply with the control parameter. Second, sparser
networks are elongating faster because they cause less lo-
cal depletion. Thus, the bead velocity is inversely related
to the NPF-coating density of the bead. Because of this,
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in our model, sparse networks can be longer despite be-
ing more vulnerable to severing. And lastly, the velocity
depends only on the individual assembly properties, like
the NPF-coating density, but not on global quantities like
the total number of available actin monomers. Therefore,
the bead velocities are independent of the competition
strength, defined by the number of competing networks
or the turnover rates. In principle, it would also be possi-
ble to invert the relation and estimate the local monomer
concentration based on the bead velocity, which is easier
to measure.

One of the main approximations in our model is to
use the monomer concentration profile, derived for a
single network, also in the case of competition. To
demonstrate the validity of this assumption, we have pre-
sented an extension of our model in which we numeri-
cally solve the diffusion equation in three dimensions to
obtain the monomer concentration for any number and
spatial arrangement of beads. We find excellent quantita-
tive agreement with the results from the ODE-based the-
ory for the experimentally studied number of beads and
microwell volume, and only small deviations for more.
Thus, our central equation works very well in the regime
investigated in the bead motility assay [20] of at most
ten beads. The distances between the beads, especially
between the weak and strong beads, has a large impact
on the ability of the weak network to grow. For our sim-
ulations, we chose an arrangement for which the beads
were more or less uniformly spaced with several microm-
eters distance to the outer boundary. Beads which are
very close together, impair each other’s growth. A strong
bead in the vicinity of a weak one can deplete the local
monomers to such a degree that the weak network can-
not form. Thus, the relative positions present another
degree of freedom, smearing out the sharp transition in
the simplified model. This might explain why in the bead
motility assay [20] some weak beads are able to form a
network while others, with the same NPF-coating density
subject to the same competition strength, are not.

The spatial model also enables us to analyze dynamic
behavior. We find a separation of timescales between dif-
ferent processes: branching and local depletion occur in
the orders of a few tens of seconds, while network elon-
gation and global depletion takes several minutes. The
bead velocity of 3.5—7 pm/min is slow compared to local
depletion such that neglecting the movement of the bead
in our model is justified. In the derivation of our model,
we have made further assumptions, which might lead to
a discrepancy to measured values. Especially right after
the bifurcation, our continuum approach might fail for
very sparse networks. Assumptions regarding the net-
work formation and branching process are discussed in
more detail in Appendix [C}

Even though we have developed this model to specif-
ically explain the observations in the recent publication
by Guérin et al. [20], the role of protein depletion in
intracellular assembly as regulatory mechanism is much
more general. It would be interesting to investigate, both



experimentally and theoretically, how local depletion of
actin effects the assembly of different architectures, like
actin cables or stress fibers for which negative feedback
between cross-sectional area and elongation speed should
exist. In combination with the depletion of other actin
binding proteins, like ADF/cofilin [33], this might play an
important role in the observed coexistence of the various
different actin architectures in cells and might eliminate
the need for additional size-sensing mechanisms.
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Appendix A: Local depletion with monomer
conservation

We here solve the one-dimensional boundary value
problem for the monomer concentration, given by Eqgs.
—. The Laplace Eq. can be solved directly
by integrating twice, leading to two integration constants,
a and b, in g(n,r) = —a/r +b. These constants are
uniquely defined by the integral constraint and the
Robin boundary condition . Plugging the general
solution into the integral and transforming to spherical
coordinates yields

G(n) Z/ a 5
S (22 ) r2ar
:_%(ZQ—RQ)+§(Z3—R3).

The outer radius is determined by the microwell volume
in the experiments (see tablell)) via V = 47 /3 (Z3 — R3)
and is Z = 42.17 pm. We express b in terms of a

3 G(n) a

b= |y TR
G Bz 42)
Vv 2 73— R3
(n) aA
=t

where we defined the geometrical factor A in the last line,

_ 3RZ? - R

A = 7@ ~ 0.08.

(A3)

This expression becomes zero in the limit of a large vol-
ume corresponding to Z — oo. We then evaluate the
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boundary condition

a
87“9(”) R) = ﬁ
s kpolyn _ kpolyn _g
=g ) = R -5+t (ag)
_kpoyn [ a  G(n)  aA
4D R v R’
yielding a closed expression for a
G(n)R? [ 4D !
= 1-A . A
o TR (A5)

The solution is fully determined by the Eqgs. (A2) and
(A5) and we can evaluate g(n,r) at the bead radius R to
finally derive the local monomer density,

g(n,R) = _a +b

R
_ —G(n)R G(n) | ad
V[k}iinJrR(lfA)} V. R (a6)
_ G(n) .
v [1+ Meen (1 - A))]

This is the expression given in Eq. .

Appendix B: Numerical implementation of spatial
diffusion model

We employ the finite element method (FEM) and use
the discretization module DUNE-FEM [60] of the DUNE
software framework [61] to numerically solve the spatial
diffusion model of the actin monomer concentration g.
The problem is defined by Egs. —. To do so,
we first derive the weak formulation of Eq. by
multiplying with a test function v, integrating over the
whole domain V' and performing partial integration of
the Laplace-term with the divergence theorem,

8t/gUdV:D n~(Vg)vdA—D/Vg-VvdV
v v %
1L
v ;fiksevFi /VU dv
N
= — Z 7kp01yn7{ / gU dA
—~ 4 JoBead,
— D/ Vg Vv dV
1%
N -
giksevFi/
+ XZ: v ), v dV.

(B1)

In the last step, we replaced the gradient along the
outward-pointing surface normal n with the Robin



boundary condition Eq. at the inner exclusions. At
the outer no-flux boundary, this term vanishes.

For dynamic simulations, we use a backward Euler-
scheme to discretize the time derivative in g at time step
m as

DrgmtY) = B2
tg At (B2)
Then, we are able to define
a(g™ ), v) :/ gty AV
v
+ DAt / Vglmth . vy dV
1%
Y Fporyni™ (s 1)
+ %At/ g™ e dA,
zi: 4 OBead;
(B3)
and
N o7 (m)
iksev F
Lo () = § St Fi 7 At/ vdV+/ g™ av.
S e |
(B4)

We update the network quantities n; and F; afterwards
by a forward Euler step. Because of this choice, we have
reduced the original diffusion Eq. to the linear
problem

a(g(m—‘rl)7 U) — L(m—&-l)(v)’ (B5)

which can be directly handed to the solver in DUNE-
FEM. The initial condition must be chosen such that the
integral of g over the whole domain equals the total num-
ber of actin monomers, Ai,;. The solution is then given
in an appropriate solution space defined on the computa-
tional mesh. All meshes, like the one shown in Fig. [§(a),
have been created with the open-source finite element
mesh generator Gmsh [62].

Appendix C: Model assumptions

In our simplified model, we have expressed all neces-
sary quantities in terms of the filament density n within
the branching zone in order to keep the final equations to
a minimum and allowing for an intuitive understanding.
This was only possible under several assumptions, which
we will discuss in this section.

1. Concentrations of actin binding proteins

As explained in section [[TA] the creation of new
branches is actually a multistep process. There are sev-
eral pathways with different reaction rates to create a
new branch [63]. In such a reaction chain with intermedi-
ate steps, the relation between the final product and the
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reagents might be nonlinear. In principle, the amount of
all proteins is finite such that they can become depleted
and their concentration could spatially vary. In Eq. ,
we have only considered the concentration of actin as a
variable and used an effective rate kppanch to absorb the
multistep process. Instead of actin, a depletion of acti-
vated Arp2/3 might produce similar qualitative results.
On the other hand, a depletion of capping proteins would
represent a positive feedback and could increase branch-
ing activity.

We can obtain a rough estimate of incorporated
Arp2/3 and capping proteins in a single network from the
average filament length lgjament &~ 177.5 nm, estimated in
Eq. (14]). This length corresponds to 64 actin monomers
per filament. At 0.5 M of actin being polymerized in the
network, the amount of integrated Arp2/3 and capping
proteins are 0.5 uM/64 = 7.9 nM each, corresponding
to 9 % and 20 %, respectively, of the total amount of
Arp2/3 and capping proteins (see table . If we assume
a similar diffusion coefficient as for actin monomers, the
local depletion is given by Eq. . However, the rate of
consumption is only 1/64 compared to the one of actin,
amounting to only 2 % local depletion. Even though
Arp2/3 has roughly twice the size of actin monomers and
diffusion is probably slower, local depletion would still be
small. Thus, it is negligible and the slight global deple-
tion would affect all networks the same way such that it
would not change our results qualitatively.

Another possibility would be the depletion of
ADF/cofilin as it has been reported by Manhart et
al. [33]. Since ADF/cofilin is involved in disassem-
bly and thus only regulating the global amount of actin
monomers G(n) in our model, it would also affect all
networks the same way and not changing anything fun-
damentally.

Furthermore, the actual polymerizable actin is prob-
ably less than the initial monomer number for several
reasons [43]. First, a fraction of the actin exists as
oligomers either through spontaneous nucleation in so-
lution or because pieces broken off the network have not
been fully depolymerized into monomers [I3]. We did
neither consider the recharging process and that some
monomers will be in the ADP-state. But in the presence
of cyclase-associated protein, ATP-actin should be dom-
inating. Since we have two effective rates in our model,
we can use less amount of total actin Ay and then adapt
them accordingly.

2. Mechanical feedback of the bead

In our theory, we have neglected the effect of the bead
on the network, as if the network could grow freely in the
branching zone. We will show now that the mechanical
feedback is negligible. If we assume a single filament be-
haves like a Brownian ratchet [51], the free polymeriza-
tion velocity, vo = kporyg(n)do, decreases exponentially



under an opposing force f,

'Upoly(f) = Vo €Xp (_If]j%) )

(C1)
with the thermal energy kT = 4.2 pN nm at body tem-
perature. For the load-free case, f = 0, we recover the
expression used in Eq. @ To estimate the force per
filament we assume that the bead moves at the speed of
polymerization and experiences a resistive force based on
Stokes’ law such that the load per filament is

f _ FStokes o 67TMR’Upoly(f> (02)

N N ’

with the viscosity u of the surrounding medium. To-
gether with Eq. (CI), this forms a transcendental equa-
tion. But we can evaluate it for typical velocities in bead
motility assays or in our model, v ~ 3 pm/min, and find
that the total Stokes friction is ~ 2 fIN - uwiter' There-
fore, only at a viscosity 1000-fold the one of water, we
would enter the regime of the thermal energy and thus
have relevant force feedback. However, in our model the
force is shared between typically N ~ 20.000 filaments
growing in parallel and thus the exponent in Eq.
is basically zero and polymerization happens at the free
rate. Because without relevant force feedback the angle
between filament and bead surface does not matter for
the polymerization rate, we neglect the curved geometry
and assume a flat branching zone.

The above considerations coincide with the observa-
tion that the bead velocity is independent of the bead
radius and of the medium’s viscosity up to a resulting
drag of several tens of pN, exceeding the viscosity in most
bead motility assays by a factor of 10° [42]. It is impor-
tant to note that the situation might be very different
when the actin network grows on a micropattern on a
fixed substrate. Then, polymerization pushes the net-
work backwards, corresponding to a significantly larger
resistive force. This might be one of the reasons why
Guérin et al. obtain quantitatively different results on
micropatterns compared to the bead motility assay.

3. Mesh size of the network

To derive the depletion of the actin pool, we needed
an estimate for the network density along its length and
for the length itself. Both quantities depend on the mesh
size because we considered filament severing due to the
presence of ADF/cofilin. Because actin networks grow in
a directed manner they are anisotropic and two different
mesh sizes exist: on the one hand, the filament spacing in
the cross-section orthogonal to the direction of growth,
which corresponds to the definition in Eq. in our
model. On the other hand, the typical filament length,
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which we derived in Eq. 7 provides a measure along
the direction of growth. For us there is no fundamen-
tal reason to decide which one we should use, especially
because Michalski and Carlsson [32], whose ideas we fol-
lowed to determine the length by the percolation thresh-
old, interpret their lattice model as a coarse-grained rep-
resentation of an actin network.

However, if we would use the expression of the typical
filament in Eq. and insert it together with Eq. (@
into Eq. of the network length, we would obtain

L:qb[cap}kcaplog<1>.

kSCV pC (Cg)

This means the network length would become indepen-
dent of n, while a dependence is observed experimentally
[20]. For this reason, we have decided to use the filament
spacing 1/4/n as the mesh size.

4. Relevance of fluctuations

In the context of size control, one often considers
stochastic fluctuations leading to probability distribu-
tions, e.g. of the network density and length. However,
it is not easy to determine where and how noise would
enter the equations in our continuum description. A mas-
ter equation approach on the single filament level is not
feasible for a network with several thousand actin fila-
ments growing in parallel. Employing a master equation
based on the level of the whole network, i.e. in Eq. ,
would correspond to the analysis done by Banerjee and
Banerjee [15], where they showed that these equations
lead to robust size control and coexistence. But because
of this large number of filaments, the length fluctuations
experienced by a single filament are actually less rele-
vant and the overall elongation speed of the network will
be almost constant. The biggest source of fluctuations
is then the fragmentation process at the end of the net-
work. It is not really possible to capture this in contin-
uum models and one would have to employ lattice mod-
els. However, in our model the disassembly only affects
the pool of available monomers. Because larger pieces,
which have broken off, must further depolymerize to be
actually available for polymerization, the fluctuations in
polymerizable monomers due to fragmentation would be
buffered.

As discussed in section [[V] the spatial positions of the
beads effect the results as well. We cannot account for
this in our simple approach encoding everything in fila-
ment density n. In the spatial model, we could perform
simulations for a certain number of beads with different
positional arrangements. Translated to the simple ap-
proach, this would smear out the sharp transition line in
Fig. [6[b) and could be interpreted in a stochastic sense
of how probable it is for the weak network to form at a
random position.
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