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Abstract

Motivation:

The flexibility in gap cost enjoyed by Hidden Markov Modeld\INIs) is expected to afford them better
retrieval accuracy than position-specific scoring masifeSSMs). We attempt to quantify the effect
of more general gap parameters by separately examininghfheeimce of position- and composition-
specific gap scores, as well as by comparing the retrievalracg of the PSSMs constructed using an
iterative procedure to that of the HMMs provided by Pfam aktPERFAMILY, curated ensembles of
multiple alignments.

Results:

We found that position-specific gap penalties have an adgandver uniform gap costs. We did not
explore optimizing distinct uniform gap costs for each gquéior Pfam, PSSMs iteratively constructed
from seeds based on HMM consensus sequences perform emtiyab HMMs that were adjusted to
have constant gap transition probabilities, albeit withchngreater variance. We observed no effect of
composition-specific gap costs on retrieval performance.
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The scripts for performing evaluations are available upmuest from the authors.
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1 Introduction

Information retrieval from molecular databases by sege@tignment is an essential component of modern
biology. The effectiveness of retrieval strategies depamdcially on how alignments are scored. A pairwise
alignment score typically combines scores for the suliitg, insertions, and deletions that transform one
sequence into another. Scores for substitutions are defreen a substitution matrix, while scores for
insertions and deletions are known as gap costs. The inmpeartaf gap costs has prompted numerous
studies proposing various reasonable gap penalty sch@hg4,[238| 6, 35, 27].

Search accuracy may be improved substantially by usingipesipecific scoring matrices (PSSM)[[15].
In addition, it is possible to introduce position- and comsifion-specific gap costs, which so far have been
implemented primarily by Hidden Markov Models (HMMS) [22, Th this paper we attempt to quantify the
effect of different gap scores on retrieval performancegi§iSI-BLAST [1] and HMMERI[8, 9], canonical
examples of software tools employing PSSMs and HMMs, rds@he

As its name suggests, a PSSM assigns scores to amino acideiatmse sequence based on the posi-
tion in which they occur in the alignment. PSI-BLAST computnd scores alignments using a heuristic
approximation to the Smith-Waterman algorithm![30] witfired gap costs [11] providing uniform penal-
ties for opening and extending a gap. PSSMs used by PSI-BLA&T be generated through an iterative
search procedure, or obtained from other sources, suchasadas of curated multiple sequence alignments
(MSAS).

Two publicly available sources of curated alignments aeeRfam [10] and SUPERFAMILY [12, 33]
databases. In both, each MSA is represented by an HMM, whiah e used for similarity searches.
An HMM is a finite-state automaton, characterized by statstate transition probabilities and emission
probabilities that generate hypothetical protein seqgegn8ee Fid.l1 for an example and the Appendix for
more details.

Figure 1: An example of a protein profile HMM architecture disy HMMER. The model containg
positions plus a begin stat&] and end stateH). Each position contains a substitutio$i) @nd a deletion
state (D), with a possible insertion staté)(between twa5-nodes. Allowed transitions are shown by arrows.
To simulate local alignments, transitiofs— S; and.S; — E, for any.S;, are permitted.

The HMMER package [8, 9] uses the Viterbi algorithm [7], wiiftnds the highest-scoring sequence of
states in the HMM that produces the database sequence. dthedyility that a particular amino acid is emit-
ted in a HMMER substitution state may be identified with thelgaility that it occurs in a corresponding
position in a PSI-BLAST PSSM. On the other hand, HMMER allgeesition- and composition-specific
gap scores, which model the probability that an insertiodedetion occurs at a particular position in an



alignment.

With their greater gap cost flexibility, HMMs may be expectechave better retrieval accuracy than
PSSMs. We attempt to quantify the effect of HMMER’s use of engeneral gap parameters by separately
examining the influence of position- and composition-dfegjap scores. We also compare the retrieval
accuracy of the PSSMs constructed using PSI-BLAST's nexgirocedure to that of the HMMs provided
by the Pfam and SUPERFAMILY collections. Our results maygas some directions for improvements
to PSI-BLAST, and the magnitude of the improvements one tréaghect.

We collected protein profile HMMs from Pfam and SUPERFAMIWe then modified the profiles
from each source to simulate different retrieval stragimd used them as queries for HMMER and PSI-
BLAST to search a set of sequences from the SCOP (structasdiftcation of proteins) databasel[24, 2],
which forms our ‘gold standard’. We use the results of thedess to evaluate and compare the retrieval
performance of the search methods considered.

SCORP is a database of protein domains, classified by staydturction and sequence. Protein domains
are classified into a hierarchy of class, fold, superfamilg &amily. Domains sharing the same superfamily
are assumed to be homologous. For our testing purposes, evin@ASTRAL 40 [[5] subset of SCOP
(release 1.71), consisting of domain sequences that wareeillso that no two sequences share more than
40% pairwise identity. ASTRAL has been used as the testing sshimmber of performance evaluations of
protein sequence comparison algorithms [13/ 31, 26, 38].

It is generally useful to evalute not only the difference @rfprmance of two search methods, but also
whether such a difference is statistically significant. Antner of procedures have been proposed, mostly
based on bootstrap resampling with replacement [13, 26hisncontext, Green and Brenner[13] observed
that large superfamilies have an undue influence on thetsesad the number of possible relationships
grows quadratically with the number of members in a supalyamhey therefore proposed two weighting
schemes that reduce the influence of large superfamiliee €t al. [26] noted technical challenges in
obtaining accurate variances for the weighted statisticspaoposed an improved bootstrap.

Our query sets, based on Pfam and SUPERFAMILY, contain akwsodels for each SCOP-classified
superfamily. Some superfamilies are overrepresentedibdhie query sets and in the ASTRAL database.
We propose a different method than Pretel. [26] to address the difficulties associated with having supe
families of different sizes. Our strategy is to sample witheeplacemens /4 of the superfamilies and then
select a single model for each superfamily in any given geetyHence, each sample contains no more than
a single profile from each superfamily and therefore capttlre most distant relationships among queries.

2 Materials and Methods

Software tools

For HMM-based queries, we used the HMMER package (versi®2@.8, 9], which is also used internally
by Pfam. Local alignment between a sequence and an HMM is@tidy the nonzero probabilities of enter-
ing match nodes directly from the begin state, as well as ngpdirectly to the end state from them (Hig). 1).
The statistical significance of each alignment score iswdd using an assumed extreme value distribution,
with model-specific parameters. The final E-value, adjuftednodel and sequence composition, is used
to rank the hits. Another popular HMM platform is SAM [20,/3l]2which is used by SUPERFAMILY.



We used HMMER rather than SAM for all our HMM-based queriesduse the programs’ retrieval perfor-
mances were shown to be comparable [23, 34] and because PERFRAMILY models were available in
HMMER format.

For PSSM-based queries, we used PSI-BLAST (version 2.P11.7y he statistics of PSI-BLAST scores
are based on the extreme value distribution [16] with a ctioe for finite sequence length. The statistical
significance of each database hit is refined by taking intoaudts composition as well as that of the PSSM
[29].

PSI-BLAST allows one to start a search from a ‘checkpoing ibntaining a PSSM saved from an
earlier PSI-BLAST run, or built by other means. In additioratPSSM, PSI-BLAST requires gap penalties
as input: a gap opening cost and a gap extension cost. Theechbgap penalties is restricted to a few
values because the parameters required to produce acetmtitics are precomputed using large-scale
simulations. For both HMMER and PSI-BLAST runs, we used tiaadard search exectutables with their
default settings.

Query sets

Following Wistrand and Sonnhammer [34], we constructed erygget of Pfam (release 22.0) models by
identifying all Pfam-A models that were cross referencedPifigm with an identifier in SCOP 1.71, and
mapping the cross-referenced SCOP identifier to a SCOPfauut. We did not consider models that
have multiple domains mapping to different superfamilies.

We filtered the resulting set of Pfam models using two ada#igules. First, any model mapping to a
SCOP superfamily that had fewer than four members in ASTR®w4ds removed from further considera-
tion, to avoid superfamilies with a small number of membeossifdisproportionally influencing the results.
Next, we examined the MSA used to generate the Pfam profil&keptdonly those families whose MSA
contained at least 10 sequences and had an average seqergtbeof at least 30 amino acids. Our final
Pfam query set contained 703 Pfam models representing 2@9families. We used the profiles from the
Pfam_fs set, built for local/local alignment.

Our second query set consisted of all 6729 models from theERFRMILY database (release 1.69)
that belonged to the 299 superfamilies in the Pfam queryTdetse models were also built for local/local
alignment. The above query sets, paired with HMMER, formedfost two search methods, which we
namedHOF (HMM, ‘original’, Pfam) andHOU (HMM, ‘original’, SUPERFAMILY).

The second pair of search methods, cat®F andHBU (see Tablé]1 for an outline of all search meth-
ods), was constructed by taking the HMMs frét®F andHOU, respectively, and replacing all emission
scores for each insert state with This is equivalent to setting all insertion emission pialiges to the
background probabilities.

We constructed the third pair of search methods, caflé€dr andHGU by taking the HMMs fromHBF
andHBU, respectively, and adjusting the state transition prdibigisi to correspond to those implied by the
affine gap penalties used by PSI-BLAST (see Appendix for ailéet explanation).

Let « denote the gap opening cost andhe gap extension cost, in bits. We used the default penélty o
PSI-BLAST, which isl1 (o = 5.040 bits) for gap opening antl for gap extensiond = 0.458 bits). This
scale was chosen to match the scale of BLOSUMBG62 [19], thaultefaoring matrix of BLAST.

For each positionn of an HMM, we left the probabilites?(B — S,,) ande,, = P(S,, — E) un-



Name Description

HO Original HMM dataset.

HB HMMs, background insertion emission probabilities

HG HMMs, constant state transitions and background insertion
emissions

PO PSSMs, converted from original HMMs.

PC PSSMs, fromb PSI-BLAST iterations ovenr using profile
consensus seeds

PS PSSMs, fromb PSI-BLAST iterations ovenr using SCOP
domain sequence seeds

Table 1: Nomenclature of query sets. As shown in this talle first two letters of the abbreviations of
various search strategies denote the type of profile (HMMS8M), and the method of construction. The
third letter is optionally appended to show the databaseigio(F for Pfam,U for SUPERFAMILY).

changed and set the remaining transition probabilitie®sAs:

P(Dy— Dynsr) = P(Ln— L) = v, )
P(Dy— Sms1) = P(Im— Smp1) = 1 — v, @)
P (S — Dins1) = P(S— L) = % 3)
P(Sm— Spmi1) = (1 Ij";/)jl__yy), 4)

wherey = 298 andy = 28, The probabilities were read from HMMER files, convertedhirecores,
modified and written back as scores, as per HMMER convenipn After modification, the HMMER
statistical parameters of each HMM idBF, HBU, HGF andHGU were recalibrated.

The remaining search methods used PSI-BLAST with defaplpgaaltiesPOF andPOU used PSSMs
derived fromHOF andHOU, respectively, by taking the match state emission protigsiland writing them
in PSI-BLAST checkpoint formatPCF andPCU used PSSMs obtained using the standard PSI-BLAST
iterative procedure. We obtained the consensus (mosyJikeljuences d?OF andPOU profiles and used
them as seeds for the initial searches, runsiitgrations in total againstr, the database of non-redundant
protein sequences maintained by NCBI (frozen on Apr 11, P{EF].

The final search method, nam&$U used the same construction procedurd®@d) except that the
SCOP sequences associated with SUPERFAMILY models wedsassBSI-BLAST seeds instead of profile
consensus sequences.

Performance evaluation

As described above, our query sets contained no profilegreesbio more than one SCOP superfamily. Each
pair p, s, wherep is a query profile and is an ASTRAL sequence, was classified as similar (‘positive’
if s belongs to the superfamily associated withand not similar (‘negative’) otherwise. For every query
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Figure 2: ROC score statistics of one million samples. Irhesnple224 superfamilies are first randomly
chosen fron299 superfamilies. A representative query profile is then ramigicselected from each chosen
superfamily. ROC score histograms from using Pfam HMMs (&) 8UPERFAMILY HMMs (b) show ap-
preciable difference in average ROC scores for each seagtioohtested: SUPERFAMILY HMMs always
perform better. Note that in panels (a) and (b), the curvéifoiis completely covered by that féfB. Using
HOF andHOU as baselines, the values of RRgP(measurement dtEPQ) between various methods and
the baselines are computed for each sample. The resul8taghams are shown in panels (c) and (d).

pi; from a set of queries, denote by, (p;) the number of ASTRAL 40 sequences belonging to the same
superfamily apy, (i.e. the total number of positives fer,) and letN, = >, N,(px).

Comparing each query profile to the ASTRAL 40 database, wreved a number of sequences ranked
according to their E-values. These sequences were clasa#igrue or false positives. For a given search
strategy, after merging the results for the whole set of iggemwe obtain the (step) functiongF) and



f(E) giving respectively the cumulative numbers of true andsfplgsitives with E-valué’ or smaller. The
function p can also be expressed as a functionfpthe number of false positives and the graptpof)
versusf is called the ROC (receiver operating characteristic) e, 14/ 17]. The same curve can be
displayed as a coverage vs. error-per-query (EPQ) or CVE plo

Our main performance statistic is the (truncated) ROC saoBieen a number of false positives, the
ROCy score is defined by

F
ROGy = = /O p(f) df. (5)
p

It represents the accuracy of the search method (given & geenes) for a given number of false positives.

To compare two search method$, and M, we compute their relative ROQ&Cscore difference, denoted

RRSDr, defined by

ROCp(M;) — ROCp (Ma) ©6)
ROCr(M2) ’

To overcome the aforementioned problems associated wélrepresentation of large superfamilies,
we sampled according to the superfamily classification. damh sample we randomly picked 224 out of
299 superfamilies (leaving/4 out) without replacement. Then, we selected one represenfarofile for
each superfamily to form a sample query set. Search mettgidg the profiles originating from the same
source (Pfam or SUPERFAMILY) used the same samples so thiatdrformances could be compared for
each sample. Our main statistic is the RRgper sample, which measures performance BPQ or less.

It allows a fair comparison of search methods.

RRSDy(M;, My) =

3 Results

Fig.[2 shows the distributions of RQ& scores and their relative differences (RRSf) per samplewith
respect toHO for all query sets. Comparison of Fig. 2 (a) and (b) shows, timageneral, the strategies
using profiles from SUPERFAMILY perform better than thosengsPfam profiles. In terms of relative
difference (Fig[ 2 (c,d), Tablel 2), using both Pfam and SUP&RILY profiles, original HMMs HO)
perform significantly better than all other query sets ek¢dp. There is no perceivable difference between
HB andHO. There is also no significant difference betwé#®@ andPO.

In the case of PSSM$&0U gives better performance th&CU andPSU, but there is no significant
difference betweePOF andPCF, althoughPCF shows a large variance in performance. In a number of
cases, #CF sample even outperforms the correspondit@F sample. The relative ROC score difference
betweernPCU andPSU is slightly positive, but not significantly so.

Using profiles from Pfam (SUPERFAMILY), we observed two @by clusters of search strategies that
performed equivalently based on RRSD(Fig.[2 (c,d)). This trend in performance is supported by Big
which displays examples of CVE curves for all alignment mdthtested. The samples associated with
these CVE curves have the median R@Gscore.



(a) HOF HBF HGF POF PCF

HOF 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.1 0.0 0.1 2.9 4.5 6.3 2.4 51 81| -06 8.5 195

HBF -0.1 -0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 4.5 6.3 2.4 51 81| -06 8.5 19.4

HGF -5.9 -4.3 -2.8 -5.9 -4.3 -2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 -1.7 0.5 30| -49 3.8 14.1

POF -7.5 -4.8 -2.3 -7.5 -4.8 -2.4 -3.0 -0.5 18 0.0 0.0 00| -51 3.2 13.1

PCF -16.3 -7.8 06| -16.3 -7.8 06| -12.3 -3.7 51| -116 -3.1 53 0.0 0.0 0.0

(b) HOU HBU HGU POU PCU PSU
HOU 0.0 0.0 0.0 -0.4 -0.0 0.4 2.9 6.9 10.2 2.0 53 82| 124 21.4 30.3| 15.0 24.5 34.2
HBU -0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.9 6.9 10.2 2.1 53 82| 124 21.4 30.3| 15.0 24.5 34.2
HGU -9.3 -6.4 -2.8 -9.3 -6.4 -2.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 -4.1 -1.4 14 7.0 13.6 20.8 9.6 16.4 24.3
POU -7.6 -5.0 -2.0 -7.6 -5.1 -2.0 -1.4 15 4.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1 153 22.8| 10.7 18.2 26.3
PCU -23.3 -17.6 -11.0| -233 -17.7 -11.0| -17.2 -12.0 -6.6| -18.6 -13.3 -7.5 0.0 0.0 00| -15 25 7.2
PSU -25.5 -19.6 -13.0| -255 -19.7 -13.1| -195 -14.1 -8.8| -20.8 -15.4 97| -67 -2.4 15 0.0 0.0 0.0

Table 2: Summary of statistics of RR&[) between every pair search strategies using the same source.
In Fig. [2 (c) and (d)HOF andHOU were used as the baselines for Pfam and SUPERFAMILY search
strategies, respectively, and the histograms of RRSlative to the baselines are shown. It is impractical
to show such histograms for all possible baselines. Howéweeach pair of search strategies, we may sort
(in ascending order) their one million values of RR&DPand record the corresponding RRgPvalue at
various designated percentiles. In the table, there aee thumbers in a row for any given pair of search
strategies. As an example, the numb2s 4.5 and 6.3, associated with\/; = HBF and M, = HGF,

are located in the row labelled ByBF and within the column headed WYWGF. Those numbers, when
divided by 100, have the following interpretation: the leftmost corresg® to the RRSE, value at the
2.5-th percentile, the middle to the median and the rightmogteé®7.5-th percentile. Subtable (a) records
the numbers associated with Pfam search methods, whilaldal{b) documents those associated with the
SUPERFAMILY strategies tested.

4 Discussion and Conclusion

The clear separation in retrieval performance between theERFAMILY and Pfam profiles could be
explained by the fact that the former are based on ASTRALe=eps, which form our testing set as well. In
contrast, Pfam models are based on a variety of sequenceesaurd were not trained on ASTRAL. Hence,
a degree of overfitting the SUPERFAMILY models to the testiegy as well as the fact that ASTRAL is
structure based, may explain the overall differences ifopgance.

Another interesting observation is that CVE curves (Eigci8ps at low EPQ and form distinct clusters
above 0.5 EPQ. Due to small sample size, the coverage at |gM&Expected to have a larger uncertainty,
thus the crossing of CVE curves there is anticipated. At matdeEPQ, the distinct clusters indicate that the
relative retrieval efficiency is not influenced by the cha&PQ.

On both testing collections, we have observed almost nerdifice in performance between the original
HMMs (HO) and the models derived from them having insertion emisprababilities reset to the back-
ground HB). Examining the models in HMMER format, we found that theeiiidn emission distributions
were almost constant over all the positions, with the comuistribution being slightly biased in favor of
hydrophilic amino acids. The average relative entropy ketthis distribution and the background distri-
bution is very small (0.037 bits for Pfam, 0.005 bits for SURHHRAMILY), explaining the very small effect of
the insertion emissions on the retrieval performance. NaeSUPERFAMILY models had higher overall
probabilities of entering a gap state and hence showed erlarfjluence of insertion emissions than Pfam
models (Fig[2 (c,d)).
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Figure 3: Example CVE curves for various search strategisedh on Pfam (top) and SUPERFAMILY
(bottom) profiles. Each curve shown is a representative dhiaesponds to a sample with RQE score
equal to the median of 1,000,000 samples.

In addition, an insertion emission distribution biasedawmdr of hydrophilic amino acids may not be
appropriate for all positions within proteins: it impligitassumes the globular protein structure, with hy-
drophobic core and hydrophilic surface. Finally, from aformation theoretic point of view, it is very diffi-
cult to reliably estimate insertion emission probabisitién particular, if one wishes to establish an emission
model whose emission probabilities are similar to thosédefttackground and wants to confidently distin-
guish those two sets of probabilities, it is necessary t@ lzalarge amount of data. The following example
illustrates this point.

In the Pfam insertion emission model, Leucine’s emissiabability, 0.0676, has the largest deviation
compared to the backgrourtd0934. Consider a simple coin tossing experiment where the piliyabf



seeing a leucine (head)js= 0.0676 and the probability of seeing any other amino acid (tail) +s0.0676.
One may ask how many tosses (number of amino acids presemgaip eolumn of an MSA) are needed in
order to confidently rule out the possibility that the prabghbis 0.0934. It is well known that a binomial
distribution in the large number limit becomes a Gaussiamur example, the probability of observirg
heads out of tosses becomes

C,?pk(l _ p)n_kAkf-’b’ n/p(l - p) e—n(%—p)2/2p(1—p)d(ﬁ) )

2 n

To reject with85% confidence the value 6£0934 as the probability of seeing a head, the absolute difference
between the two probabilitie,0934 and0.0676, must be greater than or equallt®2 times the standard

deviation,/p(1 — p)/n. This leads to

0.0258 > 1.024/ 0.0847 =n>132.
n

When applied to estimating insertion emission probabgitithis example implies one needs to have about
132 amino acids in a gap column of a multiple alignment. This nanggems large for columns associated
with an insert state, as these columns normally have moretgap amino acids. On the other hand, we can
confidently determine emission probabilities for colummat tontain mostly amino acids and are therefore
usually assigned to substitution states. Furthermoredéimeinant amino acid in a match column often
has very different observed and background frequencieseXample, consider a match column wib’
leucine. The same calculation as above tells us that we nadgdeight or more amino acids in the match
column to indicate a preferrence for leucine. Of coursesittaring the sub-dominant amino acids requires
more entries in the match column.

ComparingHO to HG and PO, we see that profiles with position-dependent gap paramdiave
5% better retrieval performance (as measured by the medr®®DR, value) than those with position-
independent ones. This is an area where HMMs are clearlyisupe the PSSMs with constant gap penal-
ties, as used by PSI-BLAST. Hence, a possible directionrfgrrovement of PSI-BLAST is to introduce
position-dependent gap parameters. When interpretisgltfierence, one should note that we did not opti-
mize the PSI-BLAST gap penalties, but use only the defalilis therefore possible that the performance of
PSI-BLAST with a better set of gap opening and extension lgesavould more closely match the perfor-
mance of HMMs. Another possibility is to estimate and optienjap parameters for each PSSM separately,
at the time of its creation (that is, each PSSM would stilhgarsingle, position independent, gap opening
and gap extension penalty, but they would not be input bb&ore but estimated from the data). The prac-
tical problem with these suggested improvements is thastitéstical parameters for position-specific gap
penalties cannot be quickly computed as yet, and one isftinereestricted to the costs for which the pa-
rameters have been precomputed. Another possibility isoifmPSI-BLAST to use the hybrid alignment
algorithm [36/] 3I7], which is probabilistic, naturally agte PSSMs with position-specific gap costs, and has
well-characterized, universal statistics.

It is not surprising that the performancestéc and PO show no significant difference becaud&
was designed to simulate the PSI-BLAST gap parameters irlkl framework. Some differences still
exist due to a fundamental difference between the underlgigorithms. First, although the score statistics
for HMMER and PSI-BLAST are both based on the extreme vals&idution, there are still differences



in details. Second, PSI-BLAST alignments may have longgmsaits of ungapped alignment because
the score associated with ungapped alignment is not redugélde probability of entering another node.

Some difference can also be explained by slightly diffetetkground probabilities in each case. Finally,
local alignment is achieved through different mechanis®Si-BLAST alignments terminate when their

accumulated score is maximal, while HMMER alignments teaté only when they hit the end state. Thus,
HMMER alignments may tend to be more global with respect éottofile.

The difference in performance of PSI-BLAST using PSSMs tranted in different ways shows that
focusing on profile construction as well as on position-gpegaps may yield significant improvement. In
particular, the performance of PSSMs converted from HMRI®) versus those iteratively constructdig
andPS) shows that a more carefully constructed profile may yielitielbgperformance, with the difference
being more pronounced in SUPERFAMILY than in Pfam. The fhat the PSSMs obtained iteratively from
nr based on SUPERFAMILY consensus seeds generally perfortariban those originating from Pfam
consensus seeds shows the importance of the choice of ilaéseed sequence. This is further emphasised
by the slightly better performance of the PSSMs based on dhsensus sequence as se@l) than
the performance of those based on the seeds taken from ASTR®3IU). Hence, another possible way of
improving PSI-BLAST would be to run one iteration using tleemal scoring matrix and construct a profile
as before, but then to rerun the search using the consermpusnee as the seed instead of proceeding into
the iterative stage with the profile. In that way, a more ‘caglhtseed can be obtained, which, while not
corresponding exactly to any sequence present in the dataag yield a more accurate profile for the
iterative steps. Naturally, the choice of the weightingesok for the multiple alignment used to obtain the
consensus sequence or profile as well as the associatecopsants will also exert a significant influence
on the result.

Finally, our methodology must be understood in the contéxthe small size of the testing suite. This
does not present a significant problem when testing diffggarameter sets of the same alignment algorithm
but when comparing different algorithms, it is essentiaklioninate bias due to superfamily size. Our
approach, based on sampliagd of the superfamilies without replacement, was designet this aim in
mind.
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Appendix

The connection between the transition probabilities of H8/Mflgk sequence evolution and the scoring func-
tion (scoring matrices and gap parameters) used in sequEmaparison is elaborated in this appendix.
Since such a connection has been sketched explicitly ireegiblications on hybrid alignmenit [36./37],
interested readers are encouraged to look into the origiieedture. We present a self-contained exposition
here to save the reader some effort in reading through epdjgers, and to present a minor extension needed
for aligning a protein sequence tdogal HMM with explicit termination probabilities at its nodes.ol¢ that
keeping a nonzero termination probability is how HMMER a&sleis local alignments. Hybrid alignments
achieve a local alignment by taking the maximum of the lod-tatios at each possible termination point,
and hence do not need to deal explicitly with the terminatiovbabilities of the HMMs.

The fundamental idea of protein sequence comparison igddatthe amino acid score (substitution)
matrix, where thei, j)th entry

Sij =—_In [&

A [ pip; ()
is the log-odd ratio of the joint probabilit§p;; of amino acidg andj in the target ensemble to the product
of the background probabilitiep, andp;, of the two amino acids. Herkis just a scale and is set to unity
from this point on. For a valid scoring matrix [39], one has= Zj Q;; and one may expresg;; as
Qi; = piT(jli) = p;T(i|7), with T'(j|i) being the probability for amino acidto mutate into amino acigl.
In this case, we may also write
Sij = ln [T(]’Z):| 5 (8)

pj
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which may now be viewed as the log-odds ratio of a conditi@malssion probability to the background
probability.

Extending this concept [36, 37], one may score the globatedhess (alignment) between two protein
sequencesy andb, the same way: using the log-odds ratioc@, b] to P[a]P[b] (the background prob-
ability of generating a pair of random sequenaeandb). In terms of global relatednes§)|a, b] may be
regarded again aB[a]T'[b|a] and

Q[a,b] _ T[bla]
PRIPH] Pl ©

HereT'[b|a] is the probability for sequenceto mutate into sequende It is not hard to convince oneself
that there are many different "ways” or "paths” for sequeade mutate into sequende In fact, it has been
argued that the usuaptimalalignment corresponds to tineost probablesvolutionary path. In this context,
the gap cost is related to the transition probabilities ith ant of the insertion/deletion states of the HMM.
A protein HMM consists of a number of nodes. Except at therbagide, each nodgallows two pos-
sible states, substitution (S) and deletion (D). The stiligin state associated with nogdés characterized
by the transition probability frona; to other amino acids. The deletion state is further divided cases
depending on its preceding state. In between two nodes,ambayve an insertion (1) state. The transition
probabilities from a given state to all other allowed stdtage to sum to one. Four transitionsS— S,
S—D,D—S,andD — D — will each advance the node index by one. Transiior I andl — S com-
bined together increase effectively the node indeX byhile the transitiond — I and D — I (if allowed)
do not change the node index at all. In many HMMs, such as tes aeed by HMMER, the transitions
between/ and D states are strictly forbidden and we follow this rule in hiergimplify our exposition.

S1 Sa D3 Dy Ds

Figure 4: An example of a partial alignment between a profiNHand a protein sequence. Note that in
the text, the state precedirtfj is assumed to be a substitution state.

Constrained by the probability conservation conditiore thansition probabilities are usually made
node-specific (or equivalently termegmbsition-specific  Focusing on the substitution scores of protein
HMMs, position-specific scoring simply means that the stugiin states at different nodes may emit amino
acids with different sets of probabilities.

As a concrete example, let us consider an alignment of aapbitilM model of eight nodes aligned with
a sequencd = [by,bo, ..., br] of seven amino acids. Their alignment is shown in Elg. 4. Tignaent

14



scores is given by

S = si(b1) +sa(ba) + gf3_g) + 57(b3)
+94+ ([ba, bs, b)) + ss(b7) (10)

wheres;(b;) represents the substitution score for amino gcat nodes:, g(Dg_G) represents the gap score
associated with deleting nod8ghrough6, and g§+([b4, bs, bg]) represents the gap score associated with
inserting amino acidé,, b; andbg between nodes and 8 of the HMM. The superscript "+” associated
with the I state will be suppressed from this point on. The probabditpccurrence associated with this

alignmentA may be written as

Ta[bla] = P(Sg— S1) T, (b1)P(S1— S2)Th, (b2) P(S2 — Ds)
P(D3— Dy)P(Dy— Ds)P(Ds — Dg)P(Dg— Sr)
Ty, (b3) P(S7— I7)p(ba) P(I7 — I7)p(bs)
P(I7 = I7)p(bg) P(I7 — Sg) Tag (b7),

wherep(b) is the insertion probability of amino acidbetween node§ and8. Assuming thatP[b] =
[ L; p(b;), one obtains the ratio

Té[g]a] = P(So %51)71;;2[5?;) P(5 %52)71;3215:;) P(S;— D3)
P(Dg — D4)P(D4 — D5)P(D5 —>D6)P(D6 — 57)
Ta, (b3) p(bs) p(bs)
p(bg) P(S7 —)[7)p(b4) P([7—>[7)p(b5)
p(bs) Tag (b7)
P(I7—>[7)p(b6)P(I7—>Sg) p(b7) . (11)
Comparing[(ID) and(11) and events of similar type yieldSolewing mappings:
] — | T (b5)
exp[si(b;)] = P(Si—1—S5:) ()
explyfs_g)) = P(D3— Da)P(Ds— Ds)P(Ds— Dg)
P(SQ —)Dg)P(Dﬁ — S7)
P(Sﬁ — 57)
. P(S7 — I7)P(I7 — 58)
exp(g4 ([ba, b, bg]) P8 5%) [P(I; = Ir))?
P(bs) p(bs) p(bs)
*pba) p(bs) plbe) 42

Frequently HMMs takeP(D;—1 — D;) and P(I; — I;) each to be a constant. In this case, the ra-

. P(Sy—I7)P(I7—Ss) . .. e . ) .
tio P(SHES)P&_);; contributes to a position specific gap opening cost and ttie g% contributes to a

composition-dependent insertion cost. The quantity — I) contributes to the insertion gap extension
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cost. If one keeps emission probabiliti€s (b) node-dependent, but demands that all the state-to-statte tr
sition probabilities be node-independent, one essentialb a PSSM with uniform affine gap costs, although
possibly with composition-specific insertion gap costig chosen to be different from the backgroynd
Since the transition probabilities are constrained by #spective conservation conditions, and those
probabilities are related to the scoring function throd@B)( the substitution and gap scores are no longer
independent if one wishes to have a probabilistic integpiat. \We now turn to the relationship among score
parameters when the state to state transition probabibitie node-independent constants. 7.et P(S —
S), uPt = P(D — 9)/P(S — 8), uP? = P(S — D), !t = P(I = 9)/P(S — S), u'2 = P(S — 1),
vl = P(I - 1), andv? = P(D — D). Becauseu''(1”') and /2(1.P?) always appear together as a
product, we further defing! = p'p'?2 (WP = pP'uP?). The probability conservation condition then
demands that

n+pl?4uP? =1 (13)
nplt+ 0t =1 (14)
npPt+ 0P = 1. (15)

Treatingv!, v?, u! andu? as fixed parameters allows us to expresg’2, and ;P2 in terms ofvs and
p!P). To do so, we multiply[{Z4) by./2 and multiply [I5) by ”2. Together with[(IB), we have three linear
equations with three unknowns; /2, andu”2. Solving these equations yields

1
T T P vP)
2 _ pl /(1=
b TR el (=P
e uP/(1—vP)

Tl /(L= o) + P [T = 0P

For the case.” = ! = pandv? = vl = v, these expressions simplify to

B 1—v
=T +2p—v
D2 _  I2 o
po=r = 17 2u—v’
Note that with this notation, we may rewrife {12) as
Ta-(bj)
expls;(b;)] = n—
explgfz_g)] = w’
I 2 13(54) ﬁ(b5) ﬁ(bﬁi)
ex by, bs,b = ur-x .
p[g7([ 4, U5 6]) M p(b4) p(bS) p(b6)

It becomes evident thah(u/v) corresponds to the gap opening score while/) corresponds to the gap
extension score, arld(p(b)/p(b)) becomes an additional composition-specific insertionescor
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In HMMER, the local alignment is terminated by going into thed state, and the end state can be
reached only from substitution states. In this context,ptubability conservation equatioris {14) ahd](15)
remain unchanged. However, we may allow a node-specificinatian probability from theS state. This
requires the introduction of a position index for the otlmansition probabilities. Let,, = P(S;, — Sm+1),
em = P(Sm — E), u2t = P(Dyy — Sps1)/P(Sm — Sma1)s uE2? = P(Sy, — Disa), pll = P(I, —
Smi1)/P(Sm— Smi1), pl2 = P(S,, — I,,,). However, note thaP(I,,, — S,,+1) should remain the same,
because there is no direct transitigp — E£. Thus, we may still keep both21 2% = ;11,12 = 4 and
v = ! = v as constants. The probability conservation condition fielas

m

T + Ly + pi + €m = 1 (16)
Dpll +0v = 1 (17)
nmﬂﬁl +v = 17 (18)
the solution of which is
B (1—emn)(1—v)
m =
1+2pu—v
l1-—c¢
1+2u—v

Although .22 and /2 are decreased,”? 12" and /2!l are kept the same as before. As a consequence,
the only change is that the substitution score at each nageliged by a node-specific constaft /(1 —

em)] When it is not preceded by a gap state. If an alignment hasiakelat nodem followed by & more
substitutions from node: + 1 to nodem + &, then the substitution score reduction starts only at node2

and persists to node + k.
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