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Abstract ; Statistical effective energy function ( SEEF) is derived from the statistical analysis of the database of
known protein structures. Dehouck-Gilis-Rooman (DGR) group has recently created a new generation of SEEF in
which the additivity of the energy terms was manifested by decomposing the total folding free energy into a sum of
lower order terms. We tried to optimize the potential function based on their work. By using decoy datasets as
screening filter,six new combinations of the energy terms were found to be comparable to DGR potential in perform-
ance test.
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Ck =
z = performance( Ck * )

Ctempl
= Ck* + pi
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Else
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End if
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End if
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aas, Ln3_aat, Ln3_ass, Ln3_ats, Ln3_att, Ln3_tss,
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Dn3_tdt,Dn3_tsd,Dn5_atdat, Dn5_tsdts, Ln2_at, Ln3_
aaa, Ln3_aas,Ln3_ass,Lin3_ats,Ln3_tss,Ln3_tts, Ln4d
_aaaa,lnd4_aaas,L.n4_aaat, Lin4_aass,Lnd_aats,Lnd_
aatt,Ln4_asss,Lnd_atss,Lnd _atts, Ln4_tsss, Ln4 _ttss,
Lnd_tits. AT Ru T 1920 G AR, 45 mg 1AL
HEX,MEf—M: <Z> = -4.1120,S_, = 76,
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Ln4_asss,Lnd_tsss,Lnd_ttss. ZHE K/AMUK 3,
PEREE N <Z> = -4.9514,5,=69,S_, = 93,
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IFHY - 4. 766 9, 55 THERE DL AL 7 45 Hh B i 4F 20
B <Z >{H -4.934 83 (HYEREILAL 7 2:45 Hh i1 B
G THRIE HN KRG L, 2T Baker,n =3,
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Ln4_asss,Lnd _tsss,Lnd _ttss;

Ln3_ass,Lnd_atss,Lind_tsss,Lnd_ttss;

Ln3_ass,Lnd4_asss,Lnd_atss,Ln4_tsss,Lnd_ttss.

XL FRAT B PEBERE AL T A R

Rl AFHFHEGHMER

Table 1~ Results of combinatorial algorithm

o Baker Ru
Combinations 7> s, s_, 7> s, s,
Ln4_asss_Lnd_tsss -4.4156 66 80 -1.6222 32 56
Ln3_aas_Ln3_tss -2.596 2 54 92 -3.747 1 60 100
Lnd_asss_Lind_tsss_Lnd_ttss -4.9514 69 93 -1.4111 20 64
Ln3_aas_Ln3_tss_Ln3_tts -2.1057 42 88 -4.1059 56 100
Ln3_ass_Ln4_asss_Ln4_tsss_Ln4_ttss -5.2013 73 95 -2.6512 40 88
Ln2_ts_Ln3_aas_Ln3_tss_Ln3_tts -2.1655 44 90 -4.549 7 60 100
In3_ass_Ind_asss_In4_atss_Ln4_tsss_Ln4_ttss -5.482'1 71 93 -2.404 1 40 80
Lin2_ts_Ln3_aas_Ln3_tss_Ln3_tts_Ln4_asss -2.7256 56 92 -4.696 0 64 100
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=38,39,40,41 B 845 #E 22 4 510 0. 20,0. 17,
0.14,0. 10, n #K, Rl 22 800N, 414 18] P B8 BT
¥, XUl AR TR H R 8w H G,
HMRE R LB, A SN A M2 RS SE
FAEA AR HBUAR K i 28 Ak, Ak e A —
B, NS I RBAR Ar AR 22 A A o

FAM, M 0 =5 B HABEE T 80 1, fEIX
80 ZH AU G, EFHRHE LS Ru Ml Baker I
ERIE/NT —4.0 B3 18 A4, R 2 I T Hop sk
94, X 18 N A LT 40k [ R A aE T, H LA
Ln3 Fl Lod (526 K 250, © 7R B 72 A 0 e 4 &
APERE R BN . 0 SR W R R A 4
B3 18 NG AR R IR AT 1L HE

x2 n=5H,MANMEREEESH <Z>H/MT -4.0W4ASF

Table 1 The combinations whose <Z > are all less than —4.0 on RU and Baker decoy sets, when n =5
Baker Ru
Combinations

<7Z> S1 S, <7Z> S1 S,

Ln3_aas_Ln3_tss_Ln4_asss_Ln4_atss_Ln4_ttss -4.67417 68 95 -4.0516 60 100
Ln3_aas_Ln3_tss_Ln4_atss_Ln4_tsss_Lnd_ttss -4.5539 69 95 -4.017 2 60 100
Ln3_aas_Lin3_tss_Ln4_asss_Ln4_atss_Ln4_tsss -4.487 8 68 95 -4.123 3 56 100
Ln2_at_Ln3_ass_Ln3_tss_Ln4_asss_Ln4_ttss -4.478 3 66 95 -4.0311 52 100
Ln3_aas_Ln3_tss_Ln4_asss_Ln4_tsss_Ln4_ttss -4.464 7 71 95 -4.190 0 52 100
Ln2_at_Ln3_ass_Ln3_tss_Lin4_tsss_Ln4_ttss -4.342 8 69 95 -4.029 6 64 100
Ln3_aas_Ln3_ass_Ln3_tss_Ln4_asss_Ln4_atss -4.3223 73 95 -4.043 1 60 100
Ln3_aas_Ln3_tss_Ln4_aass_Ln4_asss_Ln4_ttss -4.2899 66 95 -4.027 8 52 96
Ln3_aas_Ln3_ass_Ln3_tss_Ln4_atss_Ln4_tsss -4.2803 71 97 -4.048 1 56 100

2.3 #HHASE

FAT e A5 FE H LS Ru Fl Baker &
A S, PR PERESEHT (new_cl ~ new_c4) , Jf
HAEW AR E PR RRE A K 22 I G (new _c5 FlI
new_c6) , XA, Rk AH GRS n=4,5 %
BRI G

Ln3_ass, Ln4 _asss, Ln4 _tsss, Lnd _ttss, faj i N
new_cl;In2 _ts, Ln3_aas, Ln3_tss, Ln3 _tts, fij iC. N
new_c2;Ln3_ass,Lnd_asss, Lnd_atss, Ln4 _tsss, Ln4d _
ttss, fijiC 0 new_c3;Ln2 _ts, Ln3 _aas, Ln3_tss, Ln3 _
tts, Ln4_asss, fajiC N new_c4 ; Ln3_aas,n3_tss, Lnd_
asss,Lnd _atss, Ln4 _ttss, faj i " new_c5; Ln3 _aas,
ILn3_tss, Ln4 _atss, Lnd _tsss, Ln4 _ttss, fa] i N new_
chb,

IXBEHTZH 5 DGR /N 2 Hh AP BE D 5+ 1Y lo-
cal \dist 414 OPERE ILER L 3. ATLLA 7 Ru
£E LA new_c2 new_c4 BYPERE L HABA &%
4f, A1 DGR /NS AL AR

Pt RIS NG TE standard 25 FRTERE
M4,

R3 HAAHMRELLE

Table 3  The performance of the new combinations

Decoy set  Combinations <Z> SI S-1
Ru Local -4.16 76 92
Dist -4.65 80 88
new_cl -2.6512 40 88

new_c2 -4.549 7 60 100
new_c3 -2.404 1 40 80

new_c4 -4.696 0 64 100

new_c5 -4.051 6 60 100

new_c6 -4.0172 60 100

2 4 ATLLA ) new_c2 Fll new_c4 PERER 2,
XA LH A AR AL & A7 S4BT Ln2_ts ;new_c5 Fll new_
6 VEREAH T , FITEAE & Baker Al Ru b A1 fE 22 5
KRBT ENTHEA R R A L3 A
new_c3 {3 B HAESE A Baker |19 R UFMERE, (B 1E
4 Ru LagtEReH)—k .

ETEE AN THENEEERKT 1,8
33 e 20 A PRI rmsd (915 S8 1 5 4 .
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R4 AR standard EH LHIMRENES
Table 4 The performance and enrichment of the new

combination on the standard decoyset

New combinations <Z> S1 S_, Enrichment
new_cl -4.708 8 60 90 1.480 2
new_c2 -1.5374 0 80 1.572 4
new_c3 -5.1982 60 90 1.420 6
new_c4 -1.8978 20 80 1.598 9
new_c5 -4.4488 50 100 1.6116
new_c6 -4.2758 60 100 1.592 4
3 Hig

AR T WA 5 0 S BRI HEA T 0 1 - PR GE
YA I Al &80 Jr vk, B R AE T i e 45
PERER R H /D B A4 —EPERER) DGR it
PREPRE PR AL, R PEREI AL T TE RS ru 1R
FIMAE, <Z>F/NJE -4.934 8 (HEMN A A
A RRIE B 2R3 15 A4, TEA GBIk, <
Z > /iy JE - 4. 766 9, BEAIL T PR REAL AL 7 45
Wit <Z > (HAGWHRIE BN S5, TEES
baker |, VEREOLAL J7 1245 1 i e i 41 &, PN G5 4K
AR B EEAR B, XU HERE DL AL T AT
DAORAIEAS B BEfe L 2L, (R — 2 RIS 31 1Y
AR FHABEIE B 5 1 1Y, Q2 B, AH X T
&, PEREICAL 7 vk v LIS B IR Ve RE , 46 807 7 ik
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