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Electrostatic interactions fundamentally govern the structure, stability, and dynamics of charged
(bio)matter, yet the impact of heterogeneous and anisotropic charge distributions on the behavior of
protein solutions remains elusive. Here, we introduce a versatile multiscale framework that directly
connects molecular-level electrostatics to collective properties via a colloid-inspired coarse-grained
modeling combined with neural network-assisted optimization. Using monoclonal antibodies as
model system, our inverse design approach identifies charge patterns capable of reliably reproducing
experimental structure factors, osmotic compressibility and collective diffusion coefficients in a wide
region of protein concentrations. Close inspection of our data further uncovers how specific physical
features and spatial arrangements of localized charge patches significantly influence the solution
structure. This transferable strategy provides a predictive pathway to decode and control charge-
driven interactions in complex biomolecules and, more generally, in heterogeneously-charged soft
matter systems, with immediate relevance to protein formulation and biomaterials engineering.

Among the manifold features governing microscopic
systems, electrostatic interactions are a key force
shaping the behavior of matter that surrounds us.
From colloidal suspensions and polyelectrolytes to
proteins and DNA, the presence and spatial distri-
bution of electric charges dictate how individual com-
ponents interact, self-organize and evolve in time [1-
3]. Additionally, external fields can be used to in-
fluence and induce specific behaviors of particles and
assemblies that are endowed with charges [4-6]. In
soft matter systems, electrostatics can stabilize crys-
talline or dispersed phases [7], promote phase sepa-
ration [8] or, for instance, mediate the formation of
complex supramolecular architectures [9, 10]. In bio-
logical environments, these interactions acquire even
greater significance due to the chemical diversity and
structural complexity of biomolecules [11-13]. Biolog-
ical systems constitute a fertile playground for investi-
gating electrostatic effects, since they often carry het-
erogeneous and anisotropic charge distributions that
have been finely tuned by evolution to perform specific
functions [13, 14].

Monoclonal antibodies are a particularly compelling
example, owing both to their widespread therapeu-
tic relevance and to their suitability as model sys-
tems for studying collective phenomena in soft mat-
ter and biophysics [15-19]. Antibodies are com-
plex proteins that are anisotropic in shape and of-
ten also in charge distribution. Therefore, they can
be considered as anisotropic colloids, whose biological
functionality and physicochemical behaviors are inti-
mately connected through their specific amino acid
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sequences. Their primary protein structure not only
defines antigen-recognition sites, but also establishes
distinct spatial patterns of charged and hydrophobic
residues across the molecular surface [20, 21]. Collec-
tively, these characteristics dictate interactions with
solvent, ions, and other molecules in solution. Con-
sequently, environmental conditions such as pH and
ionic strength critically shape antibody behavior by
altering amino acid protonation states and modulat-
ing electrostatic screening, ultimately impacting the
net charge distribution and intermolecular interaction
landscape [22, 23]. The complexity introduced by this
interplay between sequence-driven physical chemistry
and solution-dependent interactions confers antibod-
ies with remarkable specificity and adaptability, while
also posing substantial challenges in their formula-
tion. Achieving a comprehensive understanding of
how distinct electrostatic profiles influence antibod-
ies intermolecular interactions, as well as the static
and dynamic properties of their solutions, is thus es-
sential. Ultimately, such insights will enable precise
control over their formulation, optimizing stability,
efficacy, and suitability for therapeutic administra-
tion to patients [24-27]. While the electrostatic land-
scape of antibodies is encoded at the level of indi-
vidual amino acids, the collective properties of inter-
est — such as structure factors, compressibility, and
transport — are accessed experimentally only through
ensemble-averaged measurements on many interact-
ing molecules. As a result, experiments alone can-
not disentangle how specific spatial features of charge
heterogeneity give rise to the observed macroscopic
behavior, nor can atomistic simulations directly ac-
cess the relevant concentration and length scales. A
physically grounded model is therefore required to
bridge molecular-scale electrostatics and experimen-
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tally measured collective properties.

To construct such a link, it is thus crucial to sim-
plify the complexity of the problem and adopt an al-
ternative perspective with respect to the full atomistic
treatment [23, 28-30]. For the specific case of elec-
trostatic interactions, theoretical and computational
approaches, such as those based on the DLVO the-
ory [31-33], have been proposed to incorporate charge
effects and their screening through effective poten-
tials. However, in many cases, their applicability is
often limited both for predicting static solution prop-
erties and for interpreting collective dynamic phenom-
ena or many-body effects [22, 34, 35]. More sophisti-
cated methods have attempted to explicitly account
for multipolar contributions or detailed spatial charge
distributions, as exemplified by Poisson—Boltzmann
or generalized Born theories [36-38]. However, de-
spite their enhanced complexity and computational
expense, these advanced approaches have yet to be
employed for a comprehensive understanding of col-
lective behavior of macromolecules in solution.

Conversely, coarse-grained modeling approaches,
inspired by established strategies from soft matter
and colloidal science, allow one to reduce unneces-
sary molecular-level details and focus instead on es-
sential physical interactions that dominate antibody
behavior [18, 39]. In these simplified representations,
single beads typically represent clusters of atoms or
even amino acids, and their connectivity is designed
to reproduce the overall shape of the molecules. This
reduction in complexity makes ensemble-level prop-
erties directly accessible in simulations. In fact, us-
ing coarse-grained bead-based models featuring ex-
plicit Coulomb charges, some of us have recently been
able to capture qualitative trends in the viscosity of
antibody solutions [22, 40]. This was shown to re-
sult from the formation of correlated structures aris-
ing from the long-range nature of the electrostatic in-
teractions, which did not occur for simple screened
Coulomb effective potentials. While this modeling
approach was performed on an antibody character-
ized by a large net positive charge and deprived of
evident patchy regions, a natural question arises on
the extent by which an explicit charge model can cap-
ture the behavior of antibodies (or other biological
molecules) with markedly heterogeneous charge dis-
tributions. Interestingly, for heterogeneously charged
antibodies, it has been shown that the use of screened
Coulomb interactions is even inadequate to describe
their solution structure and thermodynamics, while
with an explicit treatment of charges the correct be-
havior has been recovered [41]. These findings were
obtained for a weakly coarse-grained model where
each amino acid was represented by a bead, which
is not suitable for systematic studies of collective dy-
namic properties through molecular dynamics simula-
tions. It is therefore essential to introduce a further
level of coarse-graining based on an effective and ro-
bust mapping strategy, in which the heterogeneous
charge distribution of the molecular model is trans-
ferred to the coarse-grained representation while pre-

serving the electrostatic features that govern solution
properties. Currently, coarse-grained parametriza-
tion of anisotropic and structurally complex molecules
largely rely on trial-and-error procedures that are dif-
ficult to generalize and rarely incorporate charge in-
formation directly inherited from detailed molecular
descriptions [42, 43]. In this context, being able to
quantify and model the spatial arrangement of charges
is valuable per se, as it can both improve predictive
power and provide mechanistic insight into solution
behavior.

In light of these considerations, here we establish a
comprehensive and broadly applicable framework for
elucidating the role of distinct charge distributions
in antibodies, as a prototypical case of anisotropic
(bio)molecules. We systematically investigate how
variations in internal charge distributions impact the
solution structure, demonstrating that even subtle
changes can significantly alter its behavior, highlight-
ing the importance of detailed electrostatic charac-
terization. Furthermore, we introduce an approach
bridging micro and mesoscale molecular features to
build physically meaningful models capable of accu-
rately predicting both static and dynamic properties.
Central to our strategy is a conceptually straightfor-
ward and computationally efficient machine learning
(ML) methodology that is seamlessly combined with
traditional physical modeling and molecular dynam-
ics (MD) simulations. This approach, which repre-
sents an innovative addition to existing methodolo-
gies in biophysics [44, 45|, is able to efficiently pre-
dict optimal coarse-grained charge distributions, pro-
viding a robust and practical solution for capturing
electrostatic anisotropy with minimal computational
overhead. By leveraging comparison with experimen-
tal data from small-angle X-ray scattering, through
an inverse-design approach, we identify and recon-
struct the most accurate charge representations under
relevant experimental conditions. Finally, by exploit-
ing liquid-state theory, we connect microscopic elec-
trostatic features to experimentally accessible collec-
tive properties of antibody solutions. Our study not
only enhances the accuracy and interpretability of an-
tibody modeling but also provides a versatile blueprint
applicable to a wide array of electrostatically governed
phenomena in anisotropic soft matter and biological
systems.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Choice of the model architecture

The first step for analyzing the effect of differ-
ent charge distributions is the creation of a sound
model, which retains the structural peculiarities of
the molecule and allows for correctly reproducing the
salient features of its internal charge distribution that
determine the protein-protein interactions. Despite
the target being a coarse-grained model through which
we can analyze ensemble properties, it is actually more



convenient to start from a more finely resolved model,
such as the amino acid representation of the antibody.
On the one hand, it gives the possibility to calcu-
late the (approximate) total charge retained by the
molecule under specific experimental conditions; on
the other hand, we can gain information on the pro-
tonation state of different amino acids, and thus the
overall charge distribution within its structure.

Here, we investigate a recombinant chimeric hu-
man/mouse IgG1l monoclonal antibody (see Meth-
ods), for which an atomistic-to-amino acid coarse-
grained representation and an experimental charac-
terization was recently obtained by some of us [41].
This specific antibody was calculated to have an over-
all charge @ ~ +24 at a pH = 6 and ionic strength
I = 7 mM, and was shown to be colloidally stable
without any arrested states or phase separation up to
high concentrations ¢ < 200 mg/ml under these condi-
tions. The amino acid representation of the antibody
is reported in Figure 1 from two different perspec-
tives exposing sides A and B, respectively. The color
coding indicates the average charge of each individual
amino acid as defined by the color bar also reported
in the Figure. We visualize the charge distribution
on the antibody structure by showing in panel (b.I-1I)
the corresponding electrostatic isopotential surfaces at
+1kpT/e, obtained with an APBS solver (see Meth-
ods). It appears evident that the antibody under in-
vestigation is endowed, for a large part of its structure,
with a positive charge. Nonetheless, side A also dis-
plays regions where the underlying amino acids give
rise to neutral and even negative areas, as evidenced
by the red surfaces embracing the antibody close to
the most external regions of its domains.

Based on the successful modeling obtained in pre-
vious works [22, 23], we thus build a coarse-grained
model inspired by colloidal physics in which the struc-
ture of the antibody is made up by spheres at contact
forming a Y-shaped scaffold. For the cases investi-
gated previously, the typical structure of the antibody
could be reasonably reproduced using 9 beads. How-
ever, for the present case, due to the peculiar charge
distribution of the antibody, it appears more reason-
able to design a model based on two layers which,
for the sake of simplicity, are placed at a distance o
with respect to each other, with ¢ being the size of
each bead. The resulting 18-bead architecture of the
coarse-grained model is shown in Figure 1(c). In order
to assign charges to each bead, in Ref. [22] the model
and the amino acid representation were made to over-
lap, and the individual amino acid charges were then
transferred to the closest bead of the coarse-grained
structure. There, the examined antibody had an al-
most uniform charge distribution, thereby (likely) fa-
cilitating the mapping. In the current case, however,
the charge distribution appears to be more fragmented
on the antibody surface, with negatively charged areas
quite concentrated in specific regions on side A, which
likely could act as attractive patches. The complex-
ity of the charge distribution makes a direct mapping
from the amino acid model much less straightforward,

as small changes in the rescaling of the overall size
performed for the overlap between the two structures
would give rise to rather different charge distributions
on the coarse-grained model. Still, based on the elec-
trostatic isopotential surface, it seems reasonable to
assume that one of the two layers (side B) is quite
uniformly positively charged, while on side A the pos-
itive charge is concentrated in the central region of
the model (see Figure 1c). It remains however an
open question how to properly assign these charges
on side A and how the precise location of the neg-
atively charged attractive sites influences the overall
solution behavior. These aspects will be investigated
in the following.

Exploring the consequences of a variation of the
charge distribution

Before attempting to develop a protocol for as-
signing the charges ¢; to each bead 7 in the coarse-
grained model, we assess the consequences of varying
the charge distribution on side A of the 18-bead model
for the static structure factor S(g), a key experimen-
tal quantity obtained by small-angle X-ray scattering
(SAXS). We note that the explored parameter space
is based on a preliminary characterization of the an-
tibody (see Methods), yet the analysis is deliberately
carried out beyond the specific constraints of the sys-
tem. This allows us to identify general trends associ-
ated with variations in total charge, bead charge, and
charge location that are not tied to a single, specific
antibody. To this aim, we create a wide set of config-
urations in which we vary (i) the total (net) charge of
the antibody Q = Y21° ¢; = 20,24,28, (ii) the differ-
ence between the sum of positive and negative charges,
that is the total number of positive and negative
Charges7 AQ = Q-‘r -Q-= Zi;q”i>0 gi — Zi:(ii<0 gi =
S21% |G| = 30,35, 40, and (iii) the charge distribution
on the structure of the antibody Q. For the latter, we
vary Q on side A only, since, based on the electrostatic
isopotential surface, side B is likely endowed with pos-
itive charges arranged in (quasi-)uniform fashion. We
thus create configurations in which negative beads are
placed i) at the tips Q, ii) in the middle Q,,, iii) in
the tips and middle Q;,, and iv) spread on all side A
beads Qj, as illustrated in Figure 2. In cases where it
is not possible to generate a configuration with an ex-
act combination of the target values of @, AQ and Q,
the algorithm produces the closest admissible config-
uration by minimizing the deviation from the desired
parameters. This controlled approximation still allows
systematic trends to be identified when varying a sin-
gle parameter. Additional details of the algorithm are
provided in Methods.

We then run equilibrium molecular dynamics (MD)
simulations of an ensemble of antibodies at two dif-
ferent concentrations, specifically ¢ = 20 and 100
mg/ml, at an ionic strength I = 7 mM, which we
subsequently compare to experiments. These two con-
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FIG. 1. Modeling strategy. (a) Amino acid representation of the antibody under investigation. The color coding
reflects the charge of each amino acid. (b) Electrostatic isopotential surfaces for the same antibody as in (a). The

color coding reflect the potential of the surface at +1kpT/e.

(c¢) Provisional 18-bead coarse-grained model for the

antibody in which two 9-bead layers are over-imposed onto each other. Blue beads show the (likely) charge assignment
given the representation in (b), while grey beads remain undetermined given the complex arrangement of charges in the
corresponding regions. In all cases, panels I and II provide the visualization of the same antibody from two different
perspectives, highlighting the two sides of the antibody, side A and B, respectively, as indicated by the reported axes.

centrations were selected because of their sensitivity
to different contributions from protein-protein inter-
actions. For more dilute solutions, electrostatic inter-
actions dominate over short-range contributions such
as van der Waals and hydrophobic forces, allowing for
a proper assessment of the effects arising from the in-
ternal charge arrangement. Conversely, at ¢ = 100
mg/mL, the solution becomes sufficiently crowded
that excluded-volume interactions prevail and electro-
static contributions play a more marginal role. Based
on our recent works [22, 41], we model charges with
explicit Coulomb interactions. Extensive details on
the MD simulations are given in Methods.

We thus calculate the static structure factor S(q)
of the antibody solutions, as defined in Eq. 4, for all
simulated systems. These are reported in Figure 2 for
¢ = 20 mg/ml for selected combinations of parame-
ters and by varying @, AQ and Q. In each panel, the
legend reports the nominal values which, as explained
before, might slightly differ from the exact actual val-
ues. Furthermore, for simplicity, here we show the
results obtained from configurations in which all pos-
itive and negative charges have the same values on

different beads (same coloring in Figure 2); outcomes
obtained from combinations with randomized charges
on the beads and corresponding results for ¢ = 100
mg/ml are reported in the SI.

We immediately notice that for the investigated pa-
rameters the variation in S(0), related to the osmotic
compressibility of the suspension, is quite pronounced,
reaching up to a factor of 2, from =~ 0.4 to ~ 0.8. We
can also observe a few general trends. In particular, a
decrease in @ at constant AQ results in a higher S(0)
(Figure 2(a)), and the same effect can be observed
for an increase in AQ at a fixed @ (Figure 2(b)), re-
spectively. These findings stem from the balance be-
tween the total net charge, that contributes to the
overall repulsive interactions between antibodies, and
the difference between positive and negative charges,
that is responsible for the electrostatic contribution
to attraction. This, combined with its structural ar-
rangement — which consists of a predominantly repul-
sive layer (side B) and one in which there are nega-
tive charges (side A) — contributes to the formation
of an overall more “polarized” molecule, which en-
hances intermolecular attractions and ultimately leads
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FIG. 2. Varying parameters.

(Left) Tips ¢, middle m, tips and middle ¢m, and spread s representative charge

distributions on side A of the antibody model that vary depending on the position of the negative charges (red beads).
Side B is kept fixed in all cases and it is not shown in the Figure. The color coding refers to the charge Z assigned to
each bead. (Right) Static structure factor S(g) as a function of the scattering vector ¢ in units of ¢!, with ¢ the bead
size, for (a) varying the total charge @, (b) varying the charge difference AQ and (c) the charge distribution Q, keeping
fixed the other parameters, for ¢ = 20 mg/ml. Indicated in the legends is the nominal value of the parameters, while
the actual one may slightly change (see Results and Methods). As a reference, circles indicate the experimental S(q) for

¢ =20 mg/ml, taken from Ref. [41].

to an increase in S(0). While this effect is observed
for both positions Q; and Q,, of the negative charges,
it appears to be significantly more pronounced for Q;,
as shown in Figure 2(c), where the effect of a dif-
ferent charge distribution for fixed @ and AQ is re-
ported. The case that shows the lowest S(0) occurs
when charges are placed in the middle beads while the
one with the highest compressibility is the one with
charges spread on all the beads of side A. Once again,
this trend can be interpreted in terms of the molecules’
attractive capabilities, which are maximized with re-
spect to other antibodies when the negative beads are
distributed on one of the two layers — being side B
fully positive — and minimized when the charges are
placed at the center of the molecule, where the at-
tractive effect is screened by the outermost positive
beads.

This analysis highlights the intricate interdepen-
dence among the various parameters that govern the
electrostatic properties of these anisotropic molecules,
as well as the non-negligible changes in solution struc-
ture that result from even slight adjustments of the
charge parameters. Moreover, one must also account
for the possibility of assigning different charges to
beads within each antibody arm, rather than using
identical positive or negative charges of the same mag-

nitude as done so far for simplicity. This more real-
istic representation of the charge distribution arising
from the amino acids significantly increases the num-
ber of possible charge combinations attainable within
the antibody structure. At the same time, the re-
sulting charge pattern should be preserved across dif-
ferent concentrations, as it reflects an intrinsic prop-
erty of the antibody under fixed solution conditions.
The vastness of the parameter space, coupled with
these physical constraints, renders the problem ex-
ceedingly difficult to be addressed using traditional
trial-and-error simulations, in which charges on in-
dividual beads are adjusted arbitrarily by sequential
simulations. Rather, a more systematic and robust
methodology is required.

Machine Learning-assisted determination of the
charge features

In order to determine the charge distribution of the
coarse-grained model that best matches the experi-
mentally determined structure factors, we develop a
protocol that is based on a neural network (NN). The
key idea is to establish a mapping between the struc-
ture factor resulting from a given charge distribution



and the charge distribution itself. In this way, fol-
lowing an initial training phase, it is possible to in-
put an experimental structure factor and retrieve the
bead-wise charge configuration that best reproduces
the observed experimental data. The most important
advantage of this data-driven procedure is that inher-
ent relations and trends that are present between S(q)
and the charge of each bead ¢; are accounted auto-
matically in the machine learning model, avoiding to
“manually” detect correlations in a wide phase space.

We thus begin by discussing the setup for our pro-
tocol. The training dataset for the NN is based on a
number of static structure factors obtained from sim-
ulations. Given the number of parameters and the
treatment of bead charges and counter- and buffer
ions by means of explicit Coulomb interactions, the
number of simulations and the computational time
required would be extremely high for building a very
detailed and extensive dataset. For this reason, we
opt to rely on optimization cycles according to which
we successively provide improved datasets based on
the outcomes of the previous step. In this way, we
are allowed to provide a limited — yet still fully rep-
resentative — dataset with the aim to converge within
a few cycles to a solution that best represents the ex-
perimental outcomes. The implementation scheme is
reported in Figure 3. In the first stage, we build a
matrix S that contains in each of the Ng(4) x Ny el-
ements the value of the static structure factor S(g;)
at the specific scattering vector ¢;. Correspondingly,
we build a second Ng(,) X N matrix Q that con-
tains the charge distribution of the 18-bead model.
Hence, for S and Q, each row of the matrices is as-
sociated to a unique static structure factor or charge
distribution, respectively. Importantly, in the S ma-
trix, we concatenate in the same line the structure
factors for ¢ = 20 mg/ml and for ¢ = 100 mg/ml, as
shown in Figure 3(a). The construction of a single-
network with shared constraint across concentrations
has the role of assigning a unique charge distribution
to the static structure factors of both concentrations,
as per physical requirement discussed in the previous
section. Extensive details on the architecture of the
NN are provided in Methods.

Once the training phase is completed, we provide
as input the experimental structure factors of both
concentrations (Figure 3(b)), obtaining a number of
outputs that reflect the best possible combinations of
charges for side A and B (Figure 3(c)). For the former,
we expect the highest variability in the outcomes. At
this stage, we run the corresponding simulations and
measure the level of agreement with the target exper-
iments. Therefore, based on the physical electrostatic
features that provide (one of) the best agreements,
we enlarge the training dataset by running additional
simulations with a charge distribution that is closer
to the best outcome(s) (Figure 3(d)). This, together
with the previously formed dataset, determines the
new training data for the subsequent optimization cy-
cle. We now explore how this conceptually simple pro-
tocol can be used for the specific case of the antibody

under investigation.

To begin with, we prepare the first dataset mov-
ing from the simulation results discussed in the pre-
vious section. In fact, they include different charge
distributions for a range of charge values that are rea-
sonable for the antibody of interest. Additionally, in
order to introduce variability in the dataset, we ran-
domize the charge distribution within each antibody
while keeping the same @, AQ and @ introduced be-
fore (see Methods). The full initial training dataset
is reported in the SI. In this way, the total number of
structure factors used, that is Ng(,), is ~ 30. Individ-
ual S(g) that were found to be too distant from the
target (AS(0) 2 0.4) were manually removed. In Fig-
ure 4(a.l) we report representative structure factors
for both concentrations, with the aim of showing the
wide range of S(0) covered in this first data set. The
full set of S(q) arising from this dataset is reported in
the SI. In Figure 4(b.I), we report the mean squared
error (MSE) as compared to the experimental struc-
ture factors obtained by running simulations with few
of the best outcomes of the NN in the first optimiza-
tion cycle (see Methods). It is interesting to note that
these already show satisfactory agreement with exper-
iments at both concentrations, with a mean square er-
ror of O(1073). The snapshots of side A reported in
Figure 4(c.I) reveal that the candidates share remark-
ably common features. At first sight, we note that (i)
negative charges are placed at the tips of the antibody
while their central part is characterized by the pres-
ence of positively charged beads, being reminiscent
of a Q; charge distribution; we do not report side B
of the antibody since there are little or no deviations
compared to the initial guess. Looking at the specific
Q@ and AQ reported at the bottom of Figure 4(c),
it also appears that the balance between charge fea-
tures is such that candidates have (ii) a medium to low
overall charge, among the probed ones, that favors an
increase in S(¢) at low ¢, and (iii) a relatively low
difference between positive and negative charges that
tends to promote a lower S(0), typical of repulsive-
dominated interactions. It is also important to realize
that these candidates were obtained from a dataset
that did not include the exact features we then ob-
tained as output (see SI), underlying even more the
soundness of our approach and thus the possibility of
employing an initial dataset that only roughly resem-
ble the expected antibody features.

In order to verify whether this result can be further
refined, we enlarge the training dataset by consider-
ing ten additional pairs of structure factors, for each of
the two concentrations. We choose to create this ad-
ditional piece of training dataset by randomly varying
the sum of positive and negative charges as compared
to the best results by 2 (see also Methods). Since
the goal is to obtain the best agreement with experi-
mental data, this should direct the outcome even more
towards a result that is closer to real, while still having
the generality introduced with the first optimization
cycle. The strategy proves successful since, as shown
in Figure 4(a.II), the additional training dataset fully
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FIG. 3. Schematics of the optimization protocol. (a) The static structure factors S(g) for two concentrations
¢1 = 20 mg/ml and ¢z = 100 mg/ml obtained from a training dataset are concatenated into an array S. Each of the
rows of this array is linked to a unique charge distribution stored in another array Q. (b) The experimental target data
are arranged in an array Scpp with the same discrete scattering vectors ¢ as for S. (c) Based on the training of the
neural network performed in (a), and passing the experimental data from (b), several output charge distributions Qou¢
are obtained. The variability is mainly on side A of the antibody since the charge distribution of side B does not vary
much in the training dataset. (d) Based on the physical features that are extracted from the output distributions and
on the level of agreement with the target, (I) the initial training dataset can be enlarged including additional, closer-to-
the-target S(g)s, and the overall process repeated in a new cycle, thus creating updated S and Q arrays; otherwise, (II)

the protocol can be terminated.

includes the target, and the three best outcomes of
the second optimization cycle generate configurations
with an overall MSE that is lower than in the first cy-
cle (see Figure 4(b.IT)). The third additional training
dataset is then built in a similar way, by generating
additional configurations and running corresponding
simulations for variations of the sum of positive and
negative charges by +1 with respect to the best out-
come of the second optimization cycle, again yielding
even lower values of the MSE. We emphasize, however,
that the first cycle alone is sufficient to achieve quali-
tative agreement, thereby avoiding the need for large
number of simulations when fast scanning is desired.

In this way, we are able to create a final ranking
of the best antibody representation, including both
the configurations used as training dataset and the
outcomes of the different optimizations cycles. This
is reported in Figure 5(a,b) where we show the MSE
for the five best charge distributions and the corre-
sponding static structure factors for both concentra-
tions. Additional data for two other concentrations in
comparison with experiments are shown in the SI. Ul-

timately, it appears that the best configurations that
match experimental outcomes for both concentrations
analyzed have the following features: 22 < @ < 25,
31 < AQ < 32, Q = “tips”. The agreement is in
all cases remarkable with MSEs < 1073 and structure
factors showing only minimal deviations compared to
the target. By looking at the charge distributions re-
ported in Figure 5(c), we observe that the presence
of negative tips is indeed preserved in all cases. Fur-
thermore, it appears that having either a negatively
charged or a neutral bead on the upper extremities, as
well as varying the distribution of the positive charges
in the central part of the antibody, only marginally af-
fects the solution structure. Similarly, small variations
of the overall negative charge (—4 or —5) on side A
do not notably change the S(q).

An important aspect to underline relates to the
way the overall negative charge is distributed on the
antibody. In Figure 5(d), we report the S(q) for
cases with similar charge features to the ones that
match the experimental data, but where the negative
charge is concentrated in one of the three tip beads;
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FIG. 4. Optimization cycles. For each of the three optimization cycles (I, II, III), we show the relevant data for
(a) training phase, (b) output and (c) charge distribution candidates. In (a), we show the static structure factors S(q)
(grey lines) used in each cycle for the training dataset for (upper panels) ¢; = 20 mg/ml and (lower panels) for c2 = 100
mg/ml. Symbols are for the respective experimental data, taken from Ref. [41]. (b) The level of agreement of the output
with experimental data is then measured for several different configurations (three are shown) by means of the mean
squared error (MSE). (¢) The corresponding charge distributions for side A are displayed correspondingly while, for side
B, variations are minimal. For each charge distribution, the values of @ and AQ are also reported. Additional data are

shown in the SI.

we also show the effect of a more marked variation
of the best-matched parameters. The corresponding
snapshots and relevant features are shown in panel
(e). It is evident that negative charges concentrated
in a single point on an antibody with a net positive
overall charge create a strongly attractive patch
that originates strongly correlated structures, which
can be detected as a substantial increase in S(0).
Our protocol is therefore autonomously able to
distinguish between these cases and to establish that
the best representation of the charge distribution
on the antibody under investigation has negative
attractive sites evenly distributed on the tips of the
Y-shaped objects. We also note that these kinds
of charge distributions would not be easily guessed
from the electrostatic potential surfaces depicted in
Figure 1(b).

Thus far, our approach has relied on minimal
prior knowledge of the antibody’s characteristics to
generate an initial, plausible set, aimed at converg-
ing toward a coarse-grained model that faithfully
represents the structure factors of the experimental
antibody under investigation. While this strategy
provides a solid foundation, a deeper understanding of
which specific parameters most significantly influence
S(q) is essential for exerting meaningful control over
the system. To this end, we introduce the SHAP
(SHapley Additive exPlanations) algorithm [46, 47],
which enables us to quantify the individual contri-
butions of the various electrostatic parameters to
variations in S(gq). In essence, SHAP identifies the
features that drive the largest changes in the solution
structure, highlighting the parameters that should be
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FIG. 5. Best (and off) charge distributions. (a) Mean square error (MSE) and (b) static structure factors S(q) as a
function of the scattering vector g for antibody concentrations ¢ = 20 and 100 mg/ml, and (c) corresponding snapshots
for the best five charge distributions, both from specifically-created configurations used for the training datasets and from
output configurations of the NN. (d) Representative static structure factors S(g) as a function of the scattering vector ¢
for an antibody concentration ¢ = 20 mg/ml, and (e) corresponding snapshots for representative charge configurations

whose charge features have a non-satisfactory agreement with the experimental S(q).

experimental data, taken from Ref. [41].

prioritized when tuning solution properties. Some
of these features may overlap with those initially
used for sampling the parameter space, others that
we specifically add, either global or more local
properties, may emerge as relevant for understanding
the system’s behavior.

Therefore, based on our physical intuition, we cre-
ate a set of features that might be relevant for describ-
ing the charge state of the antibody. Among others,
we include the sum of positive and negative charges,
the dipole moment calculated from each charge dis-
tribution at its center of mass, and the product be-
tween charges in different beads of the antibody. The
complete list of features is provided in the SI. Then,
after having trained a machine learning model that
relates all the features to the corresponding structure
factor, we apply SHAP to the entire dataset we have
generated and obtain, for each of the features, the
corresponding “SHAP value” which basically quanti-
fies the contribution of each input feature. More de-
tails on the overall implementation of the algorithm
are reported in Methods. The extracted SHAP values
are reported in Figure 6 for the ten most important
features identified. The outcome of this analysis is
remarkable and reveals that the z-component of the
dipole moment of the antibody pu, is the most promi-
nent feature in determining a variation of the solution
structure. To provide a physical understanding of this
feature, we display the center of mass dipole moment

Symbols in (b) and (d) are for

of the antibody and the respective components for the
charge distribution associated with the lowest MSE
as an inset of Figure 6. We thus observe that the
x-component is the one associated to the charge dis-
tribution across the two layers of which the antibody
model is made. By looking at the z-component of the
dipole moment for all the antibodies selected as plau-
sible in Figure 5, we indeed observe that they always
have 2.5 < p./(e*o) < 3.0. In other words, it appears
that to have control on the static solution properties
of the antibody under investigation the choice of the
z-component of the dipole moment is crucial. We fur-
ther note that the sum of the negative charges @_ and
the sum of the charges of tips and middle beads Q¢y,,
also play a relevant role in determining S(g). These,
in fact, remain consistent features among our five best
representations of the antibody.

Prediction of additional solution properties

At last, after having established that a narrow set
of charge patterns reproduces the experimental S(q)
for different concentrations, and having identified the
key electrostatic descriptors controlling these trends,
we now test whether this optimized 18-bead coarse-
grained model is also capable of reproducing other
solution properties that are commonly measured ex-
perimentally. In particular, to establish a direct con-
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FIG. 6. Relevant physical features. Ten best physical
features of the antibodies that determine the biggest vari-
ations in the solution structure according to the SHAP al-
gorithm. In order of relevance: z-component of the dipole
moment p,, sum of the negative charges Q—, sum of the
middle and tips charges Qnm, total charge @), sum of the
charges located at the tips Q+, sum of the charges located
at side A of the antibody Qside A, sum of the charges lo-
cated at side B of the antibody Qside B, modulus of the
dipole moment |u|, sum of the charges of the central beads
at side A of the antibody Qcenter, y-component of the
dipole moment p,. The inset shows the antibody whose
charge distribution produces the lowest mean squared er-
ror among the best overall configurations together with
the vectors of the center-of-mass total dipole moment and
the respective z, y, z components.

nection between the microscopic interaction landscape
and the experimentally observed solution properties,
we combine simulation and experimental results with
analytical calculations from liquid-state theory. In
Methods, we describe the main concepts used here.

We start from the ensemble simulations with ex-
plicit ions, from which we extract the radial distribu-
tion functions of the antibodies’ center of mass g(r) up
to low concentrations such as ¢ = 5 mg/ml. We focus
on the charge distribution that give rise to the highest
agreement with experimental data, labeled as 1 in Fig-
ure 5. These radial distribution functions encode the
microscopic organization of the system and reflect the
balance between short-range attractive and excluded-
volume effects and long-range electrostatic repulsive
and attractive interactions. Exploiting the relation
between structure and protein-protein interactions, it
is possible to extract an orientation-averaged potential
of mean force U(r) at low concentrations through a
Boltzmann inversion (BI) method, which relies on the
“inversion” of the radial distribution function g(r) =
exp[—pU(r)]. We subsequently use U(r) as an in-
put to solve the Ornstein—Zernike equation within the
hybrid mean-spherical approximation (HMSA). The
comparison between the radial distribution function
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FIG. 7. Comparison to liquid-state theory predic-
tions. (a) Center-of-mass radial distribution function g(r)
as a function of the distance r as obtained from ensemble
simulations of the 18-bead model (symbols) and calculated
from the theory (lines) for different antibody concentra-
tions ¢. (b) Low-g¢ limit of the static structure factor S(0)
as a function of antibody concentration c as obtained from
the theory (line), static light scattering experiments (cir-
cles) and simulations (squares). (c) Apparent hydrody-
namic radius Rp qpp as a function of antibody concentra-
tion ¢ as obtained from the theory (line) and dynamic light
scattering experiments (circles). Light scattering data in
(b) and (c) are taken from Ref. [41].

extracted from simulations and the ones calculated
using HMSA is reported in Figure 7(a). It shows that
the theoretical treatment based on a potential of mean
force obtained from an ensemble simulation with the
optimized 18-bead structure at low concentration is
able to capture the correct antibody distribution in
solutions for the entire range of concentrations ana-
lyzed. Importantly, not only the position of the peaks



of the g(r) is correctly captured, but we also confirm
the quite unusual shape of g(r) at intermediate dis-
tances for low concentrations as an intrinsic feature of
the system.

We next translate the same interaction picture into
the quantities that are most directly compared against
experiments. From the HMSA solution we compute
the structure factor and, in particular, its low-¢ limit
S(0), which is directly related to the osmotic com-
pressibility. Figure 7(b) reports S(0) as a function of
concentration, comparing the theoretical prediction to
both simulation estimates and experimental data dis-
cussed previously. The agreement is remarkable at all
concentrations, especially in the dilute regime, where
S(0) is most sensitive to the net balance between re-
pulsion and any residual attraction encoded in the ef-
fective interaction. This shows that the potential of
mean force extracted from the explicit-ion simulations
carries the correct “integrated” strength and range of
interactions needed to reproduce the experimentally
observed compressibility without further adjustments.

Finally, we extend the comparison to dynamical ob-
servables, using the fact that the same pair correlation
functions that govern the thermodynamics also set the
strength of hydrodynamic coupling in solution. In this
way, following the procedure described in Methods, we
combine the large-scale hydrodynamic response H(0)
with S(0), to obtain the concentration dependence of
the hydrodynamic radius Rj, qpp measured with dy-
namic light scattering (DLS). This is shown in Fig-
ure 7(c) together with experimental values. Also in
this case, the model reproduces the measured concen-
tration dependence in the low-concentration regime,
indicating that the effective interaction extracted from
the explicit-ion simulations is not only consistent with
the static correlations but also captures the magnitude
of the acceleration of collective dynamics observed ex-
perimentally.

This “end-to-end” agreement is important because
it shows that the inferred interaction picture is not
merely a convenient parametrization of the solution
structure, but captures the underlying pair correla-
tions that control both thermodynamics, via S(0), and
collective dynamics, via H(0) and Rp qpp. As a re-
sult, the 18-bead framework provides a compact route
to connect molecular charge anisotropy to experimen-
tally accessible macroscopic properties, while retain-
ing an explicit representation of ions that is essential
when charge patchiness and ion—protein correlations
play a dominant role [41]. Importantly, this level of
coarse-graining does not come at the expense of accu-
racy. On the contrary, by comparing the same quanti-
ties obtained from a more resolved, amino acid model
in a recent work by some of us [41], it actually consti-
tutes a substantial improvement, due to the compu-
tational difficulties in obtaining a reliable potential of
mean force for such complex simulations. This is now
out-performed by the current coarse-grained models
where charge anisotropy has been successfully deci-
phered.

11
CONCLUSIONS

Our results demonstrate that correctly describing
the heterogeneous and anisotropic charge distribu-
tion of antibodies is crucial to understand and repro-
duce their collective behavior in solution. Even subtle
variations in charge parameters can produce marked
changes in the overall structure of the solution. By
first inspecting the amino acid charge distribution and
the associated electrostatic isopotential surfaces, we
obtained a clear physical intuition of how charges are
organized and how they might drive mesoscale inter-
actions. This guided the construction of a 18-bead
“baseline” coarse-grained model, for which an initial
guess of the coarse-grained charged distribution could
be drawn. In this way, the emergent properties cap-
tured by the model remain anchored to the realistic
structural characteristics of the protein under inves-
tigation. More generally, this approach underlines a
key design principle: analyzing the molecular charge
landscape a priori can provide valuable guidance for
constructing coarse-grained models of biomolecules
or heterogeneously charged colloids. Building on
this physically-informed baseline, we introduced a
machine-learning-assisted inverse-design strategy that
uses experimental structure factors at multiple con-
centrations as direct constraints to reconstruct ef-
fective charge distributions, circumventing the limi-
tations of a trial-and-error parametrization. Impor-
tantly, the optimization converges efficiently even with
relatively small training datasets, demonstrating that
physically-guided coarse-graining and data-driven re-
finement are complementary rather than competing
strategies. We emphasize that this strategy is broadly
applicable, ranging from highly anisotropic to nearly
spherical molecules, where shape may be simpler but
the charge landscape can still be markedly heteroge-
neous [33].

Crucially, the resulting coarse-grained description
is not limited to reproducing scattering signatures.
When combined with explicit-ion simulations and
liquid-state theory, it yields a coherent and quanti-
tatively consistent description of independent observ-
ables, including osmotic compressibility and hydrody-
namic response. This internal consistency shows that
the inferred interaction landscape captures the essen-
tial pair correlations governing both thermodynamics
and collective dynamics at different concentrations,
rather than merely fitting a single experimental quan-
tity. At the same time, the coarse-grained charge dis-
tributions we identify should be interpreted as effec-
tive representations. In fact, antibodies are not rigid
objects [48-50]; their three domains are connected by
a hinge region that allow substantial flexibility, imply-
ing that charge exposure is inherently dynamic, with
attractive patches being transiently screened or en-
hanced depending on molecular orientation and solu-
tion conditions. While the present framework already
captures the dominant electrostatic features control-
ling the solution structure, explicitly incorporating
conformational variability into future coarse-grained



descriptions — through semiflexible linkers, mixed con-
formational ensembles, or hybrid multiscale strategies
— could provide additional insights into how charge
heterogeneity and anisotropy couples to structural dy-
namics in concentrated solutions.

The colloidal framework adopted here proved to
be particularly powerful: antibodies were treated as
anisotropic charged colloids whose mesoscale prop-
erties can be directly traced back to their spatial
charge arrangement. This viewpoint also underscores
the parallels between protein solutions and classical
charged colloids, where patchy interactions dictate
thermodynamics and phase behavior [39, 51]. Besides,
our approach aligns with the growing innovative field
of inverse design in soft matter physics, where collec-
tive properties are engineered by tuning particle-level
interactions. Recent advances in colloidal science have
demonstrated the potential of this paradigm [52-61].
Here, we establish inverse design of charge patterns
as a predictive framework to connect experimental
scattering data to underlying amino acid-scale fea-
tures. Complementing this view, our SHAP-based fea-
ture attribution analysis reveals that the dipole mo-
ment emerges as an additional molecular-level descrip-
tor with significant influence on the solution struc-
ture. In this context, it is worth noting that machine-
learning approaches applied to antibodies have so far
been predominantly used to address single-molecule
problems, such as antigen—antibody recognition or
sequence-level optimization [62, 63]. Here, instead,
machine-learning is used to infer how molecular charge
distributions manifest at the level of collective behav-
ior in solution, by linking experimental scattering data
directly to effective intermolecular interactions and
ensemble-averaged properties. This perspective also
distinguishes our work from earlier studies that re-
lated antibody electrostatics to experimental measure-
ments [64—67], by uncovering the direct link between
molecular charge features and solution properties.

Finally, our findings have direct implications for
therapeutic formulation and developability assess-
ment. Most antibodies are required in concentrated
formulations for subcutaneous administration, where
intermolecular interactions strongly affect stability,
compressibility, and transport properties [25, 27, 68,
69]. In this context, our analysis provides a con-
crete, physically-grounded interpretation of how lo-
calized charge patterns, and particularly the presence
and placement of negative patches, shape effective in-
teractions and thereby control measurable solution be-
havior. For the present case, the results highlight that
negatively charged regions at the tips act as dominant
interaction motifs, and that their spatial distribution,
rather than net charge alone, can decisively alter the
collective response. At the same time, these regions
may be coupled to functional constraints such as anti-
gen recognition, raising the broader design challenge
of preserving activity while avoiding charge localiza-
tion that promotes undesirable intermolecular associ-
ation. By framing the problem in terms of effective in-
teractions constrained by scattering and validated by
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thermodynamic and hydrodynamic observables, our
approach provides a rational basis for navigating this
trade-off. More broadly, this framework lays the basis
for the next generation of formulation-relevant mod-
eling strategies. In future developments, validated in-
teraction landscapes could serve as a starting point for
increasingly refined coarse-grained descriptions capa-
ble of addressing collective slowdowns and rheologi-
cal trends at high concentrations. Such extensions
may ultimately contribute to a more predictive un-
derstanding of viscosity increases, which remains one
of the main practical bottlenecks for injectable anti-
body formulations [70].

In summary, this work provides a generalizable
pathway linking molecular charge anisotropy to col-
lective solution properties. By combining colloidal
coarse-graining, explicit electrostatics, liquid-state
theory, and machine learning optimization, we es-
tablish a versatile framework that advances funda-
mental understanding of electrostatics in complex
biomolecules and offers a predictive tool for control-
ling the behavior of heterogeneously charged soft mat-
ter.

METHODS

Materials. We use the monoclonal antibody Cetuximab, or
Erbitux, a recombinant chimeric human/mouse IgG1l mono-
clonal antibody that binds to the epidermal growth factor re-
ceptor, as a model system for an antibody with heterogeneous
charge distribution. A detailed experimental characterization
of its solution properties has recently been reported [41]. The
amino acid sequence for both the light and heavy chains of Ce-
tuximab are reported in the IMGT database (www.imgt.org)
and the drug bank (www.drugbank.ca), and its primary se-
quence has also been reported by Dubois et al. [71]. The crys-
tal structure of the antigen binding fragment (Fab) has been
reported by Li et al. [72] and is referenced in the RCSB Protein
Data Bank. The atomistic structure of the antibody was built
by homology modeling using the Molecular Operating Environ-
ment (MOE) software (Chemical Computing Group, Inc.).
Experimental characterization. We use previously re-
ported experimental results for this antibody [41]. There, ex-
perimental measurements were made using antibody solutions
in a low ionic strength buffer (10 mM L-histidine at pH = 6.0)
at an ionic strength of 7 mM. Static and dynamic light scatter-
ing were used to determine the osmotic compressibility or the
low-g limit of the static structure factor S(0) and the apparent
hydrodynamic radius Rj, 4pp as a function of the concentration
c. Small-angle X-ray scattering was used to determine the static
structure factor S(q). For details of the sample preparation and
the experiments, see Ref. [41].

Electrostatic isopotential surface. The charge distribu-
tion of the antibody under investigation is better visualized
by means of the so-called electrostatic isopotential surfaces.
From the amino acid representation of the antibody obtained
in Ref. [41] these are calculated by using the Adaptive Poisson-
Boltzmann Solver (APBS) [73] embedded in the Visual Molecular
Dynamics (VMD) software [74].

Antibody coarse-grained model. For modeling the an-
tibody, we build on the model introduced by some of us in
Ref. [22], where a 9-bead model inspired by anisotropic col-
loids was employed for a different antibody. For the present
antibody, we increase the number of beads due to its complex
charge distribution. We thus resort to a 18-bead model with
two structurally identical 9-bead layers, as the previous one,
placed in contact on top of each other (see Fig. 1(c)). Each



bead has the same diameter o, the unit of length in simula-
tions, and a unit mass m. The layers thus consist of 9-beads
each (labeled as A and B sides, see Fig. 1), each arranged in
a Y-shaped molecule whose beads form angles of 150° and 60°
with the others. Importantly, the geometry of each antibody is
fixed and they are treated as rigid bodies.

Interaction potentials for the coarse-grained model.
Each bead of the antibody coarse-grained model is assigned
a charge §;; ¢, j beads interact with each other via the Coulomb
potential

o
Veooul(ri) = ::gi” € (1)
where is r;; is the distance between the beads, e* =
(47reoeroe)1/2 is the reduced charge unit with €9 and €, the vac-
uum and relative dielectric constants, and € the energy unit. For
an efficient treatment of the long-range nature of the electro-
static interactions we employ the particle-particle particle-mesh
(PPPM) solver [75]. We then account for excluded volume and
van der Waals interactions by using a modified Lennard-Jones
(mLJ) potential

96 6
, c (L) - (L) } if ry; < 3.50
VinLa(rij) = 7 { Tid Tij *
0 otherwise,

with v = 1.28¢ and C = 0.1 an adjustable prefactor.
Simulation details and parameters. We run equilibrium
molecular dynamics simulations in the NVT ensemble, fixing
the number of antibodies N = 100. Simulations are per-
formed in a cubic box with periodic boundary conditions in
the three dimensions. The volume is adjusted to reproduce
different values of the experimental antibody concentration
20 < ¢/(mgml~1!) < 200, as detailed in Ref. [23]. For all con-
centrations analyzed, we use o = 2.55 nm.

The system is ensured to be charge neutral by adding a con-
gruent number of positive and negative monovalent counterions
(¢ = £1), which also interact via Vg To account for their
excluded volume, we use a simple Weeks-Chandler-Anderson
(WCA) potential,
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(3)
with ojon, = 0.1, as in a previous work by some of us [22].
In the simulations, we also consider the ions coming from the
buffer with a concentration ¢, pyffer = 7 mM. To this aim, we
determine the number of particles to be added in the simulation
box by calculating the molar concentration of the antibodies
Cm,mAb in solution, considering the antibody molecular weight
M, = 152000 g/mol. The number of buffer ions to be added

is thus determined as Ny f fer = QNCTC”’E'%, half of which is

assigned a +1 charge and the other half a —1 charge.

We set the reduced temperature T* = kgT'/e = 1.0, with kp
the Boltzmann constant and T' the temperature by means of a
Langevin thermostat. Equilibration runs are carried out for at
least 1 x 1065t, with 6t = 0.0027 and 7 = \/mo2/e the unit of
time. A subsequent production run is carried out for at least
2 x 1076t. Coarse-grained molecular dynamics simulations are
run with LAMMPS [76].

Measured quantities. We calculate the static structure fac-
tors as

11 18N 2 18N 2
S(q) = P(g) 18N <<Z; sinqri> + (; Cosqri> > (4)

with the sums running over all 18 N beads of the system, P(q)
the form factor of a single 18-bead antibody model, q the scat-
tering vectors, r; is the positions of the i-th bead, and (---)
indicating an average over different configurations of the sys-
tem and over different orientations of the scattering vectors q.

The dipole moment of each antibody is calculated in magni-

tude as
18
n= Z qiTi- (5)
i=1
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As detailed in the text, the dipole vector is consistently calcu-
lated using a fixed orientation of the antibody: the zy plane lies
between the two layers of the antibody, the zz plane separates
the two upper arms of the Y-shaped structure, and the z-axis
is aligned with the direction defined by the lower arm.

For quantifying the agreement between the static struc-
ture factors obtained from simulations and the experimental
ones, during the optimization cycles, we make use of the mean
squared error (MSE). This is defined as

1
MSE = —|S — Sexp|?, (6)
Nq

where Sexp is defined as the vector obtained by concatenating
the experimental S(g) at ¢ = 20 and ¢ = 100 mg/ml, while S is
the corresponding vector from simulations and N, denotes the
total number of ¢ scattering vectors considered.

Preparation of the training datasets. The training
datasets consist of a series of static structure factors S(gq) ob-
tained by running molecular dynamics simulations of ensembles
of antibodies each with a different combination of charges. In
particular, we choose to vary the overall total charge @Q, the dif-
ference between the sum of positive and negative charges AQ,
and the positioning of the negative charges on the structure of
the antibody Q giving rise to tips, middle, tips and middle, and
spread configurations, as described in the main text. The choice
of the explored range of @ and AQ is based on a rough over-
lap between the amino acid representation of the antibody and
the coarse-grained model, which allowed us to perform a map-
ping of the charges from the finer to the more coarse-grained
representation, as previously done in Ref. [22]. Based on this
first initial guess and knowing that the total charge extracted
from amino-acid simulations was found to be =~ 424, we pick
Q = 20,24,28 and AQ = 30, 35,40. We recall that the values of
charges are given in units of e*, as discussed above. The over-
lap between configurations also provided a first initial guess for
side B of the antibody, whose beads are all positively charged
or neutral.

We automate the assignment of the charges on each bead
by means of a simple algorithm. For a given set of parameters,
negative charges are assigned based on the specific charge distri-
bution Q. All remaining beads are required to be non-negative.
We note that this affects only side A. The total amount of
negative charges is then determined by satisfying at best the
predetermined conditions of @ and AQ. In case both condi-
tions cannot be met simultaneously, one of the two is relaxed.
We also allow for a variation in the positive or neutral charges
initially assigned by £2 units of charge. Since in the initial
overlap between differently coarse-grained configurations none
of the charges is found to have a higher absolute value than
6, we also impose that none of the bead can retain a charge
higher than this value. Subsequently, for including additional
variability in the dataset, we randomize the charges on side A
by still requiring that the sum of positive and negative charges
is kept fixed, and by leaving the positioning of the negative
charges unchanged as compared to the initially set distribution
Q. The complete initially-created dataset is reported in the
SI. Importantly, this strategy allows for the systematic and ef-
ficient generation of charge distributions that comprehensively
cover the selected parameter space. Although this training set
remains inherently limited and does not resolve the charge pa-
rameters at a very fine scale, its ability to produce satisfactory
outcomes even in the first round of optimization (see main text)
indicates that similarly sized sets, differing slightly in parameter
assignments, are likely to yield comparable performance.

The charge distributions used for enlarging the training
dataset at the second and third optimization cycles are instead
obtained on the basis of the main physical features extracted as
outcome of the first and second optimization cycle, respectively.
While in both cases we use charge distributions with negative
charges at the tips of the antibodies (Q¢), in the former we al-
low for a variation of the sum of positive and negative charges
by +2 and in the latter by +1 as compared to the best outcome
in the previous respective cycles. The resulting total charge is
additionally spread randomly over the beads, always without



varying the position of the negative charges and not allowing
beads with absolute value of the charge higher than 6.
Neural Network architecture. To unveil the charge dis-
tribution that generates the experimental structure factor at
different concentrations, we employ supervised machine learn-
ing techniques. In particular, we build a (deep) neural network
(DNN, or just NN) that learns the charge distribution from the
low-g region of the structure factor S(g), obtained from molec-
ular dynamics simulations.

The input dataset consists of a set of discretized S(g) cor-
responding to various charge distributions at the two concen-
trations, ¢1 = 20 and c2 = 100 mg/ml. First, we spline the
S(g) for both concentrations and build the input vector S for
each distribution 4. Each entry S; ; is constructed by evaluat-
ing the splines at regular intervals of Aq = 0.070~! starting
from go = 0.2 up to gqo = 1.3. The first 17 entries correspond
to the S(g) at ¢ = 20 mg/ml, followed by the values for ¢ = 100
mg/ml. The output vector Q contains the respective charge
distribution of the two-layer antibody, where each entry j of
Q;,; corresponds to the charge at a fixed bead position.

Given the limited amount of training data, and with the aim
of constructing a framework that is capable of predicting the
charge distribution from the experimental data, we use a NN
architecture with three hidden layers, each employing the ReLU
activation function [77]. The first two have 64 neurons each,
followed by the third layer with 36 neurons. The input layer
receives a 34-dimensional vector, while the output gives a vector
with dimension 18 representing the charge of each monomer. To
reduce the risk of overfitting and to ensure faster convergence,
we incorporate batch normalization [78] and dropout in each
layer. The first standardizes the input of each layer to have
zero mean and a standard deviation of 1. The latter randomly
sets a fraction p of the neurons to zero during the training. In
our case we fix p = 0.2.

The NN is trained by minimizing a loss function £ using
Adam optimization [79], with a learning rate of 0.001 and
weight decay of 1 x 10~%. From the amino acid simulations,
the total charge @ is known to roughly lie between 20 and 28.
Therefore, we build a loss function £ that penalizes configura-
tions with a total charge outside this range,

1 M

£=—5"1Q; — Q¢"*|*+ (max(0,20 — Q**)? + max(0, QJ"* — 28)?) ,

M

=1

)
where M is the total number of samples in the training data
set, A = 5 is the total charge penalty, and Q¢ = > Q;?]?‘t is
the predicted total charge for sample ¢. The NN is trained for
at least 2 x 10* epochs.
SHAP algorithm. To understand the most relevant features
that contribute to the low-g behavior of S(q), we employ an
explainable machine learning approach named SHAP (SHapley
Additive exPlanations) [46, 47], which uses Shapley values from
cooperative game theory [80]. The main goal of this approach
is to quantify the average marginal contribution of each feature
to a prediction from a machine learning model.

To do so, we construct a dataset using the S(q) and the
features that characterize the charge distribution of the data
from molecular simulations. Specifically, we use an input vector
F; that includes the total charge Qtot, the sum of all positive
charges @4, the sum of negative charges Q—, their difference
AQ = Q4+ — Q—, as well as the sum of the charges located at
the tips Qt, middle Qm, center Q¢, the three components of
the dipole moment (pz, fiy, 4z ), its magnitude p, and a set of 9
charge-products that encode neighboring charge combinations
for distribution i. The output vector S; corresponds to the
discretized S(q) at a specific concentration.

We then train a separate Random Forest Regressor
(RFR) [81] for each g-value of the S(g). An RFR is a machine
learning model that combines the predictions of a number of de-
cision trees, each trained on a random subset of the data. Each
tree recursively splits the data into smaller subsets based on
conditional rules until a maximum tree depth is reached. The
final prediction is obtained by averaging the outputs of all the
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trees, which improves accuracy and reduces overfitting. Here,
we use 100 trees per forest, each with a maximum depth of 10.
After training the RFR, we apply the SHAP algorithm [47] to
compute the Shapley values per ¢ in the S(q). We then av-
erage the values across all g-points and rank the features by
their overall contribution, identifying those that most strongly
influence the shape of the structure factor.

Calculation of pair distribution functions, osmotic com-
pressibility and apparent hydrodynamic radii. We use
liquid state theory to calculate the pair distribution function
g(r) and the osmotic compressibility or S(0) as a function of
concentration for the given potential of mean force obtained
from the low concentration ensemble simulation [82-84]. The
starting point is the link between the orientationally-averaged
static structure factor and the pair distribution function g(r)
given by,

sin gr

oo
S(g) = 1+ dp / 2 [g(r) — 1] 2L g ®)
0
where g(r) is calculated using a method based on the Ornstein-
Zernike relation and the hybridized-mean spherical approxi-
mation (HMSA) closure relation first proposed by Zerah and
Hansen [85].

The apparent hydrodynamic radius Ry app is calculated us-
ing the relationship between the short time collective diffusion
coefficient D%(q) and the ideal diffusion coefficient Do in the
absence of interactions, given by [83, 86]

‘ H(q)
Di(q) = D

H) = Dog s ®
where H(q) is the hydrodynamic function that describes the
effects of hydrodynamic interactions. S(q) is calculated us-
ing HMSA as described above. For the calculation of H(q)
we assume pairwise additive hydrodynamic interactions, which
should be accurate up to volume fractions of around ¢ < 0.05.
For our antibodies this roughly corresponds to ¢ < 25 mg/ml.
We can thus write [87]

H(g) = 1+ 6mpRy /O T Hg(r) — DF(grydr . (10)

where F(gr) is given by
singr  cosqr  singr
F(qr) = + - . (11)
ar () (qr)?
For small particles such as proteins, the measured diffusion
coefficient corresponds to the so-called gradient diffusion coef-
ficient given by

H(0)
5(0)

where H(0) is related to the sedimentation velocity [86]. This
results in

D, = lim D5(q) = Do (12)
q—0

5(0)
H(0)

Rh,app = Rh,O (13)

where Ry, o is the hydrodynamic radius of the antibodies in the
absence of interactions, i.e., at infinite dilution.
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I. NUMBERING COARSE-GRAINED MODEL

Side A Side B

FIG. S1. Numbering of the coarse-grained model. Numbering of the coarse-grained 18-bead model for antibodies
employed in this work for side A and B of the antibody as defined in the main text.
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II. EFFECT ON VARYING PARAMETERS ON CHARGES
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FIG. S2. Varying parameters. Static structure factor S(g) as a function of the wavevectors ¢ for (a) varying the total
charge @, (b) varying the charge difference AQ and (c) the charge distribution Q, keeping fixed the other parameters,
for ¢ = 100 mg/ml. Indicated in the legends is the nominal value of the parameters, while the actual one may slightly
change (see Results and Methods). As a reference, circles indicate the experimental S(g) for ¢ = 100 mg/ml.
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FIG. S3. Static properties of the initial training dataset. Static structure factors S(q) for different combinations

of parameters used as training dataset of the neural network in the first optimization cycle.
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FIG. S4. Additional features for the initial training dataset. Distribution of (a) total charge, (b) sum of the
negative charges, and (c¢) mean squared error (MSE) for the antibody configurations used as dataset for the training in
the first optimization cycle.
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IV. COMPLETE LIST OF MSE FOR EACH OPTIMIZATION CYCLE

optimization ranking charges for each bead MSE

cycle 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18|c =20 mg/ml|c = 100 mg/ml| Mean
1 |41 +1 +3 +1 +1 +0 +2 +4 +1 +1 +4 45 +0 +1 +1 -1 -2 -2 0.0024 0.0005 0.0014

I 2 [4+1 41 43 41 41 40 42 +4 +1 +1 42 44 +1 +2 +4 -1 -2 -1 0.0012 0.0028 0.0019
3 |+l 41 43 41 +1 +0 +2 +4 +1 +1 +1 +4 +1 42 +5 -1 -1 -1 0.0017 0.0029 0.0023

1|41 41 +3 +1 +1 40 +2 +4 +1 +3 +1 42 +2 +1 +4 -2 +0 -3 0.0011 0.0004 0.0008

I 2 |+l +1 43 41 +1 +0 +2 +4 +1 +1 +1 +2 +2 +3 +3 +0 -1 -2 0.0013 0.0030 0.0022
3 |+l +1 43 +1 +1 +0 +2 +4 +1 +2 +1 +2 +3 +1 +5 -1 +0 -2 0.0016 0.0031 0.0023

1 |41 +1 +3 +1 +1 +0 +2 +4 +1 +2 +2 +1 +3 +1 +4 -1 +0 -3 0.0006 0.0009 0.00076

111 2 [+1 +1 43 +1 +1 +0 +2 +4 +1 +3 +1 +2 +2 +1 +4 -1 +0 -3 0.0007 0.0008 0.00077
3 |+1 41 43 41 +1 +0 42 +4 +1 +2 +1 +2 +3 +1 +5 -1 +0 -3 0.0006 0.0010 0.00082

TABLE S2. Output details of the optimization process. Mean squared error (MSE) for the outputs of the neural
network for ¢ = 20 mg/ml and ¢ = 100 mg/ml. These are reported in order from the lowest to the highest optimization
cycle with the complete list of charges for each bead, from Al to B18, according to the classification given in Figure S1.

V. STATIC STRUCTURE FACTORS FOR THE BEST COMBINATIONS OVERALL
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FIG. S5. Best combinations overall. Static structure factors for the five configurations identified as ”best overall”
in the main text for different concentrations ¢ = 20, 50, 100, 150, 200 mg/ml, as compared to experiments. Experimental
data for ¢ = 200 mg/ml are not available.



VI. COMPLETE LIST OF FEATURES USED FOR THE SHAP ALGORITHM

Ranking |Feature name| Feature details [SHAP value
1 e S8 Giras 0.0087
2 Q- 3,3 <0 0.0083
3 Qim Qi +Qm 0.0041
4 Q S di 0.0031
5 Q: G16 + 17 + qas | 0.0030
6 Qside A S L 0.0029
7 Qside B S8 d 0.0023
8 |l V2 + g+ pZ| 0.0020
9 Qcenter Gio + q11 + G12 0.0019
10 Ly SR Girys 0.0018
11 prod5 Gis X Gis 0.00078
12 e S G | 0.00075
13 prod6 Gz X Gie 0.00066
14 prodl Gia X Gu7 0.00058
15 prod4 G2 X Gis 0.00056
16 AQ Q+ — Q- 0.00052
17 Qm q13 + Gra + G1s | 0.00051
18 prod8 qi0 X G11 0.00047
19 prod2 q11 X G1a 0.00045
20 prod7 dio X Gia 0.00045
21 prod3 11 X q12 0.00042
22 prod9 10 X q11 0.00040
23 Q+ 3,4 >0 0.00029

21

TABLE S3. SHAP features Features used as input for the SHAP algorithm as described in Methods and respective
SHAP value. These are given in order from the most to the least important in determining the static structure factors

of the antibodies.
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