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Many of the cell membrane’s vital functions are achieved by the self-organization of the
proteins and biopolymers embedded in it. The protein dynamics is in part determined
by its drag. A large number of these proteins can polymerize to form filaments. In vitro
studies of protein—-membrane interactions often involve using rigid beads coated with
lipid bilayers, as a model for the cell membrane. Motivated by this, we use slender-body
theory to compute the translational and rotational resistance of a single filamentous
protein embedded in the outer layer of a supported bilayer membrane and surrounded
on the exterior by a Newtonian fluid. We first consider the regime where the two layers
are strongly coupled through their inter-leaflet friction. We find that the drag along the
parallel direction grows linearly with the filament’s length and quadratically with the
length for the perpendicular and rotational drag coefficients. These findings are explained
using scaling arguments and by analysing the velocity fields around the moving filament.
We then present and discuss the qualitative differences between the drag of a filament
moving in a freely suspended bilayer and a supported membrane as a function of the
membrane’s inter-leaflet friction. Finally, we briefly discuss how these findings can be used
in experiments to determine membrane rheology. In summary, we present a formulation
that allows computation of the effects of membrane properties (its curvature, viscosity
and inter-leaflet friction), and the exterior and interior three-dimensional fluids’ depth
and viscosity on the drag of a rod-like/filamentous protein, all in a unified theoretical
framework.
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1. Introduction

The transport of proteins and biopolymers in biological membranes is an important step
in determining their organization (Alberts et al. 2022). Membrane proteins can pass
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Figure 1. A schematic representation of the problem studied here. A filament is embedded in the outer layer of
an incompressible spherical bilayer membrane of viscosity 7, and surrounded on the exterior side and interior
side by 3-D Newtonian fluids of shear viscosity n and 1™, respectively. The inner leaflet is a solid sphere of
radius R. The substrate is separated from the adjacent leaflet with by a thin nanoscopic layer of fluid of depth
H. Here, 1 is the friction coefficient between the leaflets. The filament dynamics is described by three modes
of motions: translation along its axis (U)), translation perpendicular to its axis (U ) and rotation around its
centre (£2).

across the bilayer thickness (transmembrane proteins), or interact with one of the leaflets
(monotopic proteins). Monotopic proteins can polymerize to form filaments and other
higher-order structures that span the micron-scale membrane surface (Baranova et al.
2020; Khmelinskaia er al. 2021). In many processes, the protein function is determined
by its organization (Shi et al. 2023). Simplified in vitro systems are powerful tools
for increasing our physical understanding of complex biological systems, including the
organization of membrane proteins. Supported bilayers, rigid beads coated with lipid
bilayers, are widely used as a model for spherical cell membranes (Bridges et al. 2014;
Cannon et al. 2019; Honerkamp-Smith 2023). The diffusion and transport of these
semiflexible filamentous proteins within the fluid membrane are determined, in part, by
their hydrodynamic drag. Here, we present the translational and rotational drag of a single
filament moving in the top leaflet of a spherical supported bilayer, as a model for studying
the transport of rod-like monotopic proteins in the cell membrane. The problem is shown
schematically in figure 1. We also discuss how the current formulation and results are
easily extendable to transmembrane proteins.

A starting point for analysing protein lateral motion in biomembranes is the work of
Saffman (1976) (see also Saffman & Delbriick 1975; Hughes, Pailthorpe & White 1981),
which gives an expression for the drag coefficient of a disk of radius, a, moving in an
infinite planar membrane of two-dimensional (2-D) viscosity 7,,, and surrounded with an
infinite three-dimensional (3-D) Newtonian fluid of shear viscosity 7y on both sides. The
coupling between the membrane and 3-D fluid domains introduces the Saffman—Delbriick
(SD) length £y = n,s/ny, which is the length over which momentum transfers from the
2-D membrane to the 3-D bulk fluids. For small particles (a/¢p < 1), Saffman (1976)
showed that the drag coefficient is only a weak logarithmic function of the disk radius:
Esafr = 41Ny (In(2€o/a) — y)_l, where y is the Euler—Mascheroni constant. Saffman’s
result, and simple extensions of it, have been used to measure the membrane rheology in
microrheological experiments; see Molaei et al. (2021), Kim et al. (2011), Prasad, Koehler
& Weeks (2006) and chapter 4 of Morozov & Spagnolie (2015).

Evans & Sackmann (1988) (see also Sackmann 1996) extended Saffman’s work to a
disk moving in a planar membrane that is supported on a rigid boundary. The effect of
this boundary is modelled using a Brinkman-like friction term, pu,,, in the membrane
momentum equation, where p is the friction coefficient and u,, is the membrane
tangential velocity. The friction introduces a new length scale: b = /n,,/it. Stone &
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Ajdari (1998) considered the case of a planar membrane overlaying a 3-D fluid domain

of finite depth, H, which similarly introduces a length scale defined as ¢y = +/£oH. The
scale, H, of the thin film in this set-up is incredibly small, and several experiments have
reported that it is around 3 nm (Bayerl & Bloom 1990; Johnson et al. 1991) which is
comparable to half of the lipid bilayer thickness, 2.5 nm (Alberts et al. 2022). Moreover,
the thickness of the membrane-bound protein is of the same length scale, i.e. the thickness
of the septin filament is around 4 nm (Jiao et al. 2020).

In both rigid substance supported and overlaying thin film cases, the drag coefficient
asymptotes to Saffman’s results for small particles (a/b < 1 or a/ly < 1), with b or
¢y replacing {o in the expression for the drag coefficients. Furthermore, in the likely
scenario of b/a < 1 or £f/a < 1, both models predict a quadratic increase in drag with
respect to the particle size (§ « nm(at/b)2 or £ x nm(a/ﬂy)z). Stone & Masoud (2015)
used reciprocal theorem and perturbation analysis to compute the drag on a spherical or
oblate spheroidal particle moving in the membrane and protruding into the subphase fluid.
Zhou, Vlahovska & Miksis (2022) computed the drag on a sphere in a similar set-up, where
the particle is trapped at the interface of two fluids where they considered the effects of
the gravity and interfacial deformation.

Levine, Liverpool & MacKintosh (2004) used a slender-body theory to compute the
translational and rotational drag of a rod-like inclusion moving in a planar membrane and
adjacent to infinite bulk fluids. They found that , when L/£y > 1, the drag in all directions
is dominated by the 3-D fluid viscosity. Specifically, the drag in perpendicular direction
scales linearly with the filament length, & | ~ n¢L, while the parallel drag contains an extra
weak logarithmic dependency, & ~ nyL/In(L/p). These predictions were found to be in
good agreement with the experiments in the range 0.01 < L/¢g < 10 (Lee et al. 2010;
Klopp, Stannarius & Eremin 2017). Fischer (2004) generalized the work of Levine ef al.
(2004), to a planar membrane overlying a fluid domain of finite depth. They found that,
when H/{p < 1, the parallel drag grows linearly with L/£y while the perpendicular drag
grows superlinearly.

Most theoretical studies, including the ones surveyed thus far, consider inclusions that
fill the entire membrane thickness. We know that monotopic proteins typically bind to
one of the two leaflets in lipid bilayers. Motivated by this observation, Camley & Brown
(2013) computed the drag of a disk embedded in the top leaflet of a planar membrane and
surrounded by the infinite 3-D bulk fluid on the outer side and finite bulk fluid on the
interior. The two leaflets are coupled through a friction term. They found that the drag
monotonically increases with the inter-leaflet friction coefficient, with results matching
those of Evans & Sackmann (1988) when the inter-leaflet friction is replaced with the
substrate’s friction.

While the majority of theoretical studies on the hydrodynamic drag of inclusion
in membranes have focused on planar membranes, in most biological applications
membranes take a spherical or more complex curved geometry. Henle & Levine (2010)
considered the drag of a disk moving in a spherical membrane that is surrounded by bulk
fluids on both sides. They found that the drag follows the results of Saffman & Delbriick
(1975), as long as SD length is replaced with min(£g, R), where R is the radius of the
membrane; see also Manikantan (2020), Samanta & Oppenheimer (2021) and Jain &
Samanta (2023) for studies on the surface flow and aggregations induced by force and
torque dipoles.

In a recent study, we used slender-body theory to compute the drag of a filament bound
to a spherical lipid monolayer immersed in 3-D bulk fluids on the interior and exterior (Shi,
Moradi & Nazockdast 2022). Our computations show that the closed spherical geometry
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gives rise to flow confinement effects that increase in strength with an increasing ratio of
the filament’s length to membrane radius L/R. These effects only cause mild increases in
the filament’s parallel and rotational resistance; hence, the resistance in these directions
can be quantitatively mapped to the results on a planar membrane when the momentum
transfer length scale is modified to £* = (£ ! + R~ 1H~!. In contrast, we find that the
flow confinement effects result in a superlinear increase in perpendicular drag with the
filament’s length when L/R > 1. These effects are absent in free-space planar membranes.

This study extends our previous work to a filament embedded in the outer leaflet of a
bilayer membrane that is supported by a rigid sphere on the interior, as shown in figure 1.
We present the conservation equations in §2 and present the closed-form fundamental
solution to a point force in this general geometry in Appendix A. We use these solutions in
a slender-body theory to compute the translational and rotational resistance of a filament
in § 3. Finally, we summarize and discuss our main findings in § 4.

2. Formulation

We consider a filament of length L, where X (s) is a point located at the s arclength of the
filament, embedded in the outer leaflet of a lipid bilayer that is supported on the interior
by a rigid sphere of radius R. Both leaflets have a 2-D shear viscosity of 1,,. The bilayer is
surrounded by a semi-infinite 3-D fluid of viscosity n* on the exterior. We assume the rigid
boundary is separated from the lipid head groups of the bottom leaflet by a thin nanoscopic
layer of fluid of viscosity n~ (Sackmann 1996) and depth H, as shown in figure 1. The two
leaflets are coupled through a friction body force that is proportional to the relative velocity
of the two leaflets. We assume the filament curvature is constant along its length and equal
to 1/R (this is the most likely conformation of the filament if the intrinsic curvature of the
filament is smaller than the sphere and the bending forces are much larger than thermal
and inter-particle forces), which decouples the translational and rotational motions of the
filament, due to geometric and flow symmetries. Thus, the translational resistance tensor
is defined as & = &(0X/0s)(3X/0s) + &1 (I — (30X /0s)(0X /0s)), where [ is the identity
matrix and 90X /ds is the tangent vector at the filament centre. The rotational resistance,
&, 1s independent of 0.X /0.

Assuming flow incompressibility on the membrane and 3-D fluid domains and
negligible inertia, the associated momentum and continuity equations for the membrane
and 3-D fluid domains are (Henle & Levine 2010; Samanta & Oppenheimer 2021; Shi
et al. 2022)

ntviut — =0, V.ut=0, (2.1a)

Nm (Ayuz1 + K (xm)u;, — = (um — ) Voo +T°=0, V,.u) =0, (2.1b)
" (Ayufn + K () U, — —(u u0)> Vi, +T =0, V,.d, =0, (2lc)

where u® and p* are the velocity and pressure fields in 3-D fluid domains, and
u?, ul, and p?, p. are the velocity and pressure fields in the outer layer and inner
layer of the membrane, respectively; A, and V,. are the surface (defined by y)
Laplacian and divergence operators, K is the local Gaussian curvature of the surface, b =
m/1t, where p is the inter-leaflet drag coefficient, T° = o+ (x,,)|,—r-n(x,,) and T' =

—0 "~ (X)) |r=Rr-n(x,;,) are the traction applied from the surrounding 3-D fluid domains on
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the membrane from exterior and interior flow, respectively, where ¢ denotes the 3-D
fluid stress and n(x,,) is the surface normal vector pointing towards the exterior domain.
The boundary conditions (BCs) are the continuity of the velocity and stress fields across
all interfaces. The stress continuity is automatically satisfied by adding the traction terms
from 3-D fluids to the membrane momentum equations. The velocity and stress fields
decay to zero at infinitely large distances from the interface in the outer fluid domain,
lim,_, ug', $(1) — 0. Finally, the velocity at the boundary of the supported solid sphere

is zero uf,’;l,:R_H = 0. Since we take the interior to be rigid, the radial velocity becomes
exactly zero across all layers and 3-D fluid domains.

The constant Gaussian curvature on the sphere, K = R~2, significantly simplifies (2.1).
As a result, we can find closed-form expressions of the Green’s function and compute
the membrane velocity fields at an arbitrary point (6, ¢) in response to a point-force at
(6o, ¢0): um (0, 9) = GO — 6y, ¢ — ¢o)-f (00, ¢po). Here, G is the Green’s function, and
0 € [0, ] and ¢ € (0, 27] are the polar and azimuthal angles in spherical coordinates.
The detailed derivation of the Green’s function and the final expressions are presented in
Appendix A.

It is very reasonable to assume that H/R <« 1 in almost all applications. In Appendix A
we show that in this regime the effects of the inner leaflet and the thin fluid layer on the
top leaflet can be combined into a single effective friction length scale: b* = /£~ H + b2,
where £~ = n,,/n~ . Below, we provide a simple scaling analysis that bears this result.

When H/R < 1, the flow inside the thin fluid layer can be approximated as simple
shear flow, which results in the associated traction on the bottom leaflet scaling as
T/~ n~u'/H ~ nyuu' /(¢ H). When the fluid layer thickness is the smallest length scale,
the drag from the fluid layer is of the same order of magnitude or larger than the drag
force from membrane viscosity: |T*| > |an2ufn|. Furthermore, we have K = R™2 «
(¢~H)~'. Thus, in our scaling analysis, we can drop the first two terms in (2.1¢) in
comparison with 7", and we get: (4%, — u!,)/b* ~ ul /(€= H), which gives

0 b2 i
u, ~ 1+ é—_H u,. (22)

We now can eliminate !, from (2.1b) by replacing the term b~ (u?, — u' ) with (b*)~%u?,

using the above scaling. Following these steps, we recover b* = ~/£~H + b%. As a result,
(2.1) simplify to

n+V2u+ — Vp+ =0, V.ut=0, (2.3a)
10

N <Ayu31 + Kul, — %) —V, % +T°=0, V,-u=0. (2.3b)

The BCs are the continuity of the velocity and stress of the outer 3-D fluid and the
membrane of the outer layer. Also, 3-D fluid velocity and stress decay to zero at infinitely
large distances. Hereafter, the » superscript is dropped for brevity.

Since we have a closed-form solution of the Green’s function for (2.1) and the more
special case of (2.3), we can use slender-body theory to model the flow disturbances
induced by a filament with a distribution of force densities. To calculate the resistance
in the parallel (§), perpendicular (£ ) and rotational (§¢) directions, we set the filament
velocity(vorticity) as a constant in each direction and compute the distribution of force
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Figure 2. The flow field induced by a point force on the equator along the direction of the equator, for the
choice of £9/R = 1 for all cases and b/R = 1072, b/R = 1 and b/R = 10? from left to right. The vector field
and the colour map show the direction and magnitude of the flow field, respectively. The vectors’ length is held
fixed for better visualization.

density on the filament by solving the following integral equation:

L2
Uls) = / G0 = X() ()3, (2.4)

where G(X (s) — X (s)) is the Green’s function of the membrane—outer 3-D fluid coupled
system in response to a point force applied on the membrane at position X (s"). Figure 2
shows the flow fields and colour maps of the velocity magnitudes on the membrane
induced by a point force placed at the equator of the top leaflet, when b/R = 1072, 1
and 102, corresponding to weak, intermediate and strong couplings (friction) between the
leaflets. In all cases we take £o/R = 1. Note that the hydrodynamic screening length (the
distance over which the velocity decays) is increased with increasing b/R (decreasing
friction between the leaflets). Note also that, because of the closedness of the spherical
geometry, we obverse two symmetric vortices (recirculation zones) that move further away
from the point force as b/R is increased.

The numerical implementations for solving the integral equation (2.4) are given in our
earlier work (Shi et al. 2022). Integrating the force densities (torque densities) along the
filament’s length gives the total force (torque), which is equal to the drag in each direction
for a unit translational (rotational) velocity. We assume that the filament thickness, a,
is negligible compared with all the other lengths. The error of the resistance due to
the thickness of the filaments, unlike the filament in 3-D flow, scales with O(€), where
€ = a/L, and thus, here, we model a filament as an ideal 1-D line; see error analysis in Shi
et al. (2022).

Applying a net force to a spherical membrane leads to a net torque on the membrane
and its interior, which leads to a rigid-body rotation of the spherical membrane (Henle
& Levine 2010; Samanta & Oppenheimer 2021). This effect is not present in a planar
membrane. The resistance is defined based on the relative velocity of the filament with
respect to the ambient fluid: F = &-(U — u®), where £ is the filament’s resistance tensor
and u™ is the membrane’s rotational velocity due to the net torque on it; see details in
Appendix A.
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2.1. The extension to transmembrane proteins

The formulation we discussed thus far assumes that the protein is monotopic i.e. it only
spans the top leaflet of the lipid bilayer and only moves through this layer (figure 1). Here,
we discuss how the formulation and the results we are about to present can easily be
extended to transmembrane proteins that span both leaflets.

When the protein spans both leaflets, the problem is essentially reduced to a protein
moving in a lipid monolayer with twice the thickness of each bilayer leaflet. This lipid
monolayer is separated from the supporting surface by a layer of fluid of thickness H.
Hence, the results in this limit can be mapped to the results we will discuss in the
next sections by (i) taking the membrane 2-D viscosity to be twice as large since the
protein motion produces twice as much dissipation within the membrane compared with
the case of a protein moving in only one of the leaflets: %" = 2n,,; and (ii) by taking

m
b* =+/{"H.

3. Results
3.1. Small inclusions: L < min(R, b, £¥)

We begin by examining the drag coefficient of small inclusions, where the largest
dimension of the inclusion is significantly smaller than other hydrodynamic length scales
in the system: L < min(R, H, b, £%). In this limit, the drag assumes a general form given
by & ~ 4mn,,(In(2¢* /L))~ irrespective of the particle shape, where £* represents the
smallest hydrodynamic length scale in the system, £* = min(R, H, b, £*). The logarithmic
term in the drag coefficient arises from the fundamental solution of the 2-D Stokes
equation, involving a In(r) term that diverges as r — oo, leading to the well-known Stokes
paradox in 2-D Stokes flows. The standard method for resolving this divergence is to
account for the mechanical couplings and the resulting momentum transfer between flows
inside the membrane and the surrounding fluid domains (Saffman 1976). This momentum
transfer from the membrane to the surrounding occurs over lengths that scale with £*,
effectively setting an outer boundary for the membrane.

In the case of a planar membrane surrounded by two unbounded 3-D fluid domains,
¢* = (%, leading to the original results by Saffman (1976). In the case of a membrane
(or a viscous film) overlaying a 3-D fluid with finite depth, H, we get £* = ~/£~H, as
calculated by Stone & Ajdari (1998). For a spherical membrane and when £%/R >> 1,
the momentum transfer length is determined by geometrical confinement effects, £* = R,
in line with the results of Henle & Levine (2010). In the case of a drag force resulting
from inter-leaflet friction between leaflets or friction between the membrane and substrate,

£* = b, consistent with the Evans & Sackmann (1988) results. In summary, the resistance
of small inclusions adheres to a general form of the ratio between the inclusion size and
the smallest hydrodynamic screening length.

3.2. Two leaflets are strongly coupled

After combining the effect of the thin fluid layer and the bottom leaflet into a single friction
coefficient, the filament’s drag only depends on four lengths: L, R, £ = 7,,/n™" and b*. We
begin by considering a strong coupling between the leaflets: b*/ min (R, £) < 1. Recall
that b* > max(v/ £~ H, b). Hence, in the strongly coupled limit, values of max (b, v £~ H)
are significantly smaller than min (R, £1).
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Figure 3. The dimensionless parallel (a), perpendicular (b) and rotational (c¢) drag coefficients as a function
of L/b. Grey (circle) and purple (downward triangle) symbols represent different ratios of b/£%, while £ /R =
1 x 1072 was kept fixed. Blue (square) and green (leftward triangle) represent different ratios of b/R while

€7 /R =1 x 10? was kept fixed. The solid black lines are the associated resistance values of Brinkman flow in
planar membranes, where the x-axis is L/ /k and « is the permeability of the porous medium.

Figure 3 shows the computed values of parallel, perpendicular and rotational resistances
(drag coefficients) as a function L/b for different values of b/¢*T <« 1 and b/R < 1. We
expect the resistance to be determined by the ratio of the filament’s length to the shortest
hydrodynamic screening length, i.e. b. Indeed, all the curves collapse onto a single curve
as a function L/b in the parallel, perpendicular and rotational directions as long as b <
min(¢£*, R). In this regime, all the resistance functions converge to the case of a filament
embedded in a 2-D planar Brinkman flow, which is plotted as a black line in figure 3.
Because b < min(£™, R), the (2.3b) can be simplified into

o

Mo (Ayu;; - ‘;—';1) V0% =0, V,-ul=0, (3.1a.b)

where b? plays the same role as the permeability in porous media (Brinkman 1949). The
contributions from the curvature and 3-D bulk flow are negligible when the resistance is
dominated by the inter-leaflet friction (Camley & Brown 2013).

Note that we have only presented the results for L/b > 1. For L/b < 1, the drag is
dominated by the membrane shear stresses and the drag, as expected, asymptotes to
Saffman’s formulae with b replacing £o: & || =~ 41y, In~!(b/L).

When, L/b > 1, the parallel and perpendicular resistances exhibit a linear and quadratic
dependency with L: § o< L/band §1 o< (L/ b)%. To explain this scaling, let us first assume
the force distribution along the filament is nearly uniform due to its high aspect ratio. As a
result, the filament’s mobility scales as

1 fE
XlL = Sui ~ Z/o Gy, L(r)dr. (3.2)

Furthermore, the integral of the Green’s function of a 2-D Brinkman flow satisfies the
following asymptotic relationships (Kohr, Sekhar & Blake 2008; Gradshteyn & Ryzhik
2014):

7 ;
lim / Gy(rydr=m—-2/r, lim G (r)ydr=2/r. (3.3a,b)
r—>00 J(

r—>00 J(
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Thus, when L/b > 1, the filament’s mobility scales with

L/b

: b L/b o I b o 2
'~ [ amd=oem. €'~ ] [T Gha =002 Gab
0 0

where 7 = r/b. This scaling leads to the linear and quadratic growths of the resistances in
the parallel and perpendicular directions, respectively. These scaling results are analogous
to those reported by Fischer (2004), who computed the translational drag of a needle
moving in a planar lipid monolayer and overlaying a thin fluid layer of thickness H.
This is expected since, in the strong coupling regime, the fluid flows and their associated
drags become independent of membrane curvature and identical to planar membranes.
Furthermore, in this regime, the frictional forces from the thin fluid layer in Fischer (2004)
can be modelled by a Brinkman-like term, which leads to an identical form of the equations
of motion in both problems.

The rotational resistance also scales quadratically with the filament’s length, £o
(L/b)?, since filament rotation involves moving perpendicular to its axis.

To gain a better physical understanding of these scaling relationships it is useful to
study the the velocity field generated by the filament motion. Figure 4 shows the flow
streamlines for parallel, perpendicular and rotational motions. The colour map underlying
the streamlines shows the velocity (vorticity) magnitude on the spherical surface when
normalized by the net velocity (vorticity) of the filament. These results are presented
for the choice L/R =1, £7/R =1 and b/R = 0.1. As can be seen in the left column of
figure 4, the velocity magnitude decays to zero very rapidly around the filament moving
in the parallel direction; see also the dashed contour corresponding to |u,,| = 0.5. An
inspection of the flow fields shows that the velocity fields decay over distances that scale
with b. Thus, we can approximate the system as a rectangle with L x b hydrodynamic
dimensions moving with velocity U). Given that the traction from membrane flow
gradients scales with membrane velocity magnitude, and that these gradients are very
small outside of the rectangle, we can safely ignore those contributions to the drag
compared with the traction from the bottom leaflet/substrate. As a result, the total drag
force on the rectangle is simply the integral of the substrate traction, f = 1, U /b2, over
the area of the rectangle, L x b. So we get F|| ~ (Lb)n;, U||/b2 =, U(L/b), which yields
& = F/U) ~ nm(L/b).

The middle row of figure 4 shows the streamlines and the colour maps of velocity
magnitude when the filament moves perpendicular to its axis. Notice that, unlike the
velocity fields for parallel motion, the velocity magnitudes remain of O(1) over distances
that scale with the length of the filament. Hence, the effective dimensions of the filament
scale as L x L. Following the same line of argument as in parallel motion, we can
approximate the total drag from inter-leaflet frictional forces as F| ~ (L?)n,, UL /b?,
which gives £ ~ 1,,(L/b)>.

We note that the parallel and perpendicular drag has the same scaling law as the filament
moving in a supported planar monolayer (Fischer 2004). This is a consequence of the fact
that the effects of curvature and exterior fluid are negligible and thus the resistances are
the same as long as £~ H in Fischer (2004) is substituted for b? in this work. Moreover,
the perpendicular drag has the same form as the drag of a disk of size L when L/b > 1
(Evans & Sackmann 1988; Sackmann 1996). It is easy to explain this similarity by noting
that the effective hydrodynamic dimensions of a filament of length L are the same as a disk
of the same diameter. The same line of argument can be used to explain why we observe

the same scaling for the rotational drag as well: £o ~ 1,,(L/b)>.
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Figure 4. The interfacial flow field induced by filament motion in the parallel (a,d), perpendicular (b,e) and
rotational (c,f) directions, when Z*/R =1,L/R =1and b/R = 0.1. The scale for the filament’s translational
rotational velocity is set to be 1. The white lines represent the streamlines and the underlying heat map
represents the magnitude of the fluid velocity (a,b) and vorticity (c). The upper row shows the zoomed-in
velocity (left and middle) and vorticity (right) fields close to the filament, where the black dashed lines represent
the contour of velocity |u,,| = 0.5 and vorticity |£2,,| = 0.5.

3.3. The drag coefficients in supported bilayers vs vesicles

The plasma membrane is attached to the underlying cell cortex through a variety of
cross-linkers (Itoh & Tsujita 2023). Depending on the strength of these attachments and
the cellular context, the membrane can be nearly decoupled or fully coupled from the cell
cortex. When the membrane is weakly cross-linked to the cell cortex, it is more analogous
to a vesicle. Hence, vesicles are also widely used a models for synthetic cells (Walde
2010). In contrast, when the membrane is strongly cross-linked to the cell cortex it is more
accurately represented as a supported bilayer. In this section, we explore the ratio of the
drag coefficients in vesicles and supported bilayers, to gain a better understanding of the
difference in protein transport in these two model systems for the cell membrane.

The derived Green’s function for (2.1) applies to arbitrary values of R, H, and £% in their
accepted physical range. Thus, we can compute the drag of a filament moving in the outer
leaflet of a vesicle, £V°¢, by setting H = R in the Green’s function and solving (2.4). We
have performed these calculations for the same values of £+, R and b that are reported in
figure 3, but with H = R. For simplicity, we assumed the interior and exterior fluids have
the same viscosity i.e. £ = £+ = ¢~ = n,,/n*.

In an earlier study, we computed the drag on a filament moving in a suspended lipid
monolayer (lipid monolayers, such as the Langmuir monolayer, are widely used as models
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Different asymptotic limits £ Hmc’m{ma éfc’mmw Egymone
1 1
L < * (Saff 1976 ol —— (@] o(1
< ¢* (Saffman 1976) (1n(z*/L)> (ln(ﬁ*/L)> M
. L/€y
lop < L < R (Levine et al. 2004) o ——— O(L/ty) O(L/%o)
In(L/€0)
L > R (Shi et al. 2022) 0 L/ O((L/€*)%) O(L/t")
> et al.
In(L/0*)

Table 1. The scaling behaviour of dimensionless drag coefficients of a rod-like particle of length L moving in
suspended lipid monolayer and bilayers (vesicles). Here, £* = min({o, R) and 1 <o <2; &) 1 =&, 1/4mn,
and £ = Eq /4mn,, L2,

for biomembranes Stefaniu, Brezesinski & Mohwald 2014), where we assumed the same
3-D viscosity on the interior and exterior (Shi et al. 2022). As we show in the next section,
the ratio of the computed drag of a filament moving in a vesicle to the drag of the same
filament moving in a monolayer membrane of the same composition and viscosity remains
in the range [0.5-2], over the entire parameter space of R, b, £* and L; consequently, the
drag coefficients in both systems have the same scaling with the filament’s length. Here,
we focus on the large differences between supported vs vesicles/monolayer. We discuss
the O(1) variations of drag coefficients between vesicles and lipid monolayers in the next
section.

The scaling relationships of the filament’s drag embedded in a monolayer/vesicle are
summarized in table 1. When the filament’s length, L, is smaller than ¢* = min(¢g, R),
the drag converges to the results of Saffman (1976), with £* replacing £ as the shortest
hydrodynamic screening length. When £¢ < L < R, the drag asymptotes to the drag of a
long filament, L/¢o > 1, embedded in a planar membrane (Levine et al. 2004). Finally,
when the filament length is larger than the sphere radius, L > R, the closed spherical
geometry gives rise to flow confinement effects that lead to an increase in the perpendicular
drag and superlinear scaling with L/¢*; these flow confinement effects are significantly
weaker in the parallel and rotational directions.

We can now study the changes in the ratio of the filament’s drag in supported and
suspended spherical membranes as a function of the other ratios of the physical lengths
in the system. We present the results for both the small sphere and large sphere limits,
by taking £7/R =1 x 10 and £7/R = 1 x 1072, respectively. First, let us consider the
special case of nearly zero friction, » — oo. In this limit, the bottom leaflet of both systems
will remain stationary (no flows in the bottom leaflet), and the drag is entirely determined
by the flows in the top leaflet and the outer 3-D fluid domain. These flows, and their
associated drag, are identical in both systems, resulting in the ratio of £ /£V5¢ ~ 1, when
b — oo, irrespective of the other parameters.

3.3.1. The small sphere limit, £ /R > 1

In the small sphere limit, the drag in all directions becomes nearly independent of £ and
only a function of L/R and b/R. Figure 5 shows the ratio of drag coefficients vs L/R in
the parallel, perpendicular and rotational directions. The results are presented for a wide
range of b/R ratios. When b/R > 1, the inter-leaflet coupling is weak and, as we discussed
earlier, the ratios remain close to one in all directions.
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Figure 5. The ratio of the parallel (a,d), perpendicular (b,e) and rotational (c,f) drag of a filament moving in
the outer layer of a spherical supported bilayer to the drag of the same filament in a vesicle (freely suspended
bilayer) as a function of the ratio of the filament’s length to the membrane radius, L/R. (a—c) Show the results

for the small sphere case, £ /R = 1 x 102, where the drag becomes nearly independent of £F. (d—f) Show the
results for the large sphere case. The dashed lines are the fits corresponding to y = alog(x) + b,y =ax+b

and y = ax® + b in the left (a,d), middle (b,e) and right (c,f) columns, respectively. Variables a and b are
fitting coefficients. The insets show the deviation of the scaling laws as the filament length is increased to
L/R > 1. The dashed lines in the insets are the same lines as the main figure. The dash dotted lines in the inset
of figure 5(c) is a linear function, y = ax + b.

As shown in figure 5(a), the ratios of parallel drag strongly increase with decreasing
b/R. When b/R « 1, we observe a logarithmic scaling of the ratios with L/R (see the
dashed lines in figure 5a). This scaling can be explained by recalling that & |Yp P ~ L/b and
§|”“ (L/R)(In(L/R))~", which makes their ratio scale as EHW/“;‘”Sc (b/R)~'In(L/R).

Figure 5(b) presents the drag ratios vs L/R in the perpendicular direction for the same
values of b/R. Again, the ratios reduce to 1 for weak couplings of the two leaflets (b/R >
1). We also observe a strong increase in the drag ratios with decreasing b/R with these
increases being stronger than the parallel case (compare the values corresponding to b/R =
1 x 1073 in both cases). The ratio éipp /& ¢ shows a linear scaling with L/R when L/R <
1, compared with the logarithmic scaling we observed for the parallel drag; see the dashed
lines in figure 5(b). This scaling can similarly be explained by noting that Sipp ~ (L/b)?
and £1° ~ (L/R). Thus, we have é’p P /é'”c (b/R)™2(L/R). As aresult, for a fixed value
of L/R, the ratio increases as (b/R) ™2, and for a fixed b/R, the ratio scales as L/R.

The insets of figure 5(b) show that, when L/R > 1, the drag ratios begin to deviate from
the linear scaling and reach a plateau for different values of b/R. To explain this behaviour
we recall that flow confinement effects lead to superlinear growth of the perpendicular
drag with L/R in vesicles. As a result, Ebupp/év“ (L/R)*™® with | <« < 2.
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Figure 5(c) shows the rotational resistance ratios vs L/R. As we discussed earlier, when
L/R <1 (or more generally, when L/¢* < 1), £5° ~ O(1) (see table 1), while égp ~
(L/R)?. Thus, we get & gp JEGC ~ (L/R)?. This trend is shown with the fitted dashed lines
of the form y = ax®> + b in the same figure. When L/R > 1, £5C ~ (L/R), which results
in a linear scaling of the ratio. This is shown as the dashed dotted lines in the insets of
figure 5(¢).

3.3.2. The large sphere limit, £T /R < 1

Figure 5(d—f) shows the the drag ratio in the large sphere limit, £t /R = 1 x 1072. The
scaling laws are the same as in the small sphere limit, with £1 substituting R in these
figures. Note that the flow confinement effects at L/R > 1 lead to superlinear growth in
the filament’s drag with length in the vesicle system. This corresponds to L/¢* > 1 x 10?
assuming £*/R =1 x 1072,

Note also that, as shown in figure 5(f), the drag ratio in the rotational direction scales
linearly with L/¢7". In comparison, as shown in figure 5(c), we observe a quadratic scaling
of this ratio in the small sphere limit when L/R < 1, changing to a linear scaling when
L/R > 1. This difference between the small sphere and large sphere limits can be explained
by examining the drag on a vesicle/monolayer in different regimes of L/¢*, where £* =
min(R, £7). These regimes are listed in table 1.

The rotational drag in a vesicle/monolayer is of O(1) when L/£* < 1, and scales linearly
with L/€* when L/¢* > 1. Since all the results presented in figure 5(f) correspond to

L/€* > 1 and the rotational drag on a supported bilayer scales as (L/£*)?, we observe a
linear scaling ratio of the rotational drags in this range of parameters. In comparison, in the
small sphere case where 0.1 < L/R < 2, the drag ratio scales as (L/R)> when L/R < 1,
and scales as L/R when L/R > 1.

3.4. The drag coefficients in vesicles vs lipid monolayers

Next, we present the computed ratios of the filament’s drag in a bilayer vesicle vs a
Langmuir monolayer in the parallel, perpendicular and rotational directions. We assume
the thickness and viscosity for each leaflet of the bilayer is the same as the monolayer with
the same 3-D fluid viscosity in both systems. The drag in both cases is the sum of the forces

applied from the 2-D membrane flows and the surrounding 3-D flows: £ = &, + Ef+ +&,
where superscripts + and — refer to the outer and inner fluids, respectively. Thus, we have

g GO ENOT 4T
mono mono,—+ mono,— *
§ Enone + &7 + &

(3.5)

3.4.1. Small sphere limit, £ /R > 1

Figure 6(a—c) shows the computed ratios in the small sphere limit: £*/R = 1 x 10%. As
shown in table 1, the dimensionless drag in the monolayer and the vesicle scales only with
L/R, which makes the drag proportional to 7, and independent of the viscosity of the 3-D
fluids i.e. £5V5¢ = gm0 ~ (0 which yields

vse vsc
lim oA Sm

£+/R—)OO %—mono ’Zlf)n()

(3.6)
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Figure 6. The ratio of the parallel (a,d), perpendicular (b,e) and rotational (c,f) drag of a filament moving in
the outer layer of a vesicle to the drag of the same filament in a lipid monolayer. (a—c) Represent the small

sphere limit where £ /R = 1 x 102, and (d—f) represent the large sphere limit where £+ /R = 1 x 1072,

When b/R — oo, the vesicle’s inner leaflet does not move in response to the filament’s
movement in the outer leaflet. As a result, the membrane flow and the resulting drag on
the filament moving in a vesicle become identical to the those in a lipid monolayer. Hence,
we observe a ratio 1 of the drag coefficients when b/R — oo for all values of L/R and in
all directions of motion.

When b/R — 0, leaflets co-move with the same velocity. As a result, the dissipation,
and thus the drag, generated by moving a filament in a vesicle with two layers becomes
twice as large as the drag of a filament moving with the same velocity in a lipid monolayer.
Thus, the drag ratios approach 2, irrespective of L/R.

The drag ratio at the intermediate values of b/R is a function of L/R. Our results suggest
that increasing L/R leads to monotonic increases in the drag ratios in all directions and for
all values of b/R. A more careful analysis of the generated flows and the Green’s function
is needed to explain these variations, which is outside of the scope of this work.

3.4.2. Large sphere limit, T /R < 1
Next, we discuss the results of drag ratios in the large sphere limit, £*/R =1 x 1072,
presented in figure 6(d—f), where the dimensionless drag coefficients become independent
of L/R and only functions of L/¢* in all directions; see table 1. Re-writing the drag
coefficients in dimensional form in the regime L/¢T > 1 gives the following scalings
with the membrane and the 3-D fluid viscosities:
g~ n/InGrp/nm). EL~ny nf. Eq ~ oy (3.7a—c)
As this scaling analysis shows, aside from the rotational drag in the limit of L/£" > 1,
the drag of a filament in a lipid monolayer or a vesicle in the large sphere limit is a function
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of both the membrane and 3-D fluid viscosities. This makes it difficult to explain the
variations of the drag ratios in terms of simple scaling arguments. However, it is still
possible to explain why the ratio satisfies the following inequality: 0.5 < &V5¢ /g0 < 2,

The case of b/ > 1: in this limit, the vesicle’s inner leaflet does not move, leading to
a negligible contribution of this layer to the drag. In the large sphere limit, we expect only
small contributions of sphere curvature to the overall 3-D flows; thus, the contributions
to the drag from the outer and inner fluids in the lipid monolayer should be nearly

equal: $f+’m(mo = Sf_’"m"o. We also expect identical membrane and outer 3-D flows in the

monolayer and the vesicle system, which means &% = £"°"? = §,,. Considering all these
effects, (3.5) simplifies to

lim gvsc _ éf—’_ +&m '
¢+ /R—0 é—mono 2€f+ + é:m

b/tT—00

(3.8)

When &,, « §f+, the ratio asymptotes to 1/2. When the drag is dominated by the membrane
viscosity (&, > f;‘f*), the ratio approaches 1.

The case of b/€1 « 1: in this case, both layers move with the same velocity. As we
discussed in the prior section, we expect twice as much dissipation and drag contributions
from the membrane in the vesicle system, compared with the lipid monolayer. Following
the same line of reasoning, (3.5) simplifies to

gvse 2§ f+ + 2§,

lim = T .
/R0 E™ T 26T 4 &,
b/ —0

(3.9

Thus, in the limit of negligible drag from the membrane, the ratio approaches 1. If both
the membrane and 3-D fluids contribute equally to the drag, §f+ = &, the ratio increases

to 4/3, and if the drag is dominated by membrane flows, the ratio again asymptotes to
2. In reality, the relative contribution of membrane flows to the overall drag is a complex
function of the exact values of b/¢", L/¢™ and L/R. However, as we showed here, the ratio
remains bound in the range [0.5-2], in the wide range of parameters studied here.

4. Summary

The transport and assembly of rod-like proteins and cytoskeletal filaments on biological
membranes occur in many cellular processes. A widely used in vitro set-up for studying
protein—membrane interactions involves coating rigid beads of comparable size to the
cell with lipid bilayers, as models for the cell membrane. Different aspects of the protein
structure and dynamics can be measured over time using different microscopy techniques
(Cannon et al. 2019). As previous studies on planar-supported membranes have shown
(Sackmann 1996), the presence of a rigid substrate qualitatively changes the tangential
flows and the resulting hydrodynamic drag of the inclusions. However, except for a few
studies (Levine et al. 2004; Henle & Levine 2010), these studies have been limited to
disk-like particles and planar membranes. This work fills some of the gaps in the literature
by computing the drag of a single filament in a supported spherical bilayer, using a
slender-body formulation.

Furthermore, the formulation presented here combines the effects of membrane
curvature, inter-leaflet friction of lipid bilayers and the depth and viscosity of the
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surrounding 3-D domains into a unified theoretical framework. The derived Green’s
function can also be used in domain integral methods (Camley & Brown 2013) to compute
the drag of inclusions of arbitrary shape, and to simulate the dynamics assembly of
proteins on supported spherical membranes.

To summarize, our results show that the presence of the rigid substrate influences the
filament’s dynamics in several distinct ways. When the two leaflets of the bilayer are
strongly coupled, the drag becomes independent of membrane radius and SD length and
only a function of the inter-leaflet friction length scale, . We find that the drag in the
parallel direction scales linearly with the filament’s length, while the perpendicular and
rotational drags scale quadratically with length; see details in figure 3. We explained
this scaling using the analytical form the Green’s function for a point force on the
membrane, and by visualizing the velocity fields around the filament undergoing parallel,
perpendicular and rotational motions; see figure 4.

We compute the ratio of the drag in supported bilayers to that in freely suspended
vesicles, &P /£, When inter-leaflets are weakly coupled, the drag in all directions
asymptotes to the drag on lipid monolayers and vesicles. Increasing the inter-leaflet
friction leads to significant increases in the ratio of drag coefficients, particularly in the
perpendicular and rotational directions. We explained these variations in terms of the
scaling between £*PP vs b/R and £V*¢ vs L/R for the parallel, perpendicular and rotational
drag coefficients.

The measurement of membrane viscosity has been conducted over decades by many
different experimental methods and simulations. The reported values vary within the
range 1, € (10710, 10~9] (Pa'sm), depending on lipid composition (Block 2018; Sakuma
et al. 2020; Nagao et al. 2021). In comparison, fewer studies have been conducted to
quantify the inter-leaflet friction coefficients (Pott & Méléard 2002; den Otter & Shkulipa
2007; Jonsson et al. 2009; Blosser et al. 2015; Botan et al. 2015; Zgorski, Pastor &
Lyman 2019; Amador et al. 2021). The reported values vary in the wide range of u €
[10°, 10°] (Pasm™!). The recent study by Amador et al. (2021) shows that the friction
coefficient can change by orders of magnitude with changes in membrane composition.

Our results suggest another method of measuring inter-leaflet friction and membrane
viscosity in the likely condition that the inter-leaflet friction length is the smallest
hydrodynamic length of the system, b << min(£g, R). In this limit, the dimensionless drag
in the perpendicular direction scales as £, /(4mn,,) ~ (L/b)?. Since b* = n,,/ 1, we get
£ ~ pL? i.e. the perpendicular drag is independent of membrane viscosity and only a
function of the filament’s length and inter-leaflet friction coefficient. Applying the same
analysis to parallel drag gives the following scaling: & ~ L,/un,,. The drag coefficients in
all directions can be measured by tracking the position and orientation of rod-like proteins
and applying the fluctuation—dissipation Theorem. The measured drag coefficients can
then be used to compute the inter-leaflet friction and the membrane viscosity.
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Appendix A

Here, we outline the fundamental solutions to the system of (2.1) in response to a point
force, £, on the membrane at position (6p, ¢) on the outer layer of the sphere, where
0 € [0, ] is the polar angle and ¢ € [0, 27) is the azimuthal angle, defined in figure 1.
The equations after including the externally applied point force are

Vit — vpt =0, (Ala)
V.ut =0, (A1b)

1 .
nm (Ayuronut + Ku,t;ut _ l?(uzlut _ u;rp) _ V)/pz;” _|_ Tomlr:R _|_fex18(90, ¢0) — 0’

(Alc)
vV, -ul =0, (Ald)
. . 1 . ) .
Nm (Ayuﬁ;’ + Ku;, — ﬁ(u;’?’ —ul ) -V, +T",—g =0, (Ale)
vV, -u" =0, (ALf)

where 6 (6o, ¢o) is the Dirac delta function. The analytical solution to suspended spherical
lipid monolayers was provided by Henle & Levine (2010). Here, we extend their results
to solve for the (A1l). The velocity field at an arbitrary point (6, ¢) in the outer layer is
u@,¢) = G, ¢, 6o, po)-f (6o, ¢o). Writing this expression in matrix form gives

up | _ 1 [Gog Gog| [f5™ (00, ¢0)
[u¢] = 4, [Gw G¢¢] [f;x’(90,¢o)] (A2)

where
00
Gy = ; sﬂz(ll%(—Plz(cos W) sin~? Y sin @ sin Oy sinz(qb — ¢o)
— P} (cos ¥) sin™ ! cos (¢ — o)) (A3a)
S 20+1 0, . ) : .
Goyp = ; m(Pl (cos ¥) sin™ “ Y (— cos O sin By + sin O cos Oy cos (¢ — ¢p))
x sin 6 sin (¢ — ¢o) — P} (cos ) sin™ ! ¥ cos fy sin (¢ — o)) (A3b)
N 2041, DS .
Gpo = ; m(P, (cos ) sin” ~ i (sin 6 cos By — cos O sin By cos (¢ — ¢g))
X sin 6 sin (¢ — ¢g) + Pll (cos ) sin”! Y cos 6 sin (¢ — ¢p)), (A3c)
2041, o : .
Gpp = ZZ: m(P, (cos ) sin™ “ Y (— cos O sin By + sin O cos Oy cos (¢ — ¢p))
X (—sin6 cos By + cos b sinfy cos (¢ — ¢p))
— Pll (cos ) sin™! Y (sin @ sin 6y 4 cos O cos Oy cos (¢ — ¢o))), (A3d)
cos Y = cos b cos by + sin b sin Gy cos (¢ — ¢p), (A4)
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and

2 R
sp=1 +l—2+£—+(l+2)

+|P+i-24+—

- H 2141
- (1 _ _)
R

Here, Pj"(cos ) is the associated Legendre polynomial with degree / and order m, =
Nm/NE, b= /nm/1t, where ju is the inter-leaflet drag coefficient, H is the depth of the
inner fluid and R is the radius of the sphere. Note that the summation of / in the Green’s
function starts from / = 2 where we exclude the rigid-body rotation term [/ = 1 because
we only consider relative motion of the filament with respect to the spherical membrane
(Henle & Levine 2010; Samanta & Oppenheimer 2021; Shi et al. 2022).

When the interior fluid is very thin, H/R < 1 (AS), to the first-order approximation,
can be simplifies to

b2

H\ 2+ ~1 -1
(l—l)+(l+2)<1—E) +<R2>_1

(AS5)

2

(~H+b% (AS)

~P+1-2 Rl 2
VS +—+£—+(+)+

We recover the same expression for s; if we set H = 0, and with it ufﬁ = 0, and substitute

b with b* = ~/¢—H + b

REFERENCES

ALBERTS, B., HEALD, R., JOHNSON, A., MORGAN, D. & RAFF, M. 2022 Molecular Biology of the Cell,
7th edn, vol. 1. W.W. Norton & Company.

AMADOR, G.J., VAN DUK, D., KIEFFER, R., AUBIN-TAM, M.-E. & TAM, D. 2021 Hydrodynamic shear
dissipation and transmission in lipid bilayers. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 118 (21), e2100156118.

BARANOVA, N., RADLER, P., HERNANDEZ-ROCAMORA, V.M., ALFONSO, C., LOPEZ-PELEGRIN, M.,
R1vAS, G., VOLLMER, W. & LOOSE, M. 2020 Diffusion and capture permits dynamic coupling between
treadmilling FTSZ filaments and cell division proteins. Nat. Microbiol. 5 (3), 407-417.

BAYERL, T.M. & BLOOM, M. 1990 Physical properties of single phospholipid bilayers adsorbed to micro
glass beads. A new vesicular model system studied by 2 h-nuclear magnetic resonance. Biophys. J. 58 (2),
357-362.

BLoOCK, S. 2018 Brownian motion at lipid membranes: a comparison of hydrodynamic models describing and
experiments quantifying diffusion within lipid bilayers. Biomolecules 8 (2), 30.

BLOSSER, M.C., HONERKAMP-SMITH, A.R., HAN, T., HAATAJA, M. & KELLER, S.L. 2015 Transbilayer
colocalization of lipid domains explained via measurement of strong coupling parameters. Biophys. J.
109 (11), 2317-2327.

BOTAN, A., JoLy, L., FILLOT, N. & LoIsoN, C. 2015 Mixed mechanism of lubrication by lipid bilayer
stacks. Langmuir 31 (44), 12197-12202.

BRIDGES, A.A., ZHANG, H., MEHTA, S.B., OCCHIPINTI, P., TANI, T. & GLADFELTER, A.S. 2014
Septin assemblies form by diffusion-driven annealing on membranes. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA 111 (6),
2146-2151.

BRINKMAN, H.C. 1949 A calculation of the viscous force exerted by a flowing fluid on a dense swarm of
particles. Flow Turbul. Combust. 1 (1), 27-34.

CAMLEY, B.A. & BROWN, F.L.H. 2013 Diffusion of complex objects embedded in free and supported lipid
bilayer membranes: role of shape anisotropy and leaflet structure. Soft Matt. 9 (19), 4767-4779.

CANNON, K.S., Woobs, B.L., CRUTCHLEY, J.M. & GLADFELTER, A.S. 2019 An amphipathic helix
enables septins to sense micrometer-scale membrane curvature. J. Cell Biol. 218 (4), 1128-1137.

979 A6-18


https://doi.org/10.1017/jfm.2023.1036

https://doi.org/10.1017/jfm.2023.1036 Published online by Cambridge University Press

Filament hydrodynamics in a supported spherical bilayer

EVANS, E. & SACKMANN, E. 1988 Translational and rotational drag coefficients for a disk moving in a liquid
membrane associated with a rigid substrate. J. Fluid Mech. 194, 553-561.

FISCHER, T.M. 2004 The drag on needles moving in a Langmuir monolayer. J. Fluid Mech. 498, 123-137.

GRADSHTEYN, L.S. & RYZHIK, [.M. 2014 Table of Integrals, Series, and Products. Academic Press.

HENLE, M.L. & LEVINE, A.J. 2010 Hydrodynamics in curved membranes: the effect of geometry on
particulate mobility. Phys. Rev. E 81 (1), 011905.

HONERKAMP-SMITH, A.R. 2023 Forces and flows at cell surfaces. J. Membr. Biol. 256, 331-340.

HUGHES, B.D., PAILTHORPE, B.A. & WHITE, L.R. 1981 The translational and rotational drag on a cylinder
moving in a membrane. J. Fluid Mech. 110, 349-372.

IToH, T. & TsunTA, K. 2023 Exploring membrane mechanics: the role of membrane-cortex attachment in
cell dynamics. Curr. Opin. Cell Biol. 81, 102173.

JAIN, S. & SAMANTA, R. 2023 Force dipole interactions in tubular fluid membranes. arXiv:2303.12061.

Jiao, F., CANNON, K.S., LIN, Y.-C., GLADFELTER, A.S. & SCHEURING, S. 2020 The hierarchical
assembly of septins revealed by high-speed AFM. Nat. Commun. 11 (1), 5062.

JOHNSON, S.J., BAYERL, T.M., MCDERMOTT, D.C., ADAM, G.W., RENNIE, A.R., THOMAS, R.K. &
SACKMANN, E. 1991 Structure of an adsorbed dimyristoylphosphatidylcholine bilayer measured with
specular reflection of neutrons. Biophys. J. 59 (2), 289-294.

JONSSON, P., BEECH, J.P., TEGENFELDT, J.O. & HOOK, F. 2009 Mechanical behavior of a supported lipid
bilayer under external shear forces. Langmuir 25 (11), 6279-6286.

KHMELINSKAIA, A., FRANQUELIM, H.G., YAADAV, R., PETROV, E.P. & SCHWILLE, P. 2021
Membrane-mediated self-organization of rod-like dna origami on supported lipid bilayers. Adv. Mater.
Interfaces 8 (24), 2101094.

Kmv, K., CHOI, S.Q., ZASADZINSKI, J.A. & SQUIRES, T.M. 2011 Interfacial microrheology of dppc
monolayers at the air—water interface. Soft Matt. 7 (17), 7782-7789.

Kropp, C., STANNARIUS, R. & EREMIN, A. 2017 Brownian dynamics of elongated particles in a
quasi-two-dimensional isotropic liquid. Phys. Rev. Fluids 2 (12), 124202.

KOHR, M., SEKHAR, G.P.R. & BLAKE, J.R. 2008 Green’s function of the Brinkman equation in a 2d
anisotropic case. IMA J. Appl. Maths 73 (2), 374-392.

LEE, M.H., REICH, D.H., STEBE, K.J. & LEHENY, R.L. 2010 Combined passive and active microrheology
study of protein-layer formation at an air- water interface. Langmuir 26 (4), 2650-2658.

LEVINE, A.J., LIVERPOOL, T.B. & MACKINTOSH, F.C. 2004 Dynamics of rigid and flexible extended
bodies in viscous films and membranes. Phys. Rev. Lett. 93 (3), 038102.

MANIKANTAN, H. 2020 Tunable collective dynamics of active inclusions in viscous membranes. Phys. Rev.
Lert. 125 (26), 268101.

MOLAEI, M., CHISHOLM, N.G., DENG, J., CROCKER, J.C. & STEBE, K.J. 2021 Interfacial flow around
Brownian colloids. Phys. Rev. Lett. 126 (22), 228003.

MOROZOV, A. & SPAGNOLIE, S.E. 2015 Introduction to complex fluids. In Complex Fluids in Biological
Systems: Experiment, Theory, and Computation (ed. S.E. Spagnolie), pp. 3—-52. Springer.

NAGAO, M., KELLEY, E.G., FARAONE, A., SAITO, M., YODA, Y., KUROKUZU, M., TAKATA, S.,
SETO, M. & BUTLER, P.D. 2021 Relationship between viscosity and acyl tail dynamics in lipid bilayers.
Phys. Rev. Lett. 127 (7), 078102.

DEN OTTER, W.K. & SHKULIPA, S.A. 2007 Intermonolayer friction and surface shear viscosity of lipid
bilayer membranes. Biophys. J. 93 (2), 423-433.

POTT, T. & MELEARD, P. 2002 The dynamics of vesicle thermal fluctuations is controlled by intermonolayer
friction. Europhys. Lett. 59 (1), 87.

PRASAD, V., KOEHLER, S.A. & WEEKS, E.R. 2006 Two-particle microrheology of quasi-2d viscous systems.
Phys. Rev. Lett. 97 (17), 176001.

SACKMANN, E. 1996 Supported membranes: scientific and practical applications. Science 271 (5245), 43-48.

SAFFMAN, P.G. 1976 Brownian motion in thin sheets of viscous fluid. J. Fluid Mech. 73 (4), 593-602.

SAFFMAN, P.G. & DELBRUCK, M. 1975 Brownian motion in biological membranes. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci.
USA 72 (8), 3111-3113.

SAKUMA, Y., KAWAKATSU, T., TANIGUCHI, T. & IMAI, M. 2020 Viscosity landscape of phase-separated
lipid membrane estimated from fluid velocity field. Biophys. J. 118 (7), 1576—-1587.

SAMANTA, R. & OPPENHEIMER, N. 2021 Vortex flows and streamline topology in curved biological
membranes. Phys. Fluids 33 (5), 051906.

SHI, W., CANNON, K.S., CURTIS, B.N., EDELMAIER, C., GLADFELTER, A.S. & NAZOCKDAST, E. 2023
Curvature sensing as an emergent property of multiscale assembly of septins. Proc. Natl Acad. Sci. USA
120 (6), €2208253120.

979 A6-19


https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.12061
https://doi.org/10.1017/jfm.2023.1036

https://doi.org/10.1017/jfm.2023.1036 Published online by Cambridge University Press

W. Shi, M. Moradi and E. Nazockdast

SHI, W., MORADI, M. & NAZOCKDAST, E. 2022 Hydrodynamics of a single filament moving in a spherical
membrane. Phys. Rev. Fluids 7 (8), 084004.

STEFANIU, C., BREZESINSKI, G. & MOHWALD, H. 2014 Langmuir monolayers as models to study processes
at membrane surfaces. Adv. Colloid Interface Sci. 208, 197-213.

STONE, H.A. & AJDARI, A. 1998 Hydrodynamics of particles embedded in a flat surfactant layer overlying a
subphase of finite depth. J. Fluid Mech. 369, 151-173.

STONE, H.A. & MASouUD, H. 2015 Mobility of membrane-trapped particles. J. Fluid Mech. 781, 494-505.

WALDE, P. 2010 Building artificial cells and protocell models: experimental approaches with lipid vesicles.
BioEssays 32 (4), 296-303.

ZGORSKI, A., PASTOR, R.W. & LYMAN, E. 2019 Surface shear viscosity and interleaflet friction from
nonequilibrium simulations of lipid bilayers. J. Chem. Theory Comput. 15 (11), 6471-6481.

ZHOU, Z., VLAHOVSKA, P.M. & MIKSIS, M.J. 2022 Drag force on spherical particles trapped at a liquid
interface. Phys. Rev. Fluids 7 (12), 124001.

979 A6-20


https://doi.org/10.1017/jfm.2023.1036

	1 Introduction
	2 Formulation
	2.1 The extension to transmembrane proteins

	3 Results
	3.1 Small inclusions: Lmin(R,b,)
	3.2 Two leaflets are strongly coupled
	3.3 The drag coefficients in supported bilayers vs vesicles
	3.3.1 The small sphere limit, +/R1
	3.3.2 The large sphere limit, +/R1

	3.4 The drag coefficients in vesicles vs lipid monolayers
	3.4.1 Small sphere limit, +/R1
	3.4.2 Large sphere limit, +/R1


	4 Summary
	Appendix A
	References

