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Abstract: Viral genomic RNA is packaged into virions with high specificity and selectivity. However,
in vitro the Gag specificity towards viral RNA is obscured when measured in buffers containing
physiological salt. Interestingly, when the binding is challenged by increased salt concentration,
the addition of competing RNAs, or introducing mutations to Gag protein, the specificity towards
viral RNA becomes detectable. The objective of this work was to examine the contributions of the
individual HIV-1 Gag polyprotein domains to nonspecific and specific RNA binding and stability of
the initial protein-RNA complexes. Using a panel of Gag proteins with mutations disabling different
Gag-Gag or Gag-RNA interfaces, we investigated the distinct contributions of individual domains
which distinguish the binding to viral and nonviral RNA by measuring the binding of the proteins to
RNAs. We measured the binding affinity in near-physiological salt concentration, and then challenged
the binding by increasing the ionic strength to suppress the electrostatic interactions and reveal
the contribution of specific Gag–RNA and Gag–Gag interactions. Surprisingly, we observed that
Gag dimerization and the highly basic region in the matrix domain contribute significantly to the
specificity of viral RNA binding.
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1. Introduction

The retroviral genomic RNA typically represents less than 1% of the total RNA in the infected
cell but it is specifically packaged into new virions. The region of the viral RNA responsible for
directed packaging into newly formed particles is called the packaging signal (Ψ). In HIV-1 it is an
~80 to 150 nucleotide segment located within the 5′ UTR of the viral genome [1,2]. In the absence of
Ψ-containing RNA, virtually any cytoplasmic mRNA can be packaged into the virus particle in vivo [3].
In vitro, as far as is known, any nucleic acid > ~30 bases long can support assembly [4]. However,
when Ψ-containing RNA is present in the cell, it is preferentially packaged with high specificity (in cell
culture >90% of the virus particles contain viral RNA) [5].

The main partner for the viral RNA in the packaging process is the retroviral protein Gag.
HIV-1 Gag is a ~55 kDa polyprotein composed of several independently folded domains connected by
flexible linkers. From the N- to C-terminus these domains are matrix (MA), capsid (CA), spacer peptide
1 (SP1), nucleocapsid (NC), spacer peptide 2 (SP2), and p6 [6]. The main Gag domain responsible for
RNA binding is NC, which has two zinc fingers and positively charged amino acids near its N-terminus
and between the fingers. Although the main role of the MA domain is targeting of Gag polyprotein to
the plasma membrane and the interaction with cellular membranes (reviewed in [7]), it also contributes
to RNA binding through its highly basic region (HBR), a patch of basic residues spanning amino acids
15 to 32 of MA [8–10].
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In vitro Gag-RNA binding experiments showed that in physiological salt concentrations,
the affinity of Gag for Ψ and non-Ψ RNA is comparable. However, when binding is measured
under conditions of higher salt concentrations which suppress nonspecific electrostatic interactions,
preferential binding to Ψ RNA is revealed [11,12]. It has also been shown that mutations in MA, CA,
and NC domains attenuate the Gag binding to Ψ RNA [11].

A previous SHAPE structure-probing analysis of the HIV-1 5′ UTR revealed that the main NC
interaction domain within Ψ consists of seven short stretches containing unpaired guanosines that are
recognized by the NC zinc fingers [13]. It has been shown that mutating these unpaired guanosines
interfered with the packaging of the RNA in virus-producing cells [14] and led to the less efficient
assembly of the viral particles in vitro [15].

However, the nature of the difference between Gag’s interaction with Ψ RNAs and non-Ψ RNAs
is still unclear. Especially, how is it possible that the viral RNA is packaged into the newly formed
virus almost exclusively? We have reported that Gag protein assembles much more efficiently upon
interaction with the viral genomic RNA [15] than with control RNAs, and suggested that this is the
explanation for selective packaging of genomic RNA in vivo, where it is surrounded by a great excess
of other RNAs [1]. The mechanism of this selective packaging is still not well understood.

In this work, we analyzed which Gag domains and multimerization interfaces are important
for binding to Ψ RNA and non-Ψ RNA. These experiments relied on microscale thermophoresis
(MST) [16,17], which, up to now, has not been widely applied in this area. MST is a solution-state
technique that follows the movement of fluorescent molecules under microscopic thermal gradients.
Since the mobility is influenced by size, charge, and hydration shell of binding partners, it offers a
very sensitive method to monitor binding reactions [16,17]. We present the binding data from MST
measurement of nine selected Gag protein mutants with mutations in MA, CA, or NC disabling
different Gag–Gag or Gag–RNA interaction interfaces, and we compare them with the binding of
wild-type (WT) ∆p6 Gag. It should be noted that the “Gag” protein used in these experiments differs
in two ways from the authentic Gag protein expressed in infected mammalian cells. First, it does not
have the fatty-acid myristoyl modification at its extreme N-terminus, and second, it does not contain
the p6 domain. We cannot exclude the possibility that p6 plays a role in interactions with RNA, as has
been suggested recently [18,19].

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. RNA Constructs and Preparation

RNAs were produced by in vitro transcription of linearized plasmids containing the T7 promoter,
as previously described [11]. Ψ RNA is 400 nucleotides long, constructed from HIV-1 (strain NL4-3)
5′UTR (nucleotides 201 to 600). We used the reverse complement of this RNA as a non-Ψ, control
RNA. The RNAs were Cy5-labeled by ligating pCp-Cy5 (Jena Bioscience GmbH, Jena, Germany) to the
3′-end of the RNA with T4 RNA ligase (New England Biolabs, Ipswich, MA, USA) [20]. Prior to the
measurements both RNAs were incubated to permit dimerization, as previously described [11,21] and
diluted with measuring buffer so that the final RNA concentration in each sample was 5 nM. Under
these conditions, Ψ RNA forms dimers while the reverse complement RNA does not, as determined by
native agarose gel electrophoresis. The proteins and RNA were mixed and incubated overnight at 4 ◦C
prior to the measurements.

2.2. Gag Protein Mutants

All the proteins were non-myristoylated and derived from WT ∆p6 Gag (isolate BH10), expressed
without any affinity tags in BL21(De3)pLysS E. coli and purified following a previously published
protocol [22], followed by an additional size exclusion chromatography purification step with Superose
12 10/300GL (GE Healthcare Life Sciences, Marlborough, MA, USA) and ion-exchange chromatography
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with a Bio-Scale Mini Macro-Prep High S (Bio-Rad Laboratories, Hercules, CA, USA). We estimate,
based on SDS-PAGE and Coomassie blue staining, that each protein preparation was at least 85% pure.

8N Gag [23] has eight basic residues (R15, K18, R20, R22, K26, K27, K28, and K30) in the N-terminal
region of the MA domain replaced with asparagines. HBR switch Gag has arginine residues (15, 20,
and 22) mutated to lysines and lysines (18, 26, 27, 28, and 30) mutated to arginines. ∆MA Gag [24] is
lacking amino acids 16 to 99 in the MA domain.

WM Gag [25] has tryptophan W316 and methionine M317 replaced by alanine, preventing Gag
dimerization in solution [25]. ∆1 SP1 Gag has 1 amino acid deletion (∆A364) at the very N-terminus of
SP1, preventing the formation of the six-helix bundle, a significant interaction interface of the hexamers
in the viral lattice [26,27].

SSHC Gag [11] has the first two cysteines in each NC zinc finger (C392, C395, C413, and C416)
replaced by serines, destroying the protein’s ability to coordinate zinc ions. NC 4A Gag (also known as
310 Gag [11]) has basic amino acid residues R406, R409, K410, and K411 between the two zinc fingers
in the NC domain mutated to alanines. FW Gag [28] has residues F393 and W414 in the NC domain
mutated to alanines. These two aromatic residues have been shown to make hydrophobic contacts and
hydrogen bonding with RNA [29]. NC 10A Gag has 10 basic amino acids in the NC domain (residues
K391, K397, R403, R406, R409, K410, K411, K415, K418, and K424) replaced by alanines, neutralizing
the protein charge and weakening the electrostatic RNA binding.

2.3. Thermophoresis Measurements

Thermophoresis [16] measurements were performed in premium coated capillaries on a Monolith
NT.115 instrument (Nanotemper Technologies GmbH, Munich, Germany). Samples were incubated
20 min at 22 ◦C after loading into measuring capillaries. All experimental measurements were
performed with temperature control set to 22 ◦C. Infrared laser power was 20% for all measurements.
At least 3 experimental replicates were performed in all cases. Measuring buffer composition was
100 mM or 300 mM NaCl, 30 mM phosphate (pH 7.5), 0.05% Tween20, 0.1 mM phenylmethylsulfonyl
fluoride (PMSF), and 1 mM β-mercaptoethanol (βME).

2.4. Fitting the Experimental Data and Statistics

All fitting of experimental data was performed using R (version 3.6.1) with installed mixtox
package and binding equation:

F = Fmin + (Fmax − Fmin)/(1 + (EC50/conc)hill), (1)

where Fmin is unbound response, Fmax is bound response, hill is Hill coefficient, and conc is concentration
of the protein.

The statistical significance of the differences between proteins binding to Ψ and to reverse
complement RNAs was evaluated using two-tailed t-test with significance level 0.05. In 100 mM
NaCl, the differences in binding were not statistically significant. In 300 mM NaCl, the differences
in binding of 8N, HBR switch, and WM Gag were not significant. Proteins for which EC50 values
could only be estimated, i.e., FW, NC 4A, NC 10A, and SSHC Gag were not evaluated for statistical
significance. The differences in binding of WT, ∆MA, and ∆1 SP1 Gag in 300 mM NaCl were significant
with p < 0.05.
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3. Results

Out of the six domains that comprise full-length Gag polyprotein, four of them are directly
involved in Gag–Gag and/or Gag–RNA interactions during the virus particle assembly. They are MA,
CA, SP1, and NC domains (reviewed in [30]). The NC domain is responsible mainly for RNA binding
and RNA chaperone activity; the CA domain for Gag assembly; the SP1 linker forms a six-helix bundle
that stabilizes the immature viral lattice; and the MA domain is responsible for membrane binding,
Gag targeting to the plasma membrane, and Env incorporation. It has become clear in recent years that
in addition to these activities, MA can also bind RNAs [8,31].

To address the question of which parts of the Gag polyprotein are important for selective packaging
of viral RNA we prepared nine mutants of Gag that impair different regions known to participate
in Gag–RNA or Gag–Gag interactions. The mutations can be divided into three groups. The first
group has mutations in the MA domain. It is either a large deletion in MA (∆MA Gag) or mutations
altering the HBR of MA (8N Gag and HBR switch Gag). The second group contains mutants that have
impaired the ability to form Gag dimers (WM Gag) or the six-helix bindle (∆1 SP1 Gag). The last group
has mutations in the NC domain affecting the zinc fingers (SSHC Gag), the charge of the NC domain
(NC 4A Gag and NC 10A Gag), or the aromatic residues that contribute to RNA binding (FW Gag).

The binding of the proteins to Ψ and reverse complement RNA was then tested in buffers containing
near-physiological salt (100 mM NaCl) and at a higher salt concentration (300 mM); the resulting
curves are shown in Figure 1. Then, the midpoints of the binding curves (“EC50′s”) were extracted
and are shown in Figure 2 (100 mM NaCl) and Figure 3 (300 mM NaCl). The findings in 100 mM
NaCl confirmed previous findings [11,12] that under such conditions the binding affinities of WT Gag
to Ψ and reverse complement RNAs are comparable (Figures 1 and 2). Different EC50 values were
obtained with those mutants that affect the overall charge of the Gag polyprotein. Specifically, 8N Gag
and NC10A Gag showed reduced binding to both Ψ and control RNAs. This result confirms that in
near-physiological salt concentrations the main driving force of the Gag-RNA binding is nonspecific
electrostatic interactions [11,12].
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multimerization mutants, (C) and (F) nucleocapsid mutants. The p6 domain is not present in any of 

these proteins. 

Figure 1. Binding curves of individual proteins. Panels (A–C) are binding curves obtained in buffer
containing 100 mM NaCl; panels (D–F) are binding curves obtained in buffer containing 300 mM NaCl.
Dashed vertical lines represent EC50 values of WT Gag with Ψ (dark blue) and reverse complement
(light blue) RNAs. (A,D) WT and matrix mutants, (B,E) multimerization mutants, (C,F) nucleocapsid
mutants. The p6 domain is not present in any of these proteins.
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Figure 2. The affinity of WT Gag ∆p6 and mutants for Ψ and reverse complement RNAs in buffer
containing near-physiological salt (100 mM). None of the differences between binding to Ψ and
reverse complement RNAs for individual proteins is statistically significant. Error bars represent 95%
confidence interval of EC50 values.

Therefore, we increased the salt concentration in the measuring buffer to 300 mM to reduce the
nonspecific electrostatic interactions. Under these conditions, we were able to detect approximately
12 times stronger binding of WT Gag to Ψ RNA than to reverse complement RNA (Figure 3).

If the basic amino acids in the HBR in the MA domain were mutated to asparagine (8N Gag)
the affinity of Gag to RNA was decreased more than 25-fold and there was no selectivity towards Ψ
RNA. A similar but weaker effect was observed with ∆MA Gag, which bound Ψ RNA approximately
3.5 times stronger than reverse complement RNA (Figures 1D and 3). Surprisingly, the HBR switch
Gag and WT Gag binding affinities towards Ψ RNA were similar but the affinity towards reverse
complement RNA was approximately four times higher for the HBR switch Gag. These results with
the MA mutants suggest that HBR plays a role in selective binding of Ψ RNA and that the selectivity is
not driven solely by the positive charge of HBR because switching arginines and lysines (preserving
the overall charge of the mutant) led to a stronger binding of reverse complement RNA.

Destroying the ability to form the six-helix bundle (∆1 SP1 Gag) in Gag mildly affected the binding
to RNA (two-fold difference in binding as compared with WT Gag). Interestingly, preventing Gag
from forming dimers (WM Gag) decreased the affinity towards Ψ RNA 3.5 times but the affinity
towards reverse complement RNA did not change significantly (Figures 1E and 3). This suggests that
dimerization contributes to the specific binding of Ψ RNA.



Viruses 2020, 12, 394 7 of 11

We were not able to detect any binding of NC 10A Gag and FW Gag with either of the RNAs and
no binding of SSHC Gag and NC 4A Gag with reverse complement RNAs (Figures 1F and 3) in 0.3M
NaCl, up to the maximum protein concentration used (15 µM for NC 10A, FW, and SSHC Gag and
7.5 µM in the case of NC 4A Gag). Therefore, we estimate that the EC50 values in 300 mM NaCl for
NC 10A, FW, and SSHC Gag proteins are >30 µM and >15 µM for NC 4A Gag.

Destroying the ability of Gag to coordinate zinc ions (SSHC Gag) led to an approximately 12-fold
decrease in the binding affinity towards Ψ RNA and no detectable binding of reverse complement
RNA. This result suggests that zinc fingers, while important, are not entirely responsible for the
preferential binding of Ψ RNA. The lack of binding of NC 4A Gag to the reverse complement RNA,
while partially preserving the ability to bind Ψ RNA, confirms the hypothesis that NC 4A Gag binds to
Ψ RNA through non-electrostatic interactions that ensure the preferential binding of viral RNA [11].
The absence of any detectable binding of the FW Gag and NC 10A Gag in 300 mM NaCl proves the
high importance of these residues for RNA binding. Interestingly, in 100 mM NaCl, the binding of FW
Gag to Ψ RNA was not impacted.

In summary, the presented results demonstrate the importance of MA’s HBR for RNA binding and
the supportive effect of Gag dimerization in selective binding of Ψ RNA. Although more experiments
need to be performed to truly understand the underlying mechanism, these findings show the need to
study Gag-RNA binding using constructs containing the MA domain and offer new evidence about
the role of individual Gag domains in the initial stages of viral particle assembly.
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4. Discussion

We present in vitro binding experiments of multiple HIV-1 Gag polyprotein mutants, with lesions
affecting various Gag–Gag or Gag–RNA interaction interfaces, with RNA containing the Ψ sequence
or with a control RNA. The results presented here show that the positively charged and aromatic
residues in the NC domain are crucial for any RNA binding to occur. Strikingly, if these are present,
then, the positively charged amino acids in the HBR of MA serve as an additional Gag-RNA binding
interface that also contributes to the specific binding to Ψ RNA. The formation of the six-helix bundle
and especially Gag dimerization contribute to tighter RNA binding even below the concentration
needed for Gag polyprotein to dimerize in solution. This suggests that specific Gag–Gag interactions
could be generated in the nascent Ψ RNA-Gag complexes.

Taken together, the data help to identify the regions of Gag polyprotein that contribute to specific
and nonspecific RNA binding. Our data confirmed that the most important determinants for Gag
binding to RNA are the basic amino acid residues within the NC domain and the two aromatic amino
acid residues in the NC zinc fingers. In high salt buffer, we were not able to detect any binding of
FW Gag and NC 10A Gag to any RNA. On the basis of the highest protein concentration used in
the experiments we estimated the EC50 values to be >30 µM. Therefore, we conclude that these two
features are crucial for RNA binding.

When the basic and aromatic residues were present, we observed binding to Ψ RNA even in the
absence of zinc fingers (SSHC Gag) or with four basic amino acids between the zinc fingers neutralized
(NC 4A Gag). The SSHC results are in accordance with previously published experiments [11,12]. The
damage to RNA binding is in harmony with in vivo RNA packaging data published by Poon et al. [32],
which showed that both of these mutants packaged significantly less genomic RNA than wild-type Gag.
Interestingly, even those mutant particles containing genomic RNA were apparently non-infectious,
suggesting that the mutated residues perform other essential functions in replication, in addition to
their role in RNA packaging. Other in vivo analyses of mutants affecting the zinc fingers are also in
agreement with these conclusions [33].

It is striking that the multimerization mutants (WM and ∆1 SP1 Gag) affect binding to RNA
because binding was measured at a protein concentration in which free WT Gag is monomeric. The
Kd for Gag dimerization is 5.5 µM [25]. Somewhat analogous observations were also published by
Zhao et al. [34], who found that Gag dimerization on a very short oligonucleotide was diminished
by the WM mutation, although the experiments were performed well below the Kd for Gag–Gag
interaction in free solution. In fact, since the Kd for Gag–RNA interactions is in the nanomolar realm
while Gag–Gag interactions are in the micromolar realm, it is clear that binding nearby sites on an RNA
molecule could lead to Gag–Gag interactions at far lower concentrations than can occur in solution.
This could help explain how binding to RNA promotes particle assembly.

The results of our binding experiments slightly differ from those published by
Comas-Garcia et al. [11] which were performed with shorter fluorescently labeled RNA constructs
(175 nt) by monitoring fluorescence quenching. In that experimental setup it was not possible to detect
any binding of WM, NC 4A, and SSHC Gag to non-Ψ RNA in buffers with NaCl concentration above
200 mM. There were also no detected differences from WT protein in the binding of 8N Gag and WM
Gag to dimeric Ψ RNA at 300 mM NaCl. We believe that the difference could be caused by the use
of shorter RNA constructs and a different measuring buffer; a direct comparison of the fluorescence
quenching and microscale thermophoresis binding experiments with a 400 nt long Ψ RNA construct
by Comas-Garcia et al. [15] found negligible differences between the two experimental techniques. It is
also possible that thermophoresis is inherently more sensitive, with regard to weak binding, than the
quenching assay.

The role of the MA domain in interactions of Gag with RNA is complex. It has been reported [35]
that a Gag protein lacking the entire domain can support virus replication, indicating that MA is
unnecessary for selective packaging in vivo. Although it has been known that the MA domain binds
RNA (reviewed in [31]) our results suggest that its role in the recognition of viral RNA is more
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important than previously thought. Neutralizing the basic charge of the HBR (8N Gag) or deleting a
large portion of the MA domain (∆MA Gag) led to a significant decrease in binding affinity and the
loss of specificity towards Ψ RNA. Additionally, swapping arginines and lysines in the HBR raised
the affinity of Gag for reverse complement RNA ~four-fold. Similarly, Todd et al. [36] in their work
studying Gag-liposome binding observed that the binding of HBR switch Gag (a slightly different
mutant from this work, as we changed R15 to K and they did not) was affected more than the binding
of WT Gag by the presence of tRNALys3. It has been also reported that mutations in the HBR change
Gag localization in cells in vivo [37]. Our results show that HBR in the MA domain also makes a major
contribution to Gag-RNA binding. However, this binding is dependent on the presence of positively
charged and aromatic amino acids in the NC domain. This dependence suggests that NC provides the
initial interaction energy, but that this interaction is enhanced by further electrostatic interaction with
the positive amino acids within the MA domain. The experiments of Todd et al. [36] led to a similar
conclusion. The explanation of this observation could be in the three-dimensional (3D) structure of
Ψ RNA that could provide a suitable scaffold for Gag molecules to bind by both the NC and MA
domains, leading to more efficient particle assembly. However, more experimental data is needed to
test this hypothesis.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, A.R., S.A.K.D., and T.K.; methodology, T.K. and S.A.K.D.; investigation,
T.K.; resources, T.K, S.A.K.D., and A.R.; data curation, T.K.; writing—original draft preparation, T.K. and A.R.;
writing—review and editing, A.R. and S.A.K.D.; visualization, T.K.; supervision, A.R.; funding acquisition, A.R.
All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This work was supported by the Intramural Research Program of the NIH, the National Cancer Institute,
Center for Cancer Research, and in part with funds from the Intramural AIDS Targeted Antiviral Therapy Program.

Acknowledgments: We thank Sergey Tarasov and Marzena Dyba for the access to microscale thermophoresis.

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

References

1. Rein, A. RNA Packaging in HIV. Trends Microbiol. 2019, 27, 715–723. [CrossRef]
2. Swanstrom, R.; Wills, J. Synthesis, Assembly, and Processing of Viral Proteins. In Retroviruses; Cold Spring

Harbor Laboratory Press: Cold Spring Harbor, NY, USA, 1997; ISBN 0879695714.
3. Rulli, S.J.; Hibbert, C.S.; Mirro, J.; Pederson, T.; Biswal, S.; Rein, A. Selective and nonselective packaging of

cellular RNAs in retrovirus particles. J. Virol. 2007, 81, 6623–6631. [CrossRef]
4. Campbell, S.; Rein, A. In vitro assembly properties of human immunodeficiency virus type 1 Gag protein

lacking the p6 domain. J. Virol. 1999, 73, 2270–2279. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Chen, J.; Nikolaitchik, O.; Singh, J.; Wright, A.; Bencsics, C.E.; Coffin, J.M.; Ni, N.; Lockett, S.; Pathak, V.K.;

Hu, W.-S. High efficiency of HIV-1 genomic RNA packaging and heterozygote formation revealed by single
virion analysis. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2009, 106, 13535–13540. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

6. Ganser-Pornillos, B.K.; Yeager, M.; Sundquist, W.I. The structural biology of HIV assembly. Curr. Opin.
Struct. Biol. 2008, 18, 203–217. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

7. Dick, R.A.; Vogt, V.M. Membrane interaction of retroviral Gag proteins. Front. Microbiol. 2014, 5, 187.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

8. Alfadhli, A.; McNett, H.; Tsagli, S.; Bächinger, H.P.; Peyton, D.H.; Barklis, E. HIV-1 matrix protein binding to
RNA. J. Mol. Biol. 2011, 410, 653–666. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

9. Chukkapalli, V.; Oh, S.J.; Ono, A. Opposing mechanisms involving RNA and lipids regulate HIV-1 Gag
membrane binding through the highly basic region of the matrix domain. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 2010,
107, 1600–1605. [CrossRef]

10. Lingappa, J.R.; Reed, J.C.; Tanaka, M.; Chutiraka, K.; Robinson, B.A. How HIV-1 Gag assembles in cells:
Putting together pieces of the puzzle. Virus Res. 2014, 193, 89–107. [CrossRef]

11. Comas-Garcia, M.; Datta, S.A.; Baker, L.; Varma, R.; Gudla, P.R.; Rein, A. Dissection of specific binding of
HIV-1 Gag to the “packaging signal” in viral RNA. eLife 2017, 6, e27055. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tim.2019.04.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/JVI.02833-06
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/JVI.73.3.2270-2279.1999
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9971810
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0906822106
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19628694
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.sbi.2008.02.001
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18406133
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2014.00187
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24808894
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jmb.2011.04.063
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21762806
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0908661107
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.virusres.2014.07.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.7554/eLife.27055


Viruses 2020, 12, 394 10 of 11

12. Webb, J.A.; Jones, C.P.; Parent, L.J.; Rouzina, I.; Musier-Forsyth, K. Distinct binding interactions of HIV-1
Gag to Psi and non-Psi RNAs: Implications for viral genomic RNA packaging. RNA 2013, 19, 1078–1088.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Wilkinson, K.A.; Gorelick, R.J.; Vasa, S.M.; Guex, N.; Rein, A.; Mathews, D.H.; Giddings, M.C.; Weeks, K.M.
High-throughput SHAPE analysis reveals structures in HIV-1 genomic RNA strongly conserved across
distinct biological states. PLoS Biol. 2008, 6, e96. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

14. Keane, S.C.; Heng, X.; Lu, K.; Kharytonchyk, S.; Ramakrishnan, V.; Carter, G.; Barton, S.; Hosic, A.;
Florwick, A.; Santos, J.; et al. Structure of the HIV-1 RNA Packaging Signal HHS Public Access. Science 2015,
348, 917–921. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Comas-Garcia, M.; Kroupa, T.; Datta, S.A.K.; Harvin, D.P.; Hu, W.-S.; Rein, A. Efficient support of virus-like
particle assembly by the HIV-1 packaging signal. eLife 2018, 7, e38438. [CrossRef]

16. Jerabek-Willemsen, M.; André, T.; Wanner, R.; Roth, H.M.; Duhr, S.; Baaske, P.; Breitsprecher, D. MicroScale
Thermophoresis: Interaction analysis and beyond. J. Mol. Struct. 2014, 1077, 101–113. [CrossRef]

17. Moon, M.H.; Hilimire, T.A.; Sanders, A.M.; Schneekloth, J.S. Measuring RNA–Ligand Interactions with
Microscale Thermophoresis. Biochemistry 2018, 57, 4638–4643. [CrossRef]

18. Tanwar, H.S.; Khoo, K.K.; Garvey, M.; Waddington, L.; Leis, A.; Hijnen, M.; Velkov, T.; Dumsday, G.J.;
McKinstry, W.J.; Mak, J. The thermodynamics of Pr55Gag-RNA interaction regulate the assembly of HIV.
PLoS Pathog. 2017, 13, e1006221. [CrossRef]

19. Dubois, N.; Marquet, R.; Paillart, J.C.; Bernacchi, S. Retroviral RNA dimerization: From structure to functions.
Front. Microbiol. 2018, 9, 527. [CrossRef]

20. Wang, H.; Ach, R.A.; Curry, B. Direct and sensitive miRNA profiling from low-input total RNA. RNA 2007,
13, 151–159. [CrossRef]

21. Laughrea, M.; Jetté, L. HIV-1 genome dimerization: Kissing-loop hairpin dictates whether nucleotides
downstream of the 5′ splice junction contribute to loose and tight dimerization of human immunodeficiency
virus RNA. Biochemistry 1997, 36, 9501–9508. [CrossRef]

22. Datta, S.A.K.; Rein, A. Preparation of Recombinant HIV-1 Gag Protein and Assembly of Virus-Like Particles
In Vitro. In HIV Protocols: Second Edition; Prasad, V.R., Kalpana, G.V., Eds.; Humana Press: Totowa, NJ, USA,
2009; pp. 197–208, ISBN 978-1-58829-859-1.

23. Zhou, W.; Parent, L.J.; Wills, J.W.; Resh, M.D. Identification of a membrane-binding domain within the
amino-terminal region of human immunodeficiency virus type 1 Gag protein which interacts with acidic
phospholipids. J. Virol. 1994, 68, 2556–2569. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Facke, M.; Janetzko, A.; Shoeman, R.L.; Krausslich, H.G. A large deletion in the matrix domain of the
human immunodeficiency virus gag gene redirects virus particle assembly from the plasma membrane to
the endoplasmic reticulum. J. Virol. 1993, 67, 4972–4980. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Datta, S.A.K.; Zhao, Z.; Clark, P.K.; Tarasov, S.; Alexandratos, J.N.; Campbell, S.J.; Kvaratskhelia, M.;
Lebowitz, J.; Rein, A. Interactions between HIV-1 Gag Molecules in Solution: An Inositol Phosphate-mediated
Switch. J. Mol. Biol. 2007, 365, 799–811. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Datta, S.A.K.; Temeselew, L.G.; Crist, R.M.; Soheilian, F.; Kamata, A.; Mirro, J.; Harvin, D.; Nagashima, K.;
Cachau, R.E.; Rein, A. On the role of the SP1 domain in HIV-1 particle assembly: A molecular switch? J. Virol.
2011, 85, 4111–4121. [CrossRef]

27. Datta, S.A.K.; Clark, P.K.; Fan, L.; Ma, B.; Harvin, D.P.; Sowder, R.C.; Nussinov, R.; Wang, Y.-X.; Rein, A.
Dimerization of the SP1 Region of HIV-1 Gag Induces a Helical Conformation and Association into Helical
Bundles: Implications for Particle Assembly. J. Virol. 2016, 90, 1773–1787. [CrossRef]

28. Wu, H.; Mitra, M.; McCauley, M.J.; Thomas, J.A.; Rouzina, I.; Musier-Forsyth, K.; Williams, M.C.; Gorelick, R.J.
Aromatic residue mutations reveal direct correlation between HIV-1 nucleocapsid protein’s nucleic acid
chaperone activity and retroviral replication. Virus Res. 2013, 171, 263–277. [CrossRef]

29. Amarasinghe, G.K.; De Guzman, R.N.; Turner, R.B.; Chancellor, K.J.; Wu, Z.R.; Summers, M.F. NMR structure
of the HIV-1 nucleocapsid protein bound to stem-loop SL2 of the psi-RNA packaging signal. Implications
for genome recognition. J. Mol. Biol. 2000, 301, 491–511. [CrossRef]

30. Freed, E.O. HIV-1 assembly, release and maturation. Nat. Rev. Microbiol. 2015, 13, 484–496. [CrossRef]
31. Olson, E.D.; Musier-Forsyth, K. Retroviral Gag protein–RNA interactions: Implications for specific genomic

RNA packaging and virion assembly. Semin. Cell Dev. Biol. 2019, 86, 129–139. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1261/rna.038869.113
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23798665
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pbio.0060096
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18447581
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.aaa9266
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25999508
http://dx.doi.org/10.7554/eLife.38438
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.molstruc.2014.03.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/acs.biochem.7b01141
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.ppat.1006221
http://dx.doi.org/10.3389/fmicb.2018.00527
http://dx.doi.org/10.1261/rna.234507
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/bi970862l
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/JVI.68.4.2556-2569.1994
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8139035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/JVI.67.8.4972-4980.1993
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/8331736
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jmb.2006.10.072
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17098251
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/JVI.00006-11
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/JVI.02061-15
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.virusres.2012.07.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1006/jmbi.2000.3979
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nrmicro3490
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.semcdb.2018.03.015


Viruses 2020, 12, 394 11 of 11

32. Poon, D.T.K.; Wu, J.; Aldovini, A. Charged amino acid residues of human immunodeficiency virus type 1
nucleocapsid p7 protein involved in RNA packaging and infectivity. J. Virol. 1996, 70, 6607–6616. [CrossRef]

33. Gorelick, R.J.; Nigida, S.M.; Bess, J.W.; Arthur, L.O.; Henderson, L.E.; Rein, A. Noninfectious human
immunodeficiency virus type 1 mutants deficient in genomic RNA. J. Virol. 1990, 64, 3207–3211. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

34. Zhao, H.; Datta, S.A.K.; Kim, S.H.; To, S.C.; Chaturvedi, S.K.; Rein, A.; Schuck, P. Nucleic acid-induced
dimerization of HIV-1 Gag protein. J. Biol. Chem. 2019, 294, 16480–16493. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

35. Reil, H.; Bukovsky, A.A.; Gelderblom, H.R.; Göttlinger, H.G. Efficient HIV-1 replication can occur in the
absence of the viral matrix protein. EMBO J. 1998, 17, 2699–2708. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

36. Todd, G.C.; Duchon, A.; Inlora, J.; Olson, E.D.; Musier-Forsyth, K.; Ono, A. Inhibition of HIV-1 Gag–membrane
interactions by specific RNAs. RNA 2017, 23, 395–405. [CrossRef]

37. Thornhill, D.; Olety, B.; Ono, A. Relationships between MA-RNA Binding in Cells and Suppression of HIV-1
Gag Mislocalization to Intracellular Membranes. J. Virol. 2019, 93, e00756-19. [CrossRef]

© 2020 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/JVI.70.10.6607-6616.1996
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/JVI.64.7.3207-3211.1990
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/2191147
http://dx.doi.org/10.1074/jbc.RA119.010580
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31570521
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/emboj/17.9.2699
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9564051
http://dx.doi.org/10.1261/rna.058453.116
http://dx.doi.org/10.1128/JVI.00756-19
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	RNA Constructs and Preparation 
	Gag Protein Mutants 
	Thermophoresis Measurements 
	Fitting the Experimental Data and Statistics 

	Results 
	Discussion 
	References

