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Abstract

Generalized ensemble methods such as Hamiltonian replica exchange (HREX) and
expanded ensemble (EE) have been shown effective in free energy calculations for vari-
ous contexts, given their ability to circumvent free energy barriers via nonphysical path-
ways defined by states with different modified Hamiltonians. However, both HREX and
EE methods come with drawbacks, such as limited flexibility in parameter specifica-
tion, or the lack of parallelizability for more complicated applications. To address this
challenge, we present the method of replica exchange of expanded ensembles (REXEE),
which integrates the principles of HREX and EE methods by periodically exchanging
coordinates of EE replicas sampling different yet overlapping sets of alchemical states.
With the solvation free energy calculation of anthracene and binding free energy calcu-
lation of the CB7-10 binding complex, we show that the REXEE method achieves the
same level of accuracy in free energy calculations as the HREX and EE methods, while
offering enhanced flexibility and parallelizability. Additionally, we examined REXEE

simulations with various setups to understand how different exchange frequencies and



replica configurations influence the sampling efficiency in the fixed-weight phase and
the weight convergence in the weight-updating phase. The REXEE approach can
be further extended to support asynchronous parallelization schemes, allowing looser
communications between larger numbers of loosely coupled processors such as cloud
computing and therefore promising much more scalable and adaptive executions of al-
chemical free energy calculations. All algorithms for the REXEE method are available
in the Python package ensemble_md, which offers an interface for REXEE simulation

management without modifying the source code in GROMACS.

Introduction

Molecular dynamics (MD) has established its significance and versatility in a broad spectrum
of scientific disciplines. With sufficiently accurate force fields, it can theoretically serve as a
virtual microscope to investigate a plethora of dynamics of interest at an atomistic resolution.

! conventional MD simulations are gen-

However, even with the latest-generation hardware,
erally limited to only probing processes with relatively short time scales, leaving real-world
challenges such as folding of typical proteins or large-scale conformational transitions still
out of reach for direct simulation. As such, the last decades have witnessed the emergence of
various advanced /enhanced sampling methods dedicated to addressing this timescale issue. >

These methods can be roughly divided into two broad categories based on different strate-
gies for sampling metastable states of interest that are separated by free energy barriers
insurmountable by direct sampling with viable computational cost. Methods in the first
category work with the phase space purely defined by the configurational degrees of freedom
of the system. Frequently, these methods bias the system along a small number of degrees
of freedom (the so-called collective variables, or CVs) to encourage diffusive sampling in
the configurational space. Representative examples in this category include umbrella sam-
pling,? metadynamics,* adaptive biasing force,” on-the-fly probability enhanced sampling,®

and their variations. "



Generalized ensemble methods represent the other category that does not rely on the use
of collective variables,? but expands the phase space by introducing additional dimensions
continuously defined or discretized by intermediate states with different temperatures, al-
chemically modified Hamiltonians, and/or other auxiliary variables. These methods, which

1011 alternate the sampling direction

can often be expressed as a form of Gibbs sampling,
between the configurational space and the extended space. The sampling in the configura-
tional space is achieved by molecular dynamics (or occasionally Monte Carlo (MC)), while the
sampling between different intermediate states in the extended space is usually done by MC
moves (panels A and B in Figure 1). These moves in the state space use approaches such as
the Metropolis-Hastings algorithm, ' the Barker transition algorithm,!* Gibbs sampling, !4
and Metropolized-Gibbs sampling.®!® Importantly, in the case where the metastability of
a system changes along the extended state space, sampling the state space in these addi-
tional dimensions allows one to move between different metastable states that exist in the
configurational space. For example, by traversing the temperature space either serially with
a single simulation (e.g., simulated tempering'®) or with multiple simulations running in
parallel (e.g., temperature replica exchange (TREX), also known as parallel tempering'”),
one can observe the unfolded state of a protein that might be unattainable at a lower tem-
perature. '®1? Similarly, alchemical free energy methods exploit the fact that configurational
free energy barriers might be lower or even absent in states at intermediate values of the
alchemical coupling parameter \. With comprehensive sampling in the alchemical space,

either serially (e.g., simulated scaling,? expanded ensemble (EE),?! and A dynamics?*%3)

or
in parallel (e.g., Hamiltonian replica exchange (HREX)?*), the system can circumvent free
energy barriers via nonphysical pathways bridging the coupled and decoupled states, thus
allowing the computation of various free energy differences, including solvation free ener-

2831 and mutation free energies.3?3% Importantly, generalized

gies,? 27 binding free energies,
ensemble methods are not confined to solely amplifying the sampling space with the tem-

perature or alchemical space, but have the capacity to define intermediate states and carry



out coordinate exchanges in multidimensional grids defined by varying both temperatures

24,3436 o1 either of these with other auxiliary variables. 37

and Hamiltonians,

To aid the sampling in the extended dimension, especially in methods utilizing alchemical
intermediate states, varying forms of weights are usually employed. For instance, expanded
ensembles can work with methods such as the Wang-Landau algorithm,® its 1/t varia-
tion, 3?19 accelerated weighted histogram (AWH),*'™*3 and self-adjusted mixture sampling
(SAMS)* to iteratively estimate alchemical weights that aim to level out the alchemical
free energy profile. In the limiting case where the set of weights gives each alchemical state
exactly equal probability, the alchemical weights are equal to the dimensionless free ener-
gies. As another example, in the recently proposed alchemical metadynamics*® where the
alchemical variable is treated as a collective variable, Gaussian biasing potentials deposited
in the alchemical direction serve as another form of alchemical weights. Hamiltonian replica
exchange, while not imposing alchemical weights explicitly, periodically exchanges the coor-
dinates between replicas, which can be regarded as a form of implicit weights enforcing even
sampling of each state/replica.

In expanded ensemble simulations, it is common to adopt a two-stage protocol com-
posed of a weight-updating stage followed by a fixed-weight /production stage. Specifically,
a weight-updating algorithm, such as the Wang-Landau algorithm or the similar ones men-
tioned above, is used in the first stage in to iteratively adjust the alchemical weights until
the algorithm is converged, e.g., certain criteria on the flatness of visitation rates at each
state are reached. Subsequently, the second stage fixes the weights at the values converged
by the first stage. Notably, while data generated in the first stage should theoretically reach
quasi-equilibrium given sufficient sampling,** it is of common practice to use samples gen-
erated in the second stage for free energy estimators that require equilibrium data, such as
thermodynamic integration (TT),%® Bennett acceptance ratio (BAR),*” and Multistate Ben-
nett acceptance ratio (MBAR).*® This notion of calculating free energies from equilibrium

data also applies to alchemical metadynamics, as discussed in the work*® by Hsu et al.



Methods such as Hamiltonian replica exchange and expanded ensemble come with limita-
tions. Each simulation within a generalized ensemble must overlap with at least some other
states, or no switches can occur. If one is sampling large changes in the phase space, then
many connecting states will be necessary, potentially resulting in large numbers of states,
with the end-to-end traversal time being diffusion-limited*’ and increasing with the square
of the number of states in a given direction.

The selection of the number of states can be potentially problematic for HREX in partic-
ular, as running the simulation often needs to take into account the available computational
resources, such as the number of CPU cores per node or the total number of nodes, as the
simulations must be highly parallelized with relatively low latency to function well. To fully
leverage the computational power, the number of replicas should ideally be a factor of the
number of available cores. This requirement can become restrictive in deciding the num-
ber of states in HREX simulations, especially for complex systems that might necessitate
a larger number of states to ensure sufficient overlap between adjacent states. For exam-
ple, given the one-to-one correspondence between replicas and states, an HREX simulation
sampling 64 alchemical states would require 64 replicas. In a situation where a 128-core
node is available, but 64 states fail to provide the desired overlap, the next logical increment
would be 128 states, which could be an unnecessarily large leap. These problems can be
exacerbated when the system requires hundreds of alchemical intermediate states to ensure
adequate overlap between neighboring states, or when the state space is multidimensional.
These scenarios can easily require extensive communication between hundreds of cores that
current parallelization schemes do not fully support, thereby hindering the exploration of
even more complex systems.

Scenarios that require a large number of states can also pose a challenge to expanded
ensembles approaches. Since the sampling along the auxiliary variables is not parallelized,
the simulation wall time can therefore be significantly longer than that of the HREX method

for equal amounts of sampling at each state. When weights are poorly converged, as can



often happen with adaptive methods when there are slow degrees of freedom orthogonal to
the generalized coordinate,3%4%4 the round trip time in a 1D-dimensional extended variable
space is significantly increased, with potentially some regions not visited at all. In replica
exchange, one may have a lack of round-trip visits along the generalized variable due to
insufficient exchanges, but there is at least sampling at all states. For example, it was
reported in Refs.®® and °! that the Wang-Landau algorithm faced difficulties converging the
alchemical weights for several host-guest binding complexes in SAMPL4°? and SAMPL6°!

SAMPLing challenges.
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Figure 1: Schematic representations of different generalized ensemble methods. (A) In ex-
panded ensembles, MD simulations and MC moves alternate periodically to sample the
configurational space and the alchemical space, respectively. (B) In Hamiltonian replica
exchange, the coordinates of replicas of MD simulations sampling different alchemical inter-
mediate states are periodically exchanged to enhance the sampling in the alchemical space.
Each X vector is a vector of coupling parameters of interest, such as for coupling/decoupling
electrostatic interactions, van der Waals interactions, or distance restraints. (C) In the
replica exchange of expanded ensembles (REXEE) method, the coordinates of replicas
of EE simulations are periodically exchanged. A, Ay, As, and A, denote the sets of states
different replicas can sample during the simulation.

To alleviate some of the aforementioned issues, we propose the method of replica ex-
change of expanded ensembles (REXEE), which integrates the core principles of the
replica exchange (REX) and expanded ensemble (EE) methods. Specifically, a REXEE
simulation runs multiple replicas of EE simulations in parallel and periodically exchanges
coordinates between replicas. Each EE replica samples a different but overlapping set of

alchemical intermediate states to collectively sample the space between the coupled and de-



coupled states. (See Figure 1.) By design, the REXEE method decouples the number of
replicas from the number of states, allowing sampling a large number of intermediate states
with significantly fewer replicas than those required in the HREX method and other similar
methods. By parallelizing replicas, the REXEE method can also reduce the simulation wall
time compared to the EE method, and guarantees that there are always simulations, if not
at every replica, at least in all ranges of replicas sets along the auxiliary variables. Impor-
tantly, such parallelism also sets the stage for wider applications, such as relative free energy
calculations for multi-topology transformations.

We note that there exist replica exchange methods that are well-suited for sampling large
numbers of states in a generalized ensemble, with most of them supporting asynchronous
parallelization or heterogeneous computational grids. For example, asynchronous replica
exchange molecular dynamics® % decentralizes the management of replica simulations by
allowing exchanges to be attempted between any two idling replicas. Greedy replica exchange
molecular dynamics®” addressed the synchronization bottleneck in the same spirit, but uses
a precomputed schedule of exchange attempts to sample each state equally, as opposed to

58 increases

asynchronous replica exchange. Multiplex replica exchange molecular dynamics
the pool of replicas available for exchange attempts, similarly eliminating the need for replica
synchronization. We emphasize that these methods are distinctive from the REXEE method
as they focus on software implementation design different from the standard replica exchange
method. The REXEE method, on the other hand, proposes a new formulation that breaks
the one-to-one correspondence between states and replicas, allowing each replica to sample an
arbitrary number of states. Still, it can benefit from working with loosely coupled processors
with asynchronous parallelization to further enhance the CPU utilization efficiency.

Upon the development of the REXEE method, this study sets out to accomplish three
objectives. First, we seek to demonstrate that with samples from the fixed-weight stage,

the REXEE methods can produce free energy estimates on par with those from EE or

HREX simulations, while offering greater flexibility in parameter specification and replica



configuration. Secondly, by harnessing the statistics gathered from the overlapping states,
we examine the ability of the REXEE method to converge alchemical weights compared
to the weight-updating EE simulations with the Wang-Landau algorithm.3%4 Importantly,
more accurate alchemical weights converged in the weight-updating stage can potentially
accelerate the convergence of free energy estimates in the production stage. Lastly, we aim
to examine the relationship between REXEE parameters and the performance of the method
by comparing various metrics of REXEE simulations with different setups.

In pursuit of these objectives, we applied the REXEE method with different setups to
calculate the solvation free energy of anthracene previously studied by Paliwal et al.,?® as
well as the binding free energy of the host-guest binding complex CB7-10 from SAMPL4
SAMPLing challenge.®® With these test systems, we compared the REXEE method with the
weight-updating phase of EE simulations in terms of the quality of the converged weights.
Additionally, we compared the REXEE method with the HREX simulations and fixed-weight
EE simulations regarding the sampling speed and the accuracy of free energy calculations.

Currently, all necessary algorithms required to enable REXEE have been implemented in
the pip-installable Python package ensemble_md (https://github.com/wehs7661/ensemble_
md), which wraps around the key GROMACS functionalities and supports GROMACS %61
starting from version 2022.5. ensemble_md serves as an interface to automate and manage
the initialization and execution of each iteration in a REXEE simulation. It is equipped
with several user-friendly command-line interfaces (CLIs) and has been extensively unit-
tested, continuously integrated, and thoroughly documented. Our current implementation
of the REXEE method supports only synchronous parallelization, with the development of

the asynchronous REXEE method left for future work.



Theory

REXEE configuration

We consider a REXEE simulation comprised of R parallel replicas of expanded ensembles,
each of which is labeled as ¢ = 1,2, ..., R, respectively. These R replicas are restricted to
sampling R different yet overlapping sets of states (termed state sets) labeled by m as
Ay, Ay, ..., Ag, which collectively traverse N alchemical intermediate states in total, with
N > R. The label m (m = 1,2,..., R) for state sets is a permutation of the label i (i =
1,2, ..., R) for replicas, and vice versa. The relationship between the replica indices and set

indices is
(1)

where f is a permutation function mapping the replica index ¢ to the state set index m
and f~! is its inverse function that performs the reverse mapping. Upon any exchange
during the simulation, a new permutation function must be defined. For example, in Figure
1C, the first replica is initialized with sampling the first state set, denoted as f(1) = 1.
After an accepted exchange, the first replica samples the second state set in the second
iteration, which necessitates a new permutation defined by another function f’ such that
f'(1) =2 (and f'(2) = 1). Importantly, such a permutation relationship implies a one-to-
one correspondence between ¢ and m, ensuring one and unique state set associated with each
replica.

Additionally, we define s; € {1,2,..., N} as the index of the state currently sampled by
the i-th replica. For a replica ¢ sampling the state set A,,, s; is additionally constrained such
that s; € A,,. Importantly, the fact that s; takes values in {1,2,..., N} and N > R implies
a many-to-one relationship between the replica index ¢ and the state index s;, as a certain
state may be sampled by multiple replicas. This is in contrast to the one-to-one relationship

between the replica index ¢ and the state set index m.
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We emphasize that a valid REXEE configuration only requires overlapping state sets
and is not restricted to one-dimensional grids, the same number of states for all replicas, nor
sequential state indices within the same state sets. For example, Figure 2 shows cases where
intermediate states are characterized by more than one thermodynamic variable (panels A
and B), where different state sets have different numbers of states (panels C), and where the
state indices are not consecutive within the same state sets (panels A and C). While some
cases presented in Figure 2 might not necessarily be practical and are just for illustrative
purposes, all configurations in Figure 2 fit into the REXEE formalism, as the overlap between
different state sets allows the system to access all states upon exchanges. Currently, the most
common case is where the intermediate states are defined in a one-dimensional space, with
consecutive state indices within the same state set (e.g., the case in Figure 1C). In a REXEE
simulation adopting such a replica configuration, a state shift ¢ between adjacent state sets
can be defined indicating to what extent the set of states has shifted along the auxiliary
variable, and the simulation can be either homogeneous or heterogeneous, depending on
whether all replicas have the same number of states and whether or not the state shift is

consistent between all adjacent state sets.

11



A. Two-dimensional grids B. L-shaped grids

T T, Ty 7l
—T—— 1
Hi|l'1 ! 2 3 ' I :——2—1' A2 = {2,3}
mla el s] =@ AL A=
el A= {45,780 mHll3 el 5| AL = {4.5)
Ha|i7 181 93| A4={5.6,89) P
1 2 3

C. One-dimensional grids
H, H, Hs3 Hy Hs Hg¢ H; Hg Hy

1 |2 ['3'als |6 | 7|89 Ay={346728}

e et Rt e ——m -] -——d = - -

[ - A3 — {4,5.67,8,9}

Figure 2: Different possible replica configurations of a REXEE simulation, with each state
represented as a grid labeled by the number in its center and characterized by different
Hamiltonians and/or temperatures. Different state sets are represented as dashed lines in
different colors. Note that the temperature 7" and Hamiltonian H can be replaced by other
physical variables of interest, such as pressure or chemical potential. (A) Two-dimensional
grids, or more specifically, a 3 by 3 grid that defines 9 intermediate states with different
temperatures and Hamiltonians. For example, state 8 can be represented as (75, H3). (B)
Another 2D example where L-shaped grids define 5 intermediate states with different tem-
peratures and Hamiltonians. (C) One-dimensional grids that define 9 intermediate states
with different Hamiltonians.

Given its simplicity and commonality, in this paper, we focus on examples of homogeneous
REXEE simulations with one-dimensional alchemical intermediates defined sequentially in
each state set, though the approach itself is more general. We denote the number of states
per replica as ng, so the m-th state set (m = 1,2,..., R) at any given time can be expressed
as follows:

Ap={m—-1)p+1,(m—1)p+2,....(m—1)p + ns} (2)

For such a REXEE simulation, the four configurational parameters N (number of states), R

(number of replicas), ny (number of states per state set (or replica)), and ¢ (shift between
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each state set) are related via the following relationship:

N =n,+(R—1)¢ (3)

and we additionally define the overlap ratio r as the ratio between the number of overlapping

states and the number of states per replica:

(4)

For example, the configuration of the REXEE simulation shown in Figure 1C can be ex-
pressed as (N, R, ng, ¢) = (9,4,6,1) and has an overlap ratio of r = 5/6 ~ 83%, as neigh-
boring sets share 5/6 of their states. As discussed in the Supporting Information, solving
Equation 3 with a few additional constraints allows efficient enumeration of all possible
REXEE configurations aligned along a single auxiliary variable.

Unlike traditional replica exchange methods, the total number of states N does not have
to be equal to the number of replicas R in the REXEE method. In fact, it can be shown
that for a REXEE simulation sampling with any number of replicas, there exists at least one
valid REXEE configuration (see Figure S1B). This allows a much higher degree of flexibility
in the parameter specification as compared to traditional replica exchange methods—once
the number of replicas is decided, typically as a factor of the number of available cores, the

total number of states can be arbitrary.

State transitions in REXEE simulations

In a REXEE simulation, regardless of its replica configuration, state transitions occur at
both the intra-replica and inter-replica levels. Within each replica of expanded ensemble
simulation, transitions between alchemical states within the state set are governed by the
selected algorithm in the expanded ensemble simulation, such as the ones mentioned in the

section “Introduction”. The desired probability distribution of each state and detailed bal-
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ance condition is determined by whichever of various transition schemes implemented for the
expanded ensemble method, as discussed in the study by Chodera et al.'® Detailed balance
for intra-replica exchange ensures the convergence towards an equilibrium distribution for
each state set. At the inter-replica level, transitions involve exchanges of configurations be-
tween different replicas, which are required to achieve sampling across the entire alchemical
space. Detailed balance at this level ensures that the probability influx and outflux are equal
for each set of states. Notably, these two levels of balance are controlled independently. Both
of them need to be obeyed to ensure overall probability distributions and so that the free
energy difference across the entire alchemical space can be correctly estimated.

Since the detailed balance at the intra-replica level can be achieved by simply selecting
a well-established method used in traditional generalized ensemble methods,* we only need
to derive the acceptance ratio that ensures the detailed balance at the inter-replica level for
the REXEE method. Specifically, we consider replicas ¢ and j that sample the state sets
A,, and A, respectively. To swap replicas ¢ and j, the state sampled by replica i at the
moment, denoted as s; € A,,, must fall within the state set A,, that is to be swapped, and
vice versa. In this case, we call that these replicas ¢ and j are “swappable” and we express

the exchange of coordinates x; and x; between these two replicas as

*) m? n’

X = (ol ), ) =X = (a2, .2, .) (5)

with !, = (z;, A,,) meaning that the i-th replica samples the m-th state set with the
coordinates x;. (See the Supporting information for the strict mathematical definition of the
terms involved in Equation 5.) Mathematically, the list of swappable pairs S can be defined

as the set of replica pairs as follows:

S ={(i,j)|s: € A, and s; € Ap,i # j} (6)

As discussed in Section 1 in the Supporting Information, the most straightforward way
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to derive the acceptance ratio is to assume symmetric proposal probabilities, which can be
easily achieved by the design of the used proposal scheme. (See the next subsection “Proposal
schemes”.) Under this assumption, the acceptance ratio of swapping the coordinates (z; and

x;) between replicas ¢ and j can be expressed as

1 GEA<O
Pacc = (7)
exp(—A) ,ifA>0

where

A = (ug,(z5) + us; (25)) = (us, (@) + us; () (8)

In Equation 8, u,, and u,, are the reduced potentials of the states s; and s; sampled by
replicas ¢ and j, respectively. Notably, the expression of A is of the same form as that
in the HREX method. This also shows that the REXEE method reduces to the HREX
method when each replica is restricted to sampling only one specific state, in which case
the state labels s; and s; reduce to ¢ and j, respectively. (See the Supporting Information
for the definition of the reduced potential and the full derivation of the acceptance ratio
in the section “Derivation of the acceptance ratio for swapping EE replicas in a REXEE

simulation”.)

Proposal schemes

In this section, we discuss a few common proposal schemes for the REXEE method. Notably,
there may easily exist other possible proposal schemes that can achieve the inter-replica level
of detailed balance, but we do not further investigate here.

Single exchange proposal scheme

The most straightforward proposal scheme is to randomly draw a pair from the list of swap-

pable pairs S defined in Equation 6, with each pair in the list having an equal probability
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to be drawn, in which case the proposal probability can be expressed as follows:

o IS it (i,j) €S
a(X'|X) = a (2], 7|2, 2]) = (9)

0 ,if(i,j) ¢S
Note that this proposal probability is symmetric, ie., a(X'|X) = a(X|X’) for all (i,7)
pairs. With this “single exchange proposal scheme”, only one exchange is proposed, with
the probability defined in Equation 9. This proposal scheme has been implemented in the

package ensemble_md as a sanity check for the REXEE method.

Neighbor exchange proposal scheme

In traditional replica exchange methods, the neighbor exchange proposal scheme alternates
between swapping all replica pairs 2¢ — 1 with 2¢ and all pairs 2¢ with 2¢ + 1 for each
¢=1,...,|R/2|. While this notion of alternating between “odd-even pairs” and “even-odd
pairs” is applicable to the REXEE method, one needs to take into account the fact that
some pairs may not be swappable, i.e., (20 —1,21) ¢ S or (2¢,20+1) ¢ S for specific ¢ values,
with § defined in Equation 6.

Another way to perform neighbor exchanges, which has been implemented in the Python
package ensemble_md, is to add a constraint to S defined in Equation 6 such that the
swappable pairs consist exclusively of neighboring replicas, with each pair having an equal

probability to be drawn. Formally, the proposal probability in this case can be expressed as

follows:
. . . . ]-/|Snei hbor| ) lf (Zaj) € Snei hbor
o (X')X) = o (e, 2l |2l ad) = ’ ’ (10)
O ) lf (Z,]) ¢ Sneighbor
where
Sheighbor = {(4,7)|si € A, and s; € A, and |i — j| =1} (11)
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Similarly, the proposal probability in this case is also symmetric. This proposal scheme
has also been implemented in the package ensemble_md as a sanity check for the REXEE

method.

Multiple exchange proposal scheme

As opposed to the single exchange or neighbor exchange proposal schemes, one can propose
multiple swaps within an exchange interval to further enhance the mixing of replicas. Im-
portantly, whether two replicas are swappable not only depends on the state sets of the two
replicas, but also on the states being sampled by the two replicas at the moment. Therefore,
it is not always feasible to propose multiple swaps all at once and perform them serially, as
a swappable pair might become unswappable after a previous swap is accepted. To address
this issue, the “multiple exchange proposal scheme” (see Algorithm 1) proposes swaps one at
a time, and whenever a proposed swap is accepted, it updates the permutation of the state
sets and re-identifies the list of swappable pairs before proposing the next swap. Note, how-
ever, since the order of swapping could influence the resulting swapped configurations when
there is any replica involved in multiple proposed swaps, this proposal scheme does not have
a symmetric proposal probability. Accordingly, an acceptance ratio other than Equation 8
has to be carefully designed to deal with this asymmetry so that the detailed balance at the
inter-replica level is obeyed. Currently, this proposal scheme has not been implemented in

ensemble_md given our focus on proposal schemes with symmetric proposal probabilities.
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Algorithm 1 Multiple exchange proposal scheme

1: Identify the list of swappable pairs S.
2: for n = 1 to ney, where ne, is the desired number of swaps do
3: if S # () then

4: Draw (i,7) € S with the proposal probability defined in Equation 9.

5: Calculate the acceptance ratio P,.. for the drawn pair using Equation 7.
6: if the proposed swap (i, 7) is accepted then

7 Perform the swap (i, 7), then update the list of swappable pairs S.

8: end if

9: else

10: break

11: end if

12: end for

Exhaustive exchange proposal scheme

Another approach to carry out multiple swaps serially within an exchange interval is the
“exhaustive exchange proposal scheme”, as detailed in Algorithm 2. In brief, it operates
similarly to the single exchange proposal scheme, but exhaustively traverses the list of swap-
pable pairs while updating the list by eliminating any pair involving replicas that appeared
in the previously proposed pair. This elimination process circumvents the issue of the result
depending on the order of swapping, as no replica will be involved in more than one swap and
all the swaps proposed in the same exchange interval are independent of each other. Con-
sequently, this ensures that the proposal probability is symmetric and the detailed balance
condition is obeyed with the use of Equation 8. This method has also been implemented in

the Python package ensemble_md.

Algorithm 2 Exhaustive exchange proposal scheme

1: Identify the list of swappable pairs S.

2: while § # () do

Draw (i,7) € S with the proposal probability defined in Equation 9.
4 Calculate the acceptance ratio p,e for the drawn pair using Equation 7.
5 if the proposed swap (i, 5) is rejected then

6: break

7 end if
8

9

w0

Perform the swap and update S by removing pair(s) involving replicas i and j.
: end while
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Weight combination schemes for weight-updating REXEE

One pronounced difference between the REXEE approach and other generalized ensemble
methods like EE or HREX lies in the existence of “overlapping states” in REXEE. These
states fall within the intersection of at least two state sets (see Figure 1C) and are there-
fore accessible by multiple simulation replicas. To leverage the samples of these overlapping
states collected from multiple replicas in weight-updating REXEE simulations, in a weight-
updating REXEE simulation, we could combine alchemical weights for these states across
replicas before initializing the next iteration. The hypothesis is that such on-the-fly modifi-
cations to the weights could potentially further accelerate the convergence of the alchemical
weights during the weight-updating phase, providing a better starting point for the subse-
quent production phase.

While there are various possible ways to combine weights across replicas, some of them
suffer from reference-dependent results, or the issue of interdependence in the weight differ-
ence between adjacent states. For example, one intuitive way to combine weights for a state
s across replicas is to calculate the negative logarithm of the probability averaged over all
replicas accessible to s. Denoting these replicas as k € Q;, the combined/averaged weight

for state s, gs (with its corresponding probability ps), can be expressed as:

;= —Inp; = —In (IQs Zps> = (IQs > e gs) (12)

keQ keQs

where g” is the alchemical weight of state s in the state set k, and p” is its corresponding
probability. However, as free energy differences are only defined up to a constant, it is
standard to set the weight of some reference state to 0. Different replicas sample different
states and thus must generally define different reference states. As such, different choices
of references could lead to different resulting combined weights and there is no justification
about which reference should be favored.

An alternative approach is to take advantage of the weight differences between adjacent
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states. Given the weight differences between neighboring states for each replica, this method
then calculates the average for the weight differences accessible by multiple replicas. This
average can be either a simple average or the average weighted by the inverse statistical
variance of the alchemical weights combined. In the latter case, measurements having lower
variability are assigned with higher contributions, so the resulting weighted mean is less
sensitive to outliers. In this study, we write the weight difference between the states s and
s+ 1 in replica i as Agés’sﬂ) = gL, — g%, and the set of replicas that can access both s and
s+ 1 as Qs41). Then, for the case where the inverse-variance weighting is used, we have

the averaged weight difference between s and s + 1 as:

2
k k
ZkEQ@Sﬂ) (Ag(s,s+1)/<a(s,s+1)> )
k 2
ZkEQ(&S_H) 1/<0-(s,s+1))

with its propagated error as

-1

—2
5(S7S+1) = Z (O-éﬁs,s-l-l)) (14)

kEQ(s,s+1)

where aé‘?

s.541) 18 the standard deviation calculated from the time series of Agé‘“S,S 4+1) since the

last update of the Wang-Landau incrementor in the EE simulation having sampling the k-th
state set. From the averaged weight differences between all adjacent states, we can obtain a

profile of alchemical weights that can be used to initialize the next iteration.

Free energy calculations

We term REXEE simulations composed of fixed-weight EE replicas as fixed-weight REXEE
simulations, and those composed of weight-updating EE replicas as weight-updating REXEE
simulations. For free energy calculation, the protocol used for the fixed-weight REXEE sim-

ulations is similar to those for HREX and fixed-weight EE simulations, albeit with extra
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consideration for overlapping states. For each state set, one should concatenate the tra-
jectories from all replicas, truncate the non-equilibrium region® and then decorrelate the
concatenated data. Then, for each replica in the fixed-weight REXEE simulation, one can
use free energy estimators such as T, BAR,*” and MBAR™* to calculate the alchemical
free energies for different state sets. For the overlapping states, one can use Equations 13

and 14 to calculate the mean of the associated free energy differences AG(, 41) and the

accompanying propagated error d(, s41), with Agf&s +1) replaced by AG'@S 1) the free energy
difference computed by the chosen free energy estimator. In this context, Jé“s s+1) used in

k

Equations 13 and 14 should be the uncertainty associated with AG(S,S 41

) calculated by the
estimator. Importantly, free energy differences involving overlapping states are likely to have
smaller uncertainties because more uncorrelated samples can be collected given a larger pool
of samples gathered from multiple replicas.

Notably, in Equations 13 and 14, we consider only the path of 0 - 1 - 2 — ... —
s — s+ 1— ... = N for transitioning from the coupled state (state 0) to the decoupled
state (state N) in the contexts of both weight combinations and free energy calculations.
Other pathways, suchas 0 - 2 -4 — ... > s - s+2 — ... — N, as well as more
complex or irregular paths, may also be viable paths for weight combinations and free energy
calculations. It should be noted, however, that the resulting weight/free energy difference
between states 0 and N, along with its associated uncertainty, will vary based on the chosen
path. Although all paths connecting the end states yield valid results, we advocate for the
approach that considers all adjacent states, as used in Equations 13 and 14. The primary
reason for this preference is that the path composed of only one-state moves offers the
greatest flexibility, simplicity and can accommodate any degree of overlap between state

sets. Moreover, in instances where the uncertainties aé“ from different replicas k are

s,5+1)
close, path selection will have minimal impact on the final values Agg n) or AG ny and
their respective uncertainties.

An alternative way to estimate the uncertainty of AG(, .11y in Equation 13 is to perform
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bootstrapping, which is path-independent. In theory, it is also more accurate and rigorous
than the propagated error in Equation 14, but more computationally expensive. Specifically,
in one bootstrap iteration, one can replicate the input dataset that is already concatenated,
truncated, and decorrelated by drawing Ng.;, samples with replacement, where Ngat. is the
size of the dataset. From the sampled dataset, one can repeat the protocol above to get a free
energy estimate. Then, the uncertainty can be estimated by taking the standard deviation

of the free energy estimates obtained from a predetermined number of bootstrap iterations.

Methods

The ensemble_md Python package

ensemble_md is a pip-installable Python package that houses all algorithms required for im-
plementing the REXEE approach. It is compatible with GROMACS starting from version
2022.5. As an adaptable wrapper around GROMACS functionalities, ensemble_md provides
a layer of high-level abstraction over the complexity of performing a REXEE simulation.
Specifically, it offers several user-friendly CLIs, such as explore_REXEE, run_REXEE and
analyze_REXEE. The CLI explore_REXEE solves Equation 3 with additional constraints to
efficiently enumerate all possible REXEE configurations, providing the user a quick overview
of the parameter space for configuring the REXEE simulation. The CLI run_REXEE stream-
lines the workflow of conducting a REXEE simulation by orchestrating the iterative cycle of
GROMACS simulations. This includes preparing the simulation inputs for each iteration,
launching simulations, and performing brief, on-the-fly data analysis for parameter adjust-
ment between iterations. Lastly, the CLI analyze_REXEE integrates an assortment of data
analysis methods tailored for REXEE simulations. Tasks automated by analyze_REXEE in-
clude trajectory stitching, replica- and state-based transition analysis, time series analysis,
Markov State Model (MSM)537%5 analysis, data visualization, and free energy calculations.

At its core, ensemble_md implements basic functionalities that are central to the REXEE
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method. This includes methods for swapping input configurations between replicas, calcu-
lating the acceptance ratio, and managing the behavior of the next EE iteration by tweaking
the input simulation parameters. It also provides different proposal weights and weight com-
bination methods introduced in the section “Theory”. By launching subprocess calls of the
GROMACS executable, ensemble_md eliminates the need to alter the source code of GRO-
MACS, while ensuring negligible overhead in Python execution. Owing to the modularity of
its core functionalities, ensemble_md is also easily extensible. It provides building blocks for
easy extension of the REXEE approach (e.g., by enabling customized swapping schemes),
or formulating novel simulation approaches (e.g., by combining the replica exchange method
with other enhanced sampling methods). In addition, the majority of ensemble_md’s func-
tions are agnostic of the MD simulation engine, paving the way for integration with other
MD engines by merely adding a few engine-specific functions to handle different file exten-
sions and data types. Lastly, ensemble_md ensures quality through extensive unit testing,

continuous integration, and comprehensive documentation.

Simulations of anthracene

To showcase the applicability of the REXEE approach, we applied the method to the
calculation of the solvation free energy of anthracene, a selection made based on several
compelling factors. Primarily, anthracene presents a balanced level of challenge for free
energy methodologies—it is cheap enough to allow efficient exploration of diverse simu-
lation parameter setups while still providing a sufficient challenge to rigorously test the
efficacy of free energy methods. Furthermore, the absence of configurational metastable
states in the anthracene system eliminates the possibility of having configurational free
energy barriers orthogonal to the alchemical variable, simplifying the comparison of al-
chemical sampling among generalized ensemble methods, including EE, HREX, and the
REXEE methods. Lastly, anthracene has been extensively studied in the work by Pali-

wal et al.,” which offers a comparative reference. With this system, we compared the
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free energy estimates from fixed-weight REXEE simulations with different setups to the
benchmark values obtained from HREX and fixed-weight EE simulations. We also com-
pared REXEE and EE methods in their ability to converge alchemical weights in the
weight-updating stage. All simulations described in the following subsections were per-
formed with GROMACS 2022.5, with the aid of the package ensemble_md for the REXEE
simulations. To enable a straightforward comparison of computational costs, all simula-
tions were carried out on identical computational architectures. Example simulation in-
puts, including initial configurations, topologies, and simulation parameters are available at

https://github.com/wehs7661/ensemble_md/tree/master/ensemble_md/data.

System preparation

For the anthracene system, we selected one of the configurations from the study by Paliwal
et al.’? as the initial configuration for the subsequent downstream investigation. We equi-
librated the system in the NVT ensemble and then the NPT ensemble. Both equilibration
processes were performed for 200 ps, with the velocity rescaling method® used in both to
maintain the reference temperature at 300K, and a Berendsen barostat®” used in the latter
to fix the pressure at 1 bar. Afterward, we carried out a 5 ns NPT MD simulation with
a Parrinello-Rahman barostat®% keeping the pressure at 1 bar. A switching function was
used for the calculation of van der Waals interaction, where the switch started at 0.8 nm and
the cutoff distance was set at 0.9 nm. For efficient calculations of long-range electrostatic
interactions, the PME (particle mesh Ewald) method™ was used with a cutoff distance of
0.9 nm and a grid spacing of 0.1 nm. Bonds involving hydrogen bonds were constrained by
the LINCS algorithm™ with 2 iterative corrections. The highest order in the expansion of
the constraint coupling matrix was specified as 12. Upon completion of the MD simulation,
we extracted the configuration with the box volume closet to the average volume of the MD
trajectory. This configuration then served as the input configuration for subsequent EE,

HREX, and REXEE simulations elaborated in the following sections, as all these simula-
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tions were conducted in the NVT ensemble to avoid potential issues with A\ dependence of

pressure.

Benchmark simulations

To establish benchmark values of solvation free energy for comparison with the results from
REXEE simulations, we performed EE and HREX simulations for the anthracene system,
both in the NVT ensemble. Both benchmark simulations utilized 8 alchemical intermediate
states in total, which is a convenient number to parallelize the replicas in the HREX simu-
lation. These 8 alchemical states were used to only decouple the van der Waals interactions,
as the anthracene model had zero charge on all atoms. Their coupling parameters were cho-
sen to ensure sufficient overlap between adjacent states. To avoid singularities in standard
Lennard-Jones potentials, soft-core interpolation between the end states was applied. The
parameters o and p in the soft-core potentials were specified as 0.5 and 1, respectively.

For the EE benchmark, we adopted the prevalent two-stage protocol described in the
Introduction section. In the weight-updating phase, we used the 1/t variant of the Wang-
Landau algorithm 3%4° to converge the alchemical weights for the 8 alchemical states, with the
initial Wang-Landau incrementor set to 0.5 kgT'. Monte Carlo moves in the alchemical space
were proposed every 100 integration steps with Metropolized-Gibbs sampling. We adopted
the default value of 0.8 for the flatness ratio Rg., a ratio between the histogram counts of a
state and the histogram counts averaged over all states. A cutoff of 0.8 means the histogram
is considered flat only if all states have an Rg.; value smaller than 0.8, and its reciprocal
1/ Rgay larger than 0.8. Whenever the histogram is considered flat, all histogram counts are
reset to 0 with the Wang-Landau incrementor scaled by a scaling factor, which was set to
0.8 in our case. This weight-updating procedure ceased when the Wang-Landau incrementor
fell below 0.001 kT, reaching what we term as the Wang-Landau (WL) convergence.
The weights converged by the Wan-Landau algorithm were then used and fixed during the

EE simulation in the production phase, which was performed for 200 ns. The fixed-weight
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EE simulation used exactly the same set of parameters as those used in the weight-updating
stage, except that no weight-updating settings were specified. To determine the number of
uncorrelated samples, we truncated the nonequilibrium regime and decorrelated the time
series of the Hamiltonian difference between adjacent states% generated by the fixed-weight
EE simulation. Then, we applied MBAR" to the uncorrelated samples to compute the
free energy difference between the coupled and decoupled states, which is the solvation free
energy of anthracene.

The HREX benchmark simulation used one replica for each of the 8 intermediate states.
All 8 replicas were seeded with the same initial configuration and each of them was performed
for 25 ns, summing up to the same total simulation time of 200 ns as the production phase
of the EE benchmark simulation. The parameters used in the HREX benchmark simulation
are identical to those in the fixed-weight EE simulation, except that no alchemical weights
were assigned and no expanded ensemble settings were used. For free energy calculations,
we truncated and decorrelated the time series of Hamiltonian differences for each replica

individually, then concatenated data from different replicas for MBAR*® calculations.

Fixed-weight REXEE simulations

To make the comparison between REXEE simulations and the benchmark simulations straight-
forward, we used the same 8 alchemical intermediate states (N = 8) for all REXEE simu-
lations. All EE replicas of all REXEE simulations have the same set of parameters as the
EE benchmark simulation, except that the different EE replicas in REXEE were restricted
to different state sets.

With the anthracene system, we tested different setups of fixed-weight REXEE simula-
tions and classified them into two groups. Group 1 includes Tests 1 to 3, which test the effect
of different frequencies for exchanging replicas, with the corresponding simulation lengths
per iteration (i.e., exchange period) of 4 ps, 10 ps, and 100 ps, respectively. All three tests

were configured with (N, R, ng, ¢) = (8,4,5,1). In parallel, Group 2 includes Tests A to
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E, which explores 5 different (IV, R, ng, ¢) combinations varying the number of replicas and
the level of overlap. All 5 tests were performed at a fixed exchange frequency of swapping
replicas every 4 ps, a frequency shown to lead to faster mixing in the sampling space and
decent free energy estimates in Group 1 (see the section “Results and Discussion”). The 5
considered (N, R, ng, ¢) combinations include (8,2,7,1), (8,2,6,2), (8,2,5,3), (8,3,6,1), and
(8,3,4,2). (See Figure 3.) All REXEE simulations in Groups 1 and 2 have the same effective
simulation lengths as those of benchmarks, which are 200 ns. All simulations adopted the
exhaustive exchange proposal scheme and were all initiated with the same set of alchemical

weights obtained in the weight-updating phase of the EE benchmark simulation.

Test A Test B Test C
(N,R,ns,¢) = (8,2,7,1) (N,R,ns, ) = (8,2,6,2) (N,R,ns,¢) = (8,2,5,3)
*—0—00 000 *—0—0—009° *—0o 0 09°
0000 09° *—0 00 0o *—0o—0o 0o
Test D Test E
(N,R,TLS,¢) = (87376’1) (N7R7n$’¢) = (8’3’4?2)
*—0—0—009° *—0—0—90
*—0—0—0909° *—o—09
*—0o 0000 *—o—09o

Figure 3: The schematic representations of REXEE configurations of Tests A to E for
anthracene solvation free energy calculation. The black dots represent alchemical states
and different rows of dots represent different replicas.

To assess the performance of the REXEE method, we compared the free energy estimates
of all 8 REXEE simulations with the benchmark simulations. Specifically, for each state set,
we stitched all Hamiltonian time series, then truncated and decorrelated the combined time
series%? for MBAR™® calculations. The free energy profiles obtained from different state sets
are then combined as described in the Theory section. Furthermore, from each demuxed
trajectory, we quantified the sampling speed of REXEE simulations in both the replica
space and the state space. If Hamiltonian replica exchange is being used as a configurational
sampling technique, then faster sampling in state space is a necessary (though not sufficient)

requirement for improved configurational sampling. Specifically, we calculated the replica-
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space relaxation time (7,.) given by below:

T

T1o,

(15)

Tr

where 7 is the exchange period and )\, is the second-largest eigenvalue calculated from the
replica-space transition matrix. As a measure of the sampling speed in the replica space, 7,
provides an estimate of the simulation time required for the autocorrelation function of the
replica index to decay to 1/e of its initial value, and a shorter replica-space relaxation time
is indicative of faster mixing in the replica space. As for the state-space sampling speed,
we adopted two straightforward metrics, including the correlation time of the state index
(1») and the number of round trips (n,) in the alchemical space. Notably, for the state
index correlation time 7y, we report averages over R available trajectories with uncertainties
being the standard deviation. For the number of round trips n,, we report the sum over all
R trajectories, so that all values are based on the same simulation length. Its uncertainty
was estimated as 1/ VR times the standard deviation calculated from the R trajectories,
as the uncertainty should scale with 1/ VR as the sample size scales with R. Lastly, we
estimated the uncertainty of the replica-space relaxation time 7, by applying bootstrapping
to synthesized replica-space transition matrices that mock the empirical transition matrix.
For metrics applicable to the benchmark simulations (i.e., 7, and n,), we also applied them
to assess the sampling speed of the benchmark simulations. Notably, the comparison of
sampling speed and free energy calculations were not only carried out between the REXEE
simulations and the benchmark simulations, but also between the REXEE simulations with

different setups.

Weight-updating REXEE simulations

In addition to fixed-weight REXEE simulations, we also performed 6 weight-updating REXEE

simulations, which are the 6 combinations of three exchange periods (4 ps, 10 ps and 100 ps)
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and whether the weight combination scheme based on simple averages was used or not. All
6 simulations were configured by (R, ns, ») = (4,5,1), a setup that has a reasonable overlap
between replicas and resulted in a decent performance of the simulation given a sufficiently
high exchange frequency (see the section “Results and Discussion”). All 6 simulations were
scheduled for 50 ns each (i.e., 200 ns in total) and they all used the exhaustive exchange
proposal scheme for swapping the coordinates between replicas.

To assess REXEE’s ability to converge alchemical weights, we adopted two metrics. First,
we measured the WL convergence time for each test, which refers to the time it takes for all
replicas to converge the weights for their respective state set according to the Wang-Landau
algorithm’s criteria. Second, for each REXEE simulation, we calculated the root-mean-
squared error (RMSE) between the free energy profile averaged over the period since the
last update of the Wang-Landau incrementor and the reference profile calculated from the
EE benchmark simulation. Due to the dynamic nature of the weight-updating phase, we
performed all 6 simulations in 3 replicates and report the average to lower the influence of
noise, with the uncertainty being the standard deviation. The metrics of each test were then
compared with those averaged over 3 replicates of weight-updating EE simulation that used
the 1/t variant of the Wang-Landau algorithm to converge the alchemical weights for all

states.

Simulations of CB7-10 host-guest binding complex

To further understand the REXEE approach, we applied the method to the binding free
energy calculation of the host-guest binding complex CB7-10. CB7-10, composed of a cucur-
bit[7]uril (CB7) as the host and a guest ligand, is one of the binding complexes in SAMPL4
SAMPLing challenge.®® In contrast to anthracene, CB7-10 has at least three predominant
metastable states, including the unbound state and two symmetric binding sites on each
side of the host. This presents a more complex scenario than solvation free energy calcula-

tions, but not to the extent that comprehensive sampling in configurational space becomes
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overly challenging, given that its slow degrees of freedom are not strictly orthogonal to the
alchemical direction. Furthermore, CB7-10 offers the advantage of testing the accuracy of
not only solute-water but also solute-solute interactions, making it an ideal candidate for
evaluating free energy methods in practical contexts. With this system, we assessed REXEE
simulations with various setups, evaluating the sampling speed in both the alchemical space
and the configurational space, as well as the accuracy of free energy calculations and the
convergence of alchemical weights in the weight-updating stage. All REXEE simulations
were compared with each other and also with the EE benchmark simulation. Free energy
estimates from these simulations were compared with the values reported in the study by
Monroe et al.,?" which also employed the EE method. All simulations were carried out in the
NVT ensemble using GROMACS 2022.5 on identical computational architecture, with the
package ensemble_md employed specifically for REXEE simulations. Example simulation
inputs, including initial configurations, topologies, and simulation parameters are available

at https://github.com/wehs7661/ensemble_md/tree/master/ensemble_md/data.

System preparation

Starting from the coordinate file provided in SAMPL4 SAMPLing challenge repository " and
the topology file adopted in the study by Monroe et al.,*® we solvated the system in a cubic
box with 1.5 nm between the solute and box edges. After charge neutralization with three
chloride ions, the system was then proceeded with energy minimization followed by NVT
equilibration, NPT equilibration, and finally, a 5 ns NPT MD simulation. The structure
whose box volume was closest to the average volume of the MD trajectory was extracted to
serve as the input for REXEE and EE benchmark simulations, which were all performed in
an NVT ensemble. All parameters used in these steps are the same as those used for the
preparation of the anthracene system, except that switching functions were used in this case
for both the calculations of van der Waals and electrostatic interactions in the last step, with

the range for switching being 0.85 to 0.9 nm and 0.89 to 0.9 nm, respectively.
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Decomposition of the binding free energy calculation

We used the double decoupling method™ with the thermodynamic cycle shown in Figure
4 to decompose the binding free energy calculation of CB7-10 binding complex. Starting
from state A, we split the entire cycle into two alchemical processes (from states A to B
and from states D to F) bridged by the transfer of the ligand into the binding cavity of the
host molecule (from states B to C) and the application of a distance restraint (from states
C to D). The associated free energy difference of each alchemical process was calculated
from a single fixed-weight EE or REXEE simulation. The simulation for the transition
from states A to B, which we term the “solvent simulation”, gradually decouples the ligand
from its surroundings. After the ligand is fully decoupled, we can freely move it into the
binding cavity of the host molecule without any energy penalty, so the associated free energy
difference is 0. Then, it is of common practice to apply a distance restraint between the host
and guest molecules to prevent the guest ligand from drifting away, which effectively shortens
the decorrelation time. The change in the free energy associated with this process can be
calculated analytically:

AGcomplex _ —kBT In

(restr),,

1 onksgT\*?  SwroksT kT \ Y2
70<< WKB) +—W;{B +27rr§(7TKB> (16)

where rq is the reference distance, K is the force constant and Vj is the molecular volume
(1.6605 nm?) corresponding to the 1 mol/L reference concentration. The thermodynamic
cycle can then be closed by the so called “complex simulation” going from states D to F, which
turns back on the non-bonded interactions and switches off the distance restraint. Finally,
the binding free energy AGY, 4 can be calculated as the sum of the free energy differences
associated with the process going from states A through B, C, D, E to F. To simplify the
comparison between the EE and REXEE methods, we only compared the methods in the
complex simulation for the calculation of AGp_,r, which is typically the more challenging

part of binding free energy calculations. We therefore only used the EE method to calculate
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AG_,g from the solvent simulation for all comparisons.
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Figure 4: The double decoupling thermodynamic cycle for the binding free energy calculation
of the CB7-10 host-guest binding complex. The host molecule is colored in blue, while the
guest ligand is colored in either white (fully decoupled from the host) or red (fully coupled
with the host). The paper clips (yellow) in states D and E represent the distance restraint
applied between the host and guest molecules.

Solvent simulation

As described above, the solvent simulation, which samples the transition from states A to B in
Figure 4, was performed using only the EE method with the common two-stage protocol. We
adopted the simulation parameters used in the study by Monroe et al. wherever possible for a
more straightforward comparison of the free energy estimates. This includes the specification
of the alchemical path and the settings for Monte Carlo moves in the state space, alongside
the parameters for both the Wang-Landau algorithm and the soft-core potential. Specifically,
40 alchemical states in total were used, 21 of which were used to decouple the Coulombic
interactions and the others for the van der Waals interactions. In the weight-updating stage,
the 1/t variant of the Wang-Landau algorithm was used to adaptively estimate the weight for

each alchemical state, with an initial Wang-Landau incrementor of 10 kg7', a flatness ratio
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Ry of 0.8, a scaling factor of 0.7, and a cutoff of 0.001 kgT for halting the weight-updating
process. Monte Carlo moves in the state space were attempted every 100 integration steps
using the Metropolized-Gibbs sampling method. The parameters a and p for the soft-core
potential were set to 0.5 and 1, respectively. The converged weights were used to seed the
200 ns production run, from which the data was extracted and fed to the MBAR estimator
for free energy calculations after proper truncation and decorrelation. Both simulations
were conducted in the NVT ensemble to avoid any potential issues with A\ dependence of
pressure. This is as opposed to the EE simulations performed in Monroe et al.’s study, which
were performed in the NPT ensemble, as changes in GROMACS since that time made it
impossible to run the simulations in the NPT ensemble. However, in an aqueous solution at
1 atm, the difference between Helmholtz and Gibbs free energies is within statistical error if

run at properly corresponding pressure/volumes.

Benchmark simulations

We performed EE simulations with the two-stage protocol to calculate a benchmark value
for the free energy difference AGp_,r, to which the free energy estimates from the REXEE
simulations were compared. In the weight-updating stage, we set the initial Wang-Landau
incrementor to 10 kg7 to allow more rapid equilibration given the large free energy difference
in desolvation of a charged complex. A A-dependent distance restraint was applied between
the ligand and the host molecules to reduce the movement of the ligand in the unbound
state, which could otherwise explore the entire simulation box. The force constant was
set to 1000 kJ/mol/nm? and the initial distance between the centers of mass of the two
entities, rg = 0.428 nm, was used as the reference distance, at which structures correspond
to the bound state. All the other simulation parameters used in the weight-updating EE
simulation are the same as those used in the solvent simulation in the weight-updating
stage. The fixed-weight EE simulation for production used the same set of parameters as

the weight-updating simulation except that no weight-updating parameters were specified
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and the weights were initialized at the converged values obtained in the weight-updating
stage. Similarly, after truncation and decorrelation, we applied MBAR to compute the free
energy difference AGp_,F.

To assess the binding and unbinding dynamics of the host-guest binding complex, we
performed a clustering analysis for the fixed-weight EE simulation and used it as a benchmark
for later comparison with REXEE simulations. We first removed periodicity and jumps of
molecules across the simulation box from the trajectory, centered the binding complex, and
performed clustering using the single linkage algorithm for the fully coupled configurations,
with an RMSD cutoff of 0.13 nm, a value also adopted in the study by Monroe et al.?®
Given the trajectory with each frame assigned to a cluster, we then calculated the number of
flips between the two most dominant clusters, which were expected to be the guest molecule
bound to the two different portals of the host molecule, to quantify the sampling efficiency

in the configurational space.

Fixed-weight REXEE simulations

We performed 8 fixed-weight REXEE simulations for the CB7-10 host-guest binding complex
to sample the same 40 alchemical states as those defined in the EE benchmark simulation.
These simulations, denoted as Tests 1 to 8, explore 8 different REXEE configurations, with
the (N, R, ns, ¢) combination including (40,4, 13,9), (40,4,19,7), (40,4,37,1), (40,6, 10,6),
(40,6, 15,5), (40,6,35,1), (40,8,12,4), and (40, 8,33,1). These configurations were chosen
such that for each R value (number of replicas) of 4, 6, 8, the configurations with the
highest and lowest overlap between adjacent state sets were included, with additions of
an intermediate overlap for R = 4 and 6 to capture a broader insight into the performance
spectrum of these setups. All 8 tests use the exhaustive exchange proposal scheme to propose
exchanges every 4 ps, a frequency that is highest among those tested in the anthracene
simulations and leads to the highest sampling efficiency in the alchemical space (see the

section “Results and Discussion”). All tests have the same aggregate simulation length of
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200 ns and used the same set of parameters as utilized in the EE benchmark simulation. They
were all initiated with the same weights obtained from the weight-updating phase of the EE
benchmark simulation. We utilized the same data analysis protocol used for the anthracene
fixed-weight simulations to analyze the CB7-10 simulations, with an exception in the time
series decorrelation protocol for free energy calculations. Specifically, we found that the data
decorrelation method® occasionally underestimated the statistical inefficiency of CB7-10
trajectories, and we therefore applied the geometric mean of the statistical inefficiency over
all trajectories to average out the uncertainty intrinsic to the method.

To examine the sampling efficiency in the alchemical space, we adopted the same protocol
as the one used for analyzing fixed-weight REXEE simulations of anthracene. To assess the
configurational sampling of the CB7-10 REXEE simulations, we first stitched and recovered
a continuous trajectory for each starting configuration, and applied the same protocol for
clustering analysis described in the previous section to get the flipping rate for each simula-
tion. Given that the aggregate length of each REXEE simulation is the same as the length
of the benchmark EE simulation, for each REXEE simulation, we summed up the number
of flips across all trajectories and compared the sum with the flip count calculated from the

EE benchmark simulation.

Weight-updating REXEE simulations

In contrast to the weight-updating REXEE simulations performed for the anthracene sys-
tem, which focused on one single REXEE configuration and investigated different exchange
frequencies and the use of weight combinations, the 8 weight-updating REXEE simulations
performed for the CB7-10 system explored different REXEE configurations using the same
exchange frequency. Referred to as Tests 1 to 8, these tests examine the same 8 REXEE
configurations as those explored in the 8 tests of fixed-weight REXEE simulations described
in the previous section. They did not use any weight combination given that the results

from the anthracene system showed that weight combinations generally impeded the conver-
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gence of weights. Additionally, given that the exchange frequency did not have a noticeable
influence on the weight convergence in the anthracene system, we adopted an intermediate
swapping period of 10 ps in the exhaustive exchange proposal scheme. (See the section
“Results and Discussion”.) Then, we again utilized the WL convergence time and RMSE
with respect to the EE benchmark simulation to assess the weight convergence of REXEE
simulations. All REXEE simulations were done in 3 replicates and averages across replicates
are reported with standard deviations as uncertainties. For comparison, we also performed

3 replicates of weight-updating EE simulations and assessed them with the same metrics.

Results and Discussion

Simulations of anthracene
Benchmark simulations

With the weights fixed at the values converged by the Wang-Landau algorithm, the solvation
free energy of anthracene estimated by the benchmark EE simulation was 3.502 £+ 0.178
kgT, which is statistically consistent with the estimate of 3.411 + 0.067 kg7 derived from
the HREX benchmark simulation with the same effective simulation length. While these
two values do not agree within uncertainty to the value reported in the work by Paliwal et
al., % this disagreement does not affect our demonstration of the REXEE method, since
internal consistency is achieved between the EE and HREX benchmarks and between results
from the REXEE simulations and the benchmarks, as we show in the next subsection. We
have included a discussion about the potential reasons for this discrepancy in free energy
estimates in Section 3.1 in the Supporting Information.

Interestingly, the EE benchmark simulation showed shorter state index correlation time
and more round trips than the HREX benchmark simulation (see Figure 5). This can be

attributed to the fact that EE simulations have provably higher exchange acceptance rates
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than HREX simulations given the same alchemical path.™

Fixed-weight REXEE simulations

As hypothesized, faster sampling in either replica or state space can be achieved by both
higher exchange frequency and larger overlap ratio, as assessed by metrics including the
replica-space relaxation time, state index correlation time, and the total number of round
trips. Specifically, panels A, B, and C in Figure 5 compare these three metrics between
REXEE simulations with different exchange frequencies. We find that higher exchange fre-
quency correlates with faster replica-space and state-space sampling, as shown by a shorter
replica-space relaxation time, shorter state index correlation time, and more round trips in
the state space. Notably, the observation of improved sampling efficiency in the state space
with faster exchanges is consistent with earlier studies™"® that demonstrated enhanced mix-
ing in pure replica exchange simulations with higher exchange frequencies. Interestingly, Test
1, distinguished by the highest exchange frequency, exhibited a shorter state index correla-
tion time than the HREX benchmark simulation and was on par with the EE benchmark.
Using the same high exchange frequency, tests in Group 2 also generally show a shorter
state index correlation time than the HREX benchmark (see the bars corresponding to Tests
A, B, and D in Figure 5E.) This shows that REXEE can preserve the advantage of faster
mixing as seen in the EE benchmark, which is unsurprising given that the state-space sam-
pling in a REXEE simulation is conducted by the EE replicas. However, the use of these
higher exchange frequencies demanded more computational resources, as can be seen from
the comparison between Tests 1 to 3 in Group 1 in Figure 6A. This is a natural outcome
of requiring more iterations to reach the simulation length equivalent to other tests, which
necessitate frequent simulation initialization and result in a longer total GROMACS start
time. Still, these additional overheads are within a reasonable range as they did not make
REXEE simulations more expensive than the HREX benchmark simulation.

As mentioned, tests in Group 2 propose an exchange every 4 ps, a frequency shown

37



A B C
2 500 ——— 'g 200 _é 2000 —
2 & 2
§®400~ % Q150 g 1500
o g 2§ 3
AR 'E:wo 81000
= ° “ 1 ™=
g;% 200 *a’u% o
o] ] o) [
Q% Ny 50 500
B R : | s 00 |
[0}
= : : : 8 oL |-1-| : Fj |+| E oL : == . .
Test 1 Test 2 Test 3 Test 1 Test 2 Test 3 EE HREX Test 1 Test 2 Test 3 EE HREX
Period 4 ps 10 ps 100 ps Period 4 ps 10 ps 100 ps Period 4 ps 10 ps 100 ps
D E F
- —— = — 8, 2000 ==
®§25~ 30 =
égzo ! gg Elsom
RSRER | | ﬂ ,EEZO~ o
851 m [ || 2§ g H H 510 ﬂ
=3 10 S g
sl L % 01 M 5 wolm o || [
S B 2 LR
[}
AN 108 0 O - 4 S A - I R
Test A Test B Test C Test D Test E > D 0 LD ST % D> D 0 D ST %
e e e e ket @ e e ge e et
R 2 2 2 3 3 R 2 2 2 3 3 R 2 2 2 3 3
f86% 67% 40% 83% 50% T 86%67%40% 83%50% r 86%67%40% 83%50%

Figure 5: Different metrics for assessing the sampling speed for all fixed-weight REXEE
simulations of anthracene, with parameters differing between tests annotated below the x-
axis for easier comparisons. (In panels D to F, R and r represent the number of replicas
and the overlap ratio, respectively.) Results from the benchmark simulations are in light
green. The uncertainties of each metrics were calculated using the protocol described in
section “Methods”, with some error bars being too small to be visible. Overall, the figure
shows that faster sampling in the replica space and the state space can be achieved by faster
exchanges (shorter exchange periods) or higher state overlaps between adjacent state sets.
(A) Replica-space relaxation time from tests in Group 1. (B) State index correlation time
from tests in Group 1. (C) Total number of round trips from tests in Group 1. (D) Replica-
space relaxation time from tests in Group 2. (E) State index correlation time from tests in
Group 2. (F) Total number of round trips from tests in Group 2.

in Group 1 that allowed for rapid alchemical sampling without introducing an exorbitant
computational cost relative to the HREX benchmark simulation. As a result, panel D in
Figure 5 reveals a clear trend: given the same number of replicas, increasing the overlap
between adjacent state sets accelerates mixing in the replica space, as readily observable
in comparisons between Tests A, B, and C and between Tests D and E in panel D. This
enhanced replica-space mixing, which we attribute to the more swappable pairs at exchanges
given higher state overlap, in turn contributes to the acceleration of the state-space sampling

as well (see Figure 5E). Notably, the tests in Group 2, though varied in their REXEE
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configurations, shared a similar computational cost given the same exchange frequencies
(see Figure 6A). While there is a noticeable trend that tests with higher overlap incur higher
computational costs, the difference is generally marginal.

We infer that the boundary of each state set can create an intrinsic barrier for the system
to reach states outside the current state set it is sampling, as observed that all REXEE
simulations exhibit fewer round trips than the EE and HREX benchmark simulations. While
a higher exchange frequency helps diminish the barrier by increasing the flux across the
boundaries (see Figure 5C for Tests 1 to 3 in Group 1), different extents of overlap have
a limited effect (see Figure 5F). The importance of increasing the number of round trips
usually lies in the pursuit of enhanced configurational sampling, especially when the fully
coupled and decoupled states favor different metastable states in the configurational space,
such as the bound and unbound state of a binding complex. Since the anthracene system
does not have long-lasting configurational metastable states, the number of round trips does
not directly influence the accuracy of free energy calculations. In fact, Figure 6B confirms
the robustness of the REXEE method, as all REXEE simulations provided estimates of the
solvation free energy of anthracene statistically consistent with both the EE and HREX
benchmarks. Interestingly, the trend exhibited by Tests 1, 2, and 3 suggests that a faster
exchange frequency results in lower uncertainty in free energy calculations. However, from
Tests A to E there is no discernible trend of how the REXEE configuration (i.e., amount
of overlap or number of replicas with fixed total simulation time) influences the accuracy of

the solvation free energy estimate.

Weight-updating REXEE simulations

To assess the ability of the REXEE method in weight convergence, we compare different
weight-updating REXEE simulations with weight-updating EE simulations in terms of the
WL convergence time and the RMSE relative to the reference free energy profile. As a

result, Figure 7A shows that simulations that did not apply weight combination have a WL
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Figure 6: (A) The computation costs (in CPU hours) of fixed-weight REXEE, fixed-weight
EE, and HREX simulations. Tests 1 to 3 from Group 1, which respectively adopted an
exchange period of 4 ps, 10 ps, and 100 ps, exhibit decreasing computational costs due
to less frequent simulation initialization. Additionally, Tests A to E in Group 2, which
adopt the same exchange period (4 ps) but different REXEE configurations, incurred similar
computational costs, with some stochastic variability. (B) The estimates of the solvation
free energy calculated from fixed-weight REXEE, fixed-weight EE, and HREX simulations.
All REXEE tests, regardless of the exchange frequency and REXEE configuration, produced
free energy estimates consistent with both EE and HREX benchmarks. The error bars of
the free energy estimates were statistical errors calculated by the MBAR estimator.

convergence time of 2 to 3 ns, while their counterparts that combine weights across replicas
significantly lengthened the weight-converging process, with Test 2 notably failing to reach
the criteria of the Wang-Landau algorithm for weight convergence within the scheduled
simulation length of 50 ns. Taking this with the observation from Figure 7B that weight
combination did not reduce the RMSE values, we conclude that weight combinations based
on simple averages did not introduce any advantage in weight convergence. We additionally
tested more complicated weight combination schemes with different exchange frequencies,
including weight combinations based on inverse-variance weighted means (using Equations
13 and 14) and weight combinations with histogram corrections or weight corrections, but

none of them outperformed simulations that did not use any weight combination scheme in
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simulations and the weight-updating EE simulation. For Test 2, 50 ns is reported because
the simulation did not converge weights for all replicas within the scheduled length of 50 ns.
(B) The RMSE relative to the reference free energy profile for all weight-updating REXEE
simulations and the weight-updating EE simulation. For both panels, parameters differing
between tests are annotated below the x-axis for easier comparisons, including the exchange
period and whether the weight combination was used. The reported values are averages over
3 replicas, with the uncertainty being the standard deviation. The figure shows that using
weight combination schemes did not shorten the WL convergence time nor effectively lower
the RMSE value. Additionally, it shows that the exchange frequency has a limited effect on
both the WL convergence time and RMSE value.

terms of both WL convergence time and RMSE values.

We reason that this surprising result that combining weights does not improve conver-
gence is because the exchanges of coordinates between replicas have already caused each
replica to visit all of the configurations that started with different replicas, and thus have
“seen” the different configurations and incorporated them into the accumulated weights.
Therefore, additionally combining weights across replicas may not provide any additional
advantage. This is distinct from multiple replica metadyanmics, where each “walker” only
samples a single configurational ensemble, and thus can benefit from weight information
from alternate configurations. In addition, small changes in weights can drastically affect
sampling, as state probabilities are exponential in the free energy differences between states.

If one of the weights being combined is particularly bad, it will disrupt sampling for the other
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weights, and will therefore lower the convergence rate. This may also explain the trend in
WL convergence time revealed in the comparison between Tests 2, 4, and 6 in Figure TA,
where a higher exchange frequency led to more frequent “contamination” with any poorly
converged weights and thus harmed the overall weight convergence. This is in contrast to the
negligible impact of the exchange frequency on the WL convergence time as revealed by the
comparison between Tests 1, 3, and 5, where weight combination was not used and different
exchange frequencies were employed. Notably, although these three REXEE simulations
achieved weight convergence in less wall time compared to weight-updating EE simulations,
they incurred slightly higher computational costs due to running four replicas, as opposed to
the single replica in the EE simulations. Lastly, Figure 7B shows that the weights of all tests
converged to values statistically consistent with those obtained from weight-updating EE
simulations. Overall, for anthracene, it appears that the performance of weight convergence
is relatively independent of REXEE parameters as long as no weight combination scheme is

applied.

Simulations of CB7-10 host-guest binding complex
Benchmark simulations

The benchmark EE simulation, which is 200 ns in length and had alchemical weights fixed at
the values obtained from a weight-updating simulation, estimated the free energy difference
AGp_y = AGcompleX + AGCSCI)I;II’I_?V aw),, 8 —645.773 4= 0.050 kgT. Additionally, the free

(restr) g

energy difference AGx_,5 = AGg;fijr vaw),, Was estimated as 622.180 £ 0.050 kgT by the

solvent simulation. With the correction term AGc_p = AGcfemf l)ex calculated as 2.260 kgT
using Equation 16, this leads to an estimate of the binding free energy AGY; 4 as —21.334+0.07
kgT. This value is statistically inconsistent consistent with the binding free estimate reported
in the work by Monroe et al.,® mainly due to differences between GROMACS versions

and that an incorrect correction term AGgo_.p was used in the reference work. A more

detailed discussion about the disagreement between our estimate and the value reported

42



in the reference work is included in Section 3.2 in the Supporting Information. Again, we
emphasize that this discrepancy does not affect the demonstration of the REXEE method
since internal consistency is shown between estimates from the REXEE simulations and the

benchmarks, as discussed in the next section.

Fixed-weight REXEE simulations

In panels A, B, and C in Figure 8, we present the results of the three metrics assessing the
sampling efficiency in the alchemical space, including the replica-space relaxation time, state
index correlation time, and the total number of round trips. Overall, the exhibited trend
is consistent with the observation from the anthracene REXEE simulations that a higher
overlap ratio would lead to a shorter replica-space relaxation time (i.e., faster replica space
sampling) and a shorter state index correlation time (i.e., faster state space sampling) and
that the REXEE simulations have fewer round trips than the EE benchmark simulation.
Interestingly, some tests (Tests 2, 3, 6, and 8) even show statistically shorter state index
correlation time than the EE benchmark simulation (see Figure 8B), which might be at-
tributable to the fact that the exchange period (4 ps) is much shorter than the intrinsic
correlation time in configuration space. Another trend in the CB7-10 simulations consistent
with that for the anthracene system is that all REXEE simulations, which utilized the same
exchange frequency but different REXEE configurations, incurred the same level of compu-
tational cost, with reasonable overhead introduced by frequent exchanges of coordinates as
compared to the benchmark EE simulation (see Figure 8D).

For free energy calculations, there is some indication that the uncertainty of the free
energy estimate from the EE benchmark simulation may be underestimated. This conclu-
sion is based on observations from two additional replicates of the benchmark simulation.
Specifically, we found that the standard deviation of the three replicates, 0.27 kgT, was
much higher than the statistical error of 0.05 kgT computed by the MBAR estimator for

each replicate. This discrepancy likely lies in the fact that the data decorrelation method%?
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occasionally underestimated the statistical inefficiency/overestimated the number of effective
samples in CB7-10 trajectories. To provide a more accurate baseline for comparison with
the REXEE simulations, we report the average and standard deviation over the 3 replicates
of the EE benchmark simulation in Figure 8E, which has a value of —645.57 & 0.27 kgT.
This refined benchmark leads to a binding free energy estimate of —21.13 +0.27 kg'T, which
is consistent with the estimate considering only the first replicate as reported in the previous
section, i.e., —21.33+0.07 kgT. Upon comparison with the refined benchmark, we find that
free energy estimates AGp_r from all REXEE simulations are statistically consistent with
the benchmark, regardless of the replica configuration. However, we note that since the issue
of underestimating the statistical inefficiency in data decorrelation also occurred in REXEE
trajectories, the lower uncertainties observed in the REXEE simulations compared to the
EE benchmark do not necessarily provide sufficient evidence of the superior accuracy of the
REXEE method in free energy calculations.

Finally, Figure 8F shows that REXEE simulations exhibited substantially fewer transi-
tions between the two dominant clusters corresponding to configurations of the ligand bound
to different sides of the host ring molecule as compared to the EE benchmark. This differ-
ence was further elucidated in Figure S2 in the Supporting Information, where a strong
correlation was observed between the number of flips and the number of round trips in the
alchemical space, with a Kendall’s tau correlation coefficient of 0.93. This correlation comes
from the fact that the guest molecule can unbind from and rebind to the host molecule more
easily in the fully decoupled state, so more switches between the two alchemical end states
bring more opportunities for more configurational flips, indicating the correlation between
the alchemical and configurational degrees of freedom of the binding complex. Importantly,
this correlation suggests that the previously identified inherent barrier to sampling across
state-set boundaries, which accounts for the reduced number of round trips in REXEE sim-
ulations, could also be responsible for the decreased number of transitions between clusters.

Thus, REXEE configurations that have increased motion in state space, such as higher ex-
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change rates and greater overlap, should generally be preferred. However, the variability
in the number of flips between different REXEE configurations, and the significant uncer-
tainty observed in the number of flips in additional replicates for some tests require further

investigation, which is beyond the scope of the paper.
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Figure 8: Results from fixed-weight REXEE simulations of the CB7-10 binding complex, ,
with the number of replicas (R) and the overlap ratio (r) annotated. Metrics include the (A)
replica-space relaxation time, (B) state index correlation time, (C) total number of round
trips in the alchemical space, (D) free energy difference AGp_r, (E) computational cost,
and (F) the number of flips between the two largest clusters of the binding complex. Results
from the benchmark simulations are colored in light green. For each metric, the uncertainty
was estimated using the same method used for the anthracene simulations, except that the
uncertainty of the free energy benchmark from the EE simulation was calculated as the
standard deviation over 3 replicates, instead of the statistical error calculated by the MBAR
estimator that can occasionally be an underestimate. Overall, the trends shown in each
metric of sampling are consistent with those observed in the anthracene simulations, e.g.,
there exists a positive correlation between the overlap ratio and state-space/replica-space
sampling.

Weight-updating REXEE simulations

For challenging systems like binding complexes, the quality of the alchemical weights that

a weight-updating simulation converges to is of importance, as the weights determine the
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flatness of the biased free energy surface that seeds a subsequent fixed-weight simulation. In
Figure 9, we plotted the WL convergence times and the RMSE values relative to the reference
free energy profile for all weight-updating REXEE and EE simulations of CB7-10. As a
result, most tests achieved weight convergence for all replicas within 35 ns, with Tests 4 and
7 as notable exceptions, which failed to meet convergence criteria within the scheduled 50 ns
simulation timeframe. Notably, those who converged within a shorter time than the weight-
updating EE simulation still consumed higher computational costs, as synchronous REXEE
simulations require all replicas to continue running even if some of them have converged the
weights for their respective state sets. Despite these higher computational costs, Figure 9B
indicates that some REXEE tests could reach lower RMSE values than weight-updating EE
simulations. Interestingly, while Tests 1 and 2 have statistically shorter WL convergence
time than Test 3, they ended up converging to weights that have a larger deviation from
the reference free energy profile. This indicates that the known issue of the Wang-Landau
algorithm of getting ‘burned in’ to inaccurate free energy estimates can still persist in weight-
updating REXEE simulations, and a prolonged WL convergence time may not necessarily
represent a negative outcome, especially considering the pursuit of lower RMSE values for a
better starting point in subsequent fixed-weight simulations. This observation also resonates
with the fact that Tests 4 and 7 reached an RMSE value on par with others in spite of
their inability to converge as fast as other tests. Lastly, the comparable RMSE values across
all tests regardless of REXEE configurations suggest that for complex systems like CB7-10,
selecting the number of replicas based on available computational resources, with a preference

for an intermediate to high overlap ratio, could be a viable strategy.

Conclusions

In this study, we proposed the method of replica exchange of expanded ensembles (REXEE),

a novel generalized ensemble method that integrates the working principles of the methods
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Figure 9: (A) The Wang-Landau (WL) convergence time for all weight-updating REXEE
and EE simulations, with the number of replicas (R) and the overlap ratio (r) annotated. For
Tests 4 and 7, 50 ns is reported because the simulation did not converge the weights for all
replicas when reaching the scheduled length of 50 ns. (B) The RMSE relative to the reference
free energy profile for all weight-updating REXEE simulations and the weight-updating EE
simulation. For both panels, the reported values are averages over 3 replicates, with the
uncertainty being the standard deviation. The figure shows that while simulations with
different overlap ratios may vary in the WL convergence time, they achieve similar RMSE
values, suggesting little impact of the state set overlap on the quality of the converged
weights.

of Hamiltonian replica exchange and expanded ensemble. The REXEE method decouples
the number of states from the number of replicas in its algorithmic design, escaping the one-
to-one correspondence inherent to the HREX method and therefore offering much greater
flexibility in parameter specification—given the number of replicas decided based on the
available computational resources, the REXEE method allows the number of states to be
arbitrarily chosen. In addition, the parallelizability of the REXEE method opens the door to
wider applications compared to the EE method, especially one-shot free energy calculations
in multi-topology contexts such as serial mutations or scaffold-hopping transformations. All
necessary algorithms for running and analyzing REXEE simulations have been encapsulated

in the Python package ensemble_md, which is a flexible and easily extensible wrapper that
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not only eliminates the need to modify the source code of GROMACS, but also provides
convenient automation and management of REXEE simulations.

With this implementation, we evaluated the effectiveness of the REXEE method with
various setups, focusing on the calculation of the solvation free energy of anthracene and
the binding free energy of the CB7-10 complex. As a result, we confirmed that the REXEE
method did not compromise its ability to accurately compute free energy differences while
offering enhanced flexibility and parallelizability. In addition, we observed that increasing
the exchange frequency or overlap ratio in fixed-weight REXEE simulations enhances sam-
pling/mixing in both the replica and state spaces without introducing exorbitant overhead as
compared to EE and HREX simulations. In weight-updating simulations, we demonstrated
that the exchange frequency and REXEE configuration have little impact on the WL con-
vergence time and the RMSE value relative to the reference free energy profile. Moreover,
we concluded that weight combination schemes could actually introduce additional errors
in the alchemical weights, leading to longer WL convergence times without necessarily im-
proving the accuracy of the weights. Lastly, while weight-updating REXEE simulations may
incur slightly higher computational costs than weight-updating EE simulations, our results
indicate that the REXEE method holds the potential to converge to more accurate weights,
perhaps by incorporating additional initial configurations, promising a better starting point
to seed subsequent fixed-weight simulations.

Importantly, the current REXEE implementation could be further enhanced by incorpo-
rating asynchronous parallelization schemes, which permit less constrained communications
between a larger count of loosely coupled processors, making it more adaptable to environ-
ments like cloud computing, compared to the currently implemented synchronous REXEE
method. In the weight-updating phase, asynchronous REXEE can save computational power
by dropping replicas that have converged the corresponding alchemical weights. This con-
trasts with synchronous parallelization schemes, where the termination of a single replica

halts the entire simulation ensemble. Moreover, asynchronous REXEE provides an elevated
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level of flexibility in parameter specification compared to synchronous REXEE. It not only
accommodates heterogeneous parameter configurations, such as different numbers of states
per replica or state shifts for different replicas, but also allows for adaptive changes to the
parameters in response to data collected, such as changing the number of states per replica
or even the number of replicas to optimize the simulations’ performance. Lastly, the devel-
opment of the package ensemble_md and the foundational principles of the REXEE method
can be integrated with our recent endeavors in alchemical metadynamics by having multiple
walkers sample the joint space of alchemical variable and configurational collective variables,
with each walker exploring different alchemical state sets. This can potentially result in
the development of new simulation approaches like the ensemble of alchemical metadynam-
ics, promising enhanced flexibility, parallelizability, and configurational sampling for a wider

range of systems.
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1. Enumerating the space of configurations of REXEE
simulations

Configurational parameters of a REXEE simulation include N (the number of states in total),
ns (the number of states in each replica), R (the number of replicas), and ¢ (the state shift
between adjacent state sets). Given their correlation with the sampling efficiency of REXEE
simulations, it is crucial to set these parameters carefully. Here, we discuss an efficient way
to explore the parameter space of homogeneous REXEE simulations with one-dimensional
sequential alchemical intermediates given a specified value of N, which is typically decided
to ensure sufficient overlap between neighboring states.

In the case where all replicas sample different but overlapping sets of states in a REXEE

simulation, all configurational parameters must be integers and have a physical minimum,



ie, N >3 R > 2, ngs > 2 and ¢ > 1. To ensure a non-zero state overlap between
neighboring state sets, it is additionally required that n — s > 1. All these configurational

parameters are related by the following expression

ns+(R—1¢=N (S1)

Notably, there often exists a moderately low number of choices for the number of replicas
R, which is preferably specified as a factor of the number of available cores for efficient
parallelization. In the case where we loop over these limited choices of R, Equation S1

becomes a linear Diophantine equation and can be solved by the following lemma.

Lemma. Let aq,...,a, € Z, a general linear Diophantine equation in the form ajxzi + ... +
anx, = ¢ have solutions if and only if ged(ay, ..., an)|c. If ged(aq, ..., ay)|e, there are infinitely

many solutions that can be expressed with n — 1 parameters.

Specifically, when N is known and R is specified, Equation S1 reduces to a two-variable

Diophantine equation, which fits in the following simplified lemma:

Lemma. Let a,b,c € Z, if ged(a, b) = ¢, the Diophantine equation ax + by = ¢ has infinitely

many solutions of the form

(52)
Yy="Y — (gcdl(la,b)) t
where (xo,yo) is a particular solution and t € 7.
In our case, with a =1 and b = R — 1 and ged(a,b) = ged(1,7 — 1) = 1, we have
.’L“:.Tﬁo—i‘bt ns:n&o%—(R—l)t
= (S3)
Yy =1yo—at ¢=¢o—1
For any given r and N values, there should always be a solution of ¢ = ¢y = 1, and



ns = nso = N + 1 — R, which can serve as the particular solution that leads us to

ne =N+ (R—1)(t—1) .

p=1—1t

To identify the bounds of ¢, we examine each of the constraints described above. Specifically,

given that s > 1, we have

s=1-t>1=1<0 (S5)
With n > 2, we have
n:N+OwJXLJ)22$t2£%¥%i (S6)
And finally, the condition n — s > 1 requires the following
<N+w—U@—D—u—ﬂ:N+R@—D21$t2§;%ii (87)
Given that B2 < B=AHL < (0 Equations S6 and S7 collectively gives
% <t<0 (S8)

This derivation leads to the following conclusion:

Theorem. Consider a homogeneous REXEFE simulation that collectively samples N alchem-
ical intermediate states in total sequentially defined in one-dimensional grids. Given that the
ensemble is composed of R replicas, the number of states for each replica ng and the state

shift ¢ can be expressed using the following parametric equation:

ne=N+(R—1)(t—1) (S9)

p=1—t



where t € Z and%gtﬁo.

Programmatically, this provides a systematic way to find all the possible (N, R, ng, ¢)
combinations when the value of N is specified. Specifically, one only needs to loop over the
R values of interest, and for each R value, substitute all integers ¢ in the interval [%, 0]
to Equation S9 to get the values of ny and ¢. Conveniently, it is trivial to apply constraints
to any configurational parameter. For example, in the case where a maximum overlap ratio

of 50% is desired ((ns — ¢)/ns < 0.5), we get t < =L which allows us to further narrow

R+1
down the range of t as follows:
R—-—N+1 R—N+1
— <t — S10
R - 7 R+1 (510)

This method has been implemented in the CLI explore_REXEE in the package ensemble_md,
with which we can effortlessly explore the parameter space of REXEE simulations. For ex-
ample, Figure S1A shows the number of possible (N, R, n,, ¢) combinations roughly increases
linearly with the total number of states. More importantly, Figure S1B shows that for any
REXEE simulation having more than 3 alchemical states in total (N > 3), there exists at
least one solution of (R, ng, ¢) for any R satisfying 2 < R < N — 1, which underpins that
the REXEE method has much higher flexibility in specifying the value of N than the HREX

method.
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Figure S1: (A) The number of possible (N, R, n,, ¢) combinations as a function of the total
number of states. (B) The parameter landscape of REXEE simulations with dots colored
with the number of the (N, R, ng, ¢) combinations. The black dashed line is a 45-degree
line, under which shows the region for valid N value for each R value given the natural
constraint that the number of replicas R should be smaller than the number of states N.
Since the minimum of the color bar is 1, the fact that all points (i.e., (N, R) pairs) under the
dashed line are colored indicates that for any given number of replicas, there exist at least
one (N, R, ng, ¢) combination.

2. Derivation of the acceptance ratio for swapping EE
replicas in a REXEE simulation

In this section, we will first define thermodynamic states in REXEE simulations, and then
derive the acceptance ratio that enforces the detailed balance condition at the inter-replica
level assuming symmetric proposal probabilities. Note that all subsequent derivations apply

for REXEE simulations with any replica configuration.

2.1. Thermodynamic states in a REXEE simulation

To make the derivation as general as possible, we define the reduced potential u(z) of a
system as

u(x) = B | H(x) +pV (@) + Y () + - (St1)



where 8 = (kgT)~! is the inverse temperature and z € Q denotes the coordinates of the
system, with 2 being the accessible configurational space. This reduced potential not only
includes the Hamiltonian H(x) of the system, but also encompasses energy terms associated
with the change of different physical variables, including the volume V(z) (in a constant-
pressure ensemble with a pressure p) and ng(z), the number of molecules of each of k =
1, ..., M components of the system, and the corresponding chemical potential u (in a (semi-
)grand ensemble).

Here, we define X = (..., z¢ | ....z7 ...) of length R as a “state” in the generalized ensemble
sampled by a REXEE simulation, where z¢ = (z;, A,,,), meaning that the i-th replica samples
the m-th state set with the coordinates x;. Then, the joint probability of such a replica

sampling the state s; in the state set A,, (with s; € A,,) is given by

; ) exp (—us, (z;) + ggf)

> ([ et + aas

SEAm

(S12)

where uy, is the reduced potential of state s; and g is the weight (in units of kgT') of state
s; in the m-th state set. We note that the absence of the state set index as the superscript
for the reduced potential reflects the fact that the functional form of the reduced potential
of state s; should be the same across all replicas and only vary with different intermediate
states s;. Additionally, the same alchemical state in different state sets may carry different
alchemical weights, namely, it is possible that g # gs, even if s; = s;. This situation can
arise when a REXEE simulation consists of fixed-weight EE simulations (termed fixed-weight
REXEE) having different weights specified for the same state s across different state sets. It
can also occur in a REXEE simulation composed of weight-updating EE simulations (termed
weight-updating REXEE). In the latter case, the cumulative alchemical weights depend on
the visitation of the alchemical states by the Monte Carlo moves during a weight-updating
process, which introduces stochasticity that causes the difference between g and gs, even

when s; = s;.



2.2. Acceptance ratio

With X = (...,z" ,...,xJ,...), we consider replicas 7 and j that sample the state sets A,, and
A, respectively. To swap replicas ¢ and j (which is equivalent to swapping the state sets
A, and A,), the state sampled by replica i at the moment must fall within the state set
A, that is to be swapped, and vice versa. In this case, we call that these replicas ¢ and j

are “swappable”. The list of swappable pairs S can be defined as the set of replica pairs as

follows:

S=A{(i,7)]s; € A, and s; € A,,,,i # j} (S13)

Exchanging replicas ¢ and j results in a transition as follows:

X = (ool ) = X = (o) (S14)
which necessarily introduces a new permutation f’ such that f’(j) = m and f'(i) = n.

In this setup, the following equation must be fulfilled by each replica i to achieve detailed

balance at the inter-replica level:

(X[ X)7(X) Pace(X'|X) = a(X|X')7(X) Prce( X | X') (S15)

where o (X'|X) = a (2d,, 2% |z%,, x7) is the probability of proposing a transition from states

X to X', Pue (X'|X) = Pace (22,2 |2!,,27) is the probability that such a transition is
accepted, and 7(X) is the probability that the system is at state X. As will be discussed
in the next section, most of the straightforward proposal schemes have symmetric proposal

probabilities, i.e., a(X'|X) = a(X]|X’), in which case Equation S15 is reduced to

(X)) Pace (X' X) = m(X') Pace (X[ X7) (516)



Given the thermodynamic state X defined above, m(X) can be expressed as follows:

R
T(X) = oem (@) o (23) - = [ 7 ()
k=1
S17
N exp (—usy (1) + 1) (517
k=1 Z </ exp (—u,(z) + g/®) d:c)
SEAf(k) Q
Then 7 (X’) will be given by

‘ R
W(X'):---W(x;)~~7r(xfn)...:Hﬂ(:cl;,(k)) (S18)

k=1

Canceling the stationary probabilities of the non-swapping replicas, we have
ace(X'1X) _ w(X)  w(af,)m (2)
Pacc(X|X,) W(X) m (Z':n) m (ZL’%)
o )+ ) oo (oo 1)
Z ex z)+ g") dx) Z (/ exp (—utT) + g) dw)
. SEAm Q seEA
exp (—us, (1) + g37) exp <_“5j (25) + 95}-)
Z ex x)+g7) da:) Z (/ exp (—ustT) + g=) d.:l:)

SEAm Q seA

(S19)

This yields

P, (X'|X)

P (XIX) — exp [(_Usi(l’j) +920) — (—us, () + g2) + (—usj (2) +§g\> _ (—usj(xj) +b§)]
= exp [(—ug, (7)) = (—ug, (@) + (—ug, (2:)) = (—ug, (2;))]

= exp(—A)
(S20)



where

A = (g () + 1 (2)) = (g () + s, () (s21)

Notably, this expression of A is of the same form as that in the HREX method. Using the

Metropolis criterion, the acceptance ratio Pae.(X — X') can be written as

1 fA <O
Pacc( X — X') = (S22)

exp(—A) JifA>0

3. Comparison between our free energy estimates and

references reported in previous studies

3.1. Solvation free energy of anthracene

As mentioned in the main text, the free energy benchmarks from EE and HREX simulations
were 3.502 £+ 0.178 kgT and 3.411 4+ 0.067 kgT', respectively. These two values, however,
do not agree with the value reported in the work by Paliwal et al., ! despite the same
system topology and mostly the same simulation parameters. Specifically, in their work, the
solvation free energy of anthracene was reported as 2.611 4+ 0.006 kg7, which was computed
using MBAR? from 450 ns of direct sampling of 15 alchemical states in an NPT ensemble.
Since the impact of different sampling approaches, simulation ensembles and alchemical
paths are expected to be small, and all simulations performed in this study are consistent,
we attribute the discrepancy in the free energy estimates mainly to different versions of
GROMACS and data decorrelation methods. Specifically, simulations in the work by Paliwal
et al. were done with GROMACS 4.0.4, a version more than a decade ago that could make
the direct comparison difficult. Importantly, the disagreement in the free energy estimates
between our benchmarks and the previously published result does not necessarily affect our
demonstration of the REXEE method, as long as internal consistency is achieved between

the results from the REXEE simulations and the benchmark values obtained from EE and



HREX simulations.

3.2. Binding free energy of CB7-10 binding complex

In the main text, we reported the benchmark of the binding free energy calculated from the
EE simulation as AGY},,4 as —21.33 £ 0.07 kgT. As a reference, the binding free energy of
CB7-10 reported in the work by Monroe et al.? was —8.34 4 0.32 kcal /mol, or —13.99 4 0.54
kgT. While there exists a discrepancy between our estimate and the reference, we note that
an incorrect analytical expression of the correction term was used in the reference work.
Specifically, the reference work adopted a non-zero reference distance for the distance re-
straint between the host and guest molecules, but calculated the correction term using an
equation similar to that for the case where a zero reference distance is used. Additionally,
the equation itself was incorrectly derived even assuming a zero reference distance, which
yielded the correction term as 3.98 kcal/mol, or 6.676 kgT and already accounts for a differ-
ence of 4.416 kgT as compared to our correction term calculated using Equation 16 in the
main text. Assuming the same reference distance (i.e., 79 = 0.428 nm) used in the work by
Monroe et al.?® and using WebPlotDigitizer* to extract the free energy differences AGa_p
and AGp_r respectively from Figures S3 and S4 in the reference work, we estimated the
reference value that should have been reported as —19.66 + 0.40 kT, which is reasonably
close to our estimate. Notably, the value of AGA_.p extracted from Figure S3 of the refer-
ence work is 622.33 + 0.31 kgT, which is statistically consistent with our estimate from the
solvent simulation. This shows that the remaining difference between our estimate and the
refined reference primarily comes from the complex simulation, which we attribute to the
fact that the reference simulation was carried out in a different ensemble (NPT instead of
NVT ensemble) using a GROMACS version 10 years earlier than the version we used. Again,
we emphasize that the discrepancy between our estimate and the reference should not affect

the demonstration of the REXEE method as long as internal consistency is achieved.
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4. Supplementary Figures
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Figure S2: The parity plot of the total number of flips against the number of round trips in

the alchemical space, with Kendall’s tau correlation coefficient (7) annotated.
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