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4 CHAPTER 9. STRUCTURAL PROPERTY PREDICTION

1 Introduction

The previous two chapters (Chapter 6 “Introduction to structure prediction”
and Chapter 7 “Practical Guide to Model Generation”) have shown us that
predicting the three dimensional structure of a protein molecule from its
amino acid sequence has been largely solved in recent years, although some
challenges remain (Liu et al., 2021). Some structural properties, however,
may be much easier to predict from sequence. Like tertiary structure, struc-
tural properties such as secondary structure, surface accessibility, flexibility
and disorder, may be more strongly conserved than the primary sequence.
Serving as building blocks for the native protein fold, these structural prop-
erties also contain important structural and functional information not ap-
parent from the amino acid sequence directly.

There are a few major reasons why structural property prediction is still
a complicated task: i) the large fraction of the structural data used to train
various machine learning models is coming from static X-ray crystallography
studies, however, globular proteins are dynamic and static information does
not capture its characteristics completely; and i) proteins are part of a com-
plex living system and do not exist in isolation: they may undergo various
post-translational modifications, interactions or environmental alterations,
leading to conformational changes not taken into account when considering
it sequence or structure without context. As such, knowledge of structural
properties of a protein can contribute to tasks like fold recognition, but also
be useful for multiple sequence alignment to find distant homologs, analy-
sis of protein stability, and more generally for function prediction. In the
next chapter (Chapter 11 “Function Prediction”) we will return to function
prediction.

Here, we will first give an introduction into the application of machine
learning for structural property prediction, and explain the concepts of cross-
validation and benchmarking. Subsequently, we will discuss major concepts
that play a key role in the characterization and prediction of structural
properties: i) patterns of hydrophobicity along the amino acid sequence
that relate to the three dimensional fold, i) the patterns in hydrogen bond-
ing observed in a-helices and [-sheets, i) intrinsic preferences of different
amino acids to be in certain types of structural environments, and iv) evo-
lutionary information as can be captured in sequence profiles. Next, we
will review various methods that incorporate knowledge of these concepts
to predict those structural properties, such as secondary structure, surface
accessibility, disorder and flexibility, and aggregation. For an overview of
more practical points to consider when developing such methods, please re-
fer to “Ten quick tips for sequence-based prediction of protein properties
using machine learning” by Hou et al. (2022), and references therein.
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2 Structural property prediction as a machine learning
problem

Structural property prediction can be approached as a supervised machine
learning problem; the aim here is to find patterns in the data that can explain
the associated outcome. For this aim labeled data to learn on is required
that already contains the true outputs, the labels. Supervised learning can
be divided further: Prediction of a specific class, for instance the secondary
structural component, as shown in Figure 9.1 is a classification task. The
prediction of a continuous value such as disorder or solvent accessibility is
a regression task. The output of a supervised machine learning method
is a predictor or model which allows us to predict the classes or values
of an outcome variable. For a more in-depth explanation, please refer to
Panel “Key concepts and typical tasks in machine learning”. Note that the
predictors mentioned in this chapter, predict propensities of amino acids to
be part of a certain structural component such as: a-helix, S-sheet or coil,
protein-protein interaction (PPI) interface site, epitope or a hydrophobic
patch. They generally do not give yes/no answers as output.

VDEYDPTIEDSYRKQVVIDGETCLLDILDTAGQEE

Helix Beta Coil

Figure 9.1: Secondary structure prediction as a classification problem. FEach of
the residues in a protein sequence will be classified as being either of the prediction
classes — helix, strand or coil. Structure information (top part) is used as a reference
for (supervised) learning, and as a gold standard for testing the accuracy of the
predictions.
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6 CHAPTER 9. STRUCTURAL PROPERTY PREDICTION

Most algorithms make structural property predictions per amino acid
residue, such as NetSurfP-2.0 (Klausen et al., 2019). However, from the pre-
vious section you may already realise that we cannot predict the structural
property of a residue in isolation: we need information on the surround-
ing residues, and potentially evolutionary conservation profiles around these
positions in order to obtain accurate predictions. These, and other known
properties at protein or residue level that carry useful information, are re-
ferred to as features — they will be the inputs to the model.

Key concepts and typical tasks in machine learning

We often use machine learning algorithms to try to increase our un-
derstanding of complex biological problems. In this box, we introduce
some basic terminology in machine learning for those that have little
experience in this field.

When we pose a biological question, we are often interested in
what characteristics are specific to a certain group of samples, or in
other words, what separates one group from another. In this case, we
usually have a certain number of samples for each of the groups that
we want to compare. Usually, the more samples we have per subgroup
the better, as it may enable us to better separate biological signal from
technological and biological noise.

Machine learning algorithms can broadly be differentiated based on
whether or not an algorithm requires a ground truth to find patterns
in the data:

Supervised learning: When we train a model between groups for
which the ground truth values (class label or continuous value)
are known in advance, we are doing supervised learning. When
we apply a supervised learning method, the data is split up into
a training and a test set. The training set is used to train the
model, whereas the test set is used to assess the performance
of the model on data that it has not encountered before. This
is necessary to avoid overfitting of the model. To prevent bi-
ased predictions, for most machine learning methods, the split
in train and test should be balanced (similar percentage of labels
or distribution of continuous values in train and test sets).

Unsupervised learning: When our aim is to identify interesting
patterns in the data without prior knowledge about subgroups or
correlations, we use unsupervised learning. Examples are prin-
ciple component analysis (PCA), which calculates a weighted
combination of variables that explains the largest variation in
the dataset, and hierarchical clustering, which describes the sim-
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ilarity between samples using features of the dataset.
Supervised machine learning tasks commonly belong to one of the two
following approaches depending on the type of outcome to predict:
classification: when we try to classify samples into known classes,
we want to predict the class labels from known variables. The
variables in the dataset are called features, and the process of
identifying the most relevant features to be used for a particu-
lar prediction task is called feature selection. Features can be
either continuous (e.g. percentage of aromatic amino acids) or
categorical (e.g. known binding to RNA). Although the input
features can be continuous or categorical, the output is always
categorical.
regression: Alternatively, we may be interested in the relationship
between some continuous features. For example, we might ask
whether protein length is related to protein aggregation likeli-
hood. To answer such questions, we use regression models. The
most simplest is linear regression, which approximates a rela-
tionship between two variables with a linear model. If the slope
of this fit is significantly different from zero, we can say that
there is an association between the two variables. The predic-
tion model then uses combinations of such linear fits to predict
the value of the output variable from the input features.
multi-task: Moreover, we could be interested in classification and/or
regression of multiple related output variables given one set of
input features. This is called multi-task learning. With such
methods we could for example predict secondary structural el-
ements (classification), surface accessibility (classification or re-
gression) residues and disorder (regression) simultaneously.

(© Feenstra & Abeln, 2014-2023 Intro Prot Struc Bioinf
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2.1 Training and benchmarking structural property predictions

Machine learning methods excel at finding patterns and relationships in
data. However, for this they need to be trained on a big enough dataset
of relevant samples: the training dataset. This training process is done on
labeled data, this means the predictor can ‘see’ the correct class or value of
the samples as it is already known. By this the predictor model can learn to
recognize which features are associated with the prediction target. Thus, the
machine learning model derives rules that capture how the input features

Training 1 000000000000
@ Training set Tra!n!ng 2
Training 3 000000000000
@ Test set Training 4
I 000000000000
@ Validation set aining

Average
s Y
validation 1000)

performance | Test performance

Figure 9.2: N-fold cross-validation splits the dataset in N equally-sized subsets —
also known as stratification. For every training instance, one of the subsets is taken
out of the dataset as a test set. The remaining samples constitute the training set.
This set is used to train the model. The performance of the model trained on the
training set is measured by comparing predictions of the samples in the test set to
their actual values. This training is performed N times, until every subset has been
used as a test set. Finally, the performances of all training instances are averaged
to obtain a global measure of the model’s performance. This also allows a standard
deviation or confidence interval to be estimated.
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10 CHAPTER 9. STRUCTURAL PROPERTY PREDICTION

relate to the output predictions, and those can then be used to make new
predictions on (as-yet unlabeled) data.

An important aspect of training a supervised machine learning model is
to estimate its performance while adapting during the training process. A
dataset independent from the training data is needed for this, as reported
performance in the training set may be inflated due to overfitting. A fre-
quently used method in machine learning to estimate the performance is
cross-validation, in which part of the training dataset is intentionally left
out to be used as a wvalidation dataset, as shown in Figure 9.2. Furthermore,
to measure the performance of the final machine learning model, a part of
the available data should be completely kept out from the training process
to be used afterwards as the test dataset.

It is important to realise that close homologs will have high similarity
in their sequences, as well as in their functions and structures. As a result,
there is a danger that models become biased towards a certain sequence
composition and are not representative of the full spectrum of sequence
variation that may be encountered when applying the method to new data,
and in particular to proteins that are not homologous to any proteins in the
training data. Therefore, it is important to use a training and test set that
do not contain (very) close homologs. In other words, the PDB structures
should be filtered for sequence similarity before they can be used in model
training (Rost and Sander, 1993).

Learning non-local patterns

Non-locality is an interesting characteristic for predicting structural
properties from a sequence, especially due to long-range interactions.

A sliding window can be used to collect values of a feature (e.g.
hydrophobicity) in a range of amino acids of a predetermined length
to be used as input to the prediction model.

Simplest prediction methods use some form of a sliding window,
which only capture local patterns. Some older methods aimed to ad-
dress this by using double (or nested) windows (see also Panel “History
of secondary structure prediction”). Most current methods use ma-
chine learning architectures such as convolutions or recurrent layers
that can capture non locality directly.

Convolutions are the defining elements of Convolutional Neural
Networks (CNNs). They consider a position’s surroundings by pro-
cessing its information through the application of kernels that extract
specific patterns from the data. The values of a region of the input
are multiplied by those in a kernel, summed and stored. Then, the
filters are applied to an adjacent region of the input. These steps are

Intro Prot Struc Bioinf (© Feenstra & Abeln, 2014-2023



3. SEQUENCE SIGNATURES 11

continued until all the positions of the input have been visited. It is
the weights of the kernels that are learned in the training stage of such
methods. The kernels can be thought of as units that can learn specific
motifs. The creation of kernels is usually automated with most imple-
mentations, such as pytorch® Convolutions are often combined with
other convolutions and pooling steps prior to passing their outputs
into a neural network, which will predict a label.

Another way to predict long-range interactions is the recurrent
units, the defining element of Recurrent Neural Networks (RNNs)
(Yu et al.,, 2019). These units retain information from the context
of a sequence in a trainable manner using a mechanism that is called
gates. In contrast with sliding window, information is not obtained
up to a predefined sequence distance, but in a more flexible manner.
Additionally, there are no pre-defined operations to be executed in
each area, as is the case for CNNs. If a piece of information may be
useful to improve a prediction, it may be obtained even from further
away in the sequence. The gates may include some kind of ‘forget’
function in most implementations, like the pytorch implementation
of Long-Short Term Memory (LSTM)?.

“pytorch.org/docs/stable/generated/torch.nn.Convid.html
bpytorch.org/docs/stable/generated/torch.nn.LSTM. html

3 Sequence sighatures

Remember that the backbone parts of all naturally occurring amino acids
are chemically identical (with the exception of proline, see Chapter 1 “In-
troduction to Protein Structure” Panel “Amino acids, residues, and the
peptide bond”). As secondary structure is stabilised by hydrogen bonding
patterns between backbone atoms, the ability to form secondary structure
is in essence a generic property of the peptide backbone. However, side
chains have preferences for particular structural environments. Therefore,
it is important to consider which patterns in the protein sequence are as-
sociated with specific structural elements. Those are the patterns that can
serve as information sources from which structural property predictions can
be made. Below we discuss some of these sources of information, and briefly
put them in context of protein structures.

3.1 Hydrophobicity patterns

Sequence patterns of hydrophobicity can be very strong indicators for (sec-
ondary) structure types. For example, helices that are partially exposed to
the solvent, will have hydrophobic residues on the buried side of the helix
and polar or charged residues on the exposed side. This will lead to a pe-

(© Feenstra & Abeln, 2014-2023 Intro Prot Struc Bioinf
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000000 0@O®0O Edge strand
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Figure 9.3: (A) Schematically and simplified, the hydrophobicity patterns in the
sequence one may expect for different types of secondary structure elements; here,
hydrophobic residues are indicated in red. (B) Examples of a-Helical (left two) and
B-strand (right two) structures. An a-helix is often found at the protein surface, so
that one side will be exposed to the solvent; this yields a sequence pattern of two
hydrophobic, two hydrophilic residues, alternating. A [ strand will often be buried,
with only the first and last residues hydrophylic; 8 strands at the edge of the sheet,
will have side chains alternately sticking ‘back’ towards the protein (hydrophobic)
and ‘out’ into the solvent (hydrophilic).

riodic pattern of alternating hydrophobic and hydrophilic residues, with a
period of (on average) 3.6 residues, see Figure 9.3. For more background,
please refer to Chapter 1 “Introduction to Protein Structure”. Similarly,
a (-sheet with one side exposed to the solvent will show a sequence of al-
ternating hydrophobic and hydrophilic residues, see Figure 9.3. Loops are
generally exposed to the solvent and therefore contain many more charged
and polar residues than a-helices and S-strands.

3.2 Propensities

Different structural environments lead to different likelihoods of observing
certain amino acid types. This intrinsic preference of an amino acid for a
certain structural environment is called propensity. So, for example, you are
less likely to find charged or bulky amino acids in a ‘buried’ environment, and
more likely to find hydrophobic amino acids on a protein-protein interaction
interface. The propensity quantifies this difference in likelihood.

Intro Prot Struc Bioinf (© Feenstra & Abeln, 2014-2023
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Generally, a propensity aims to reflect how much more likely a given
amino acid is to be observed in a certain environment than randomly. Let’s
first introduce the fraction (or probability) of amino acids p(total)s in a
particular structure type S, e.g. the fraction of residues (in a protein) that

are in an o-helix:
N{total)s

p(total)s = W, (1)

where N (total)g is the total number of residues in structure type S, and
N{(total) is the total number of residues in the dataset. Let us furthermore
consider the fraction of a specific amino acid type aa in a particular structure

type S:
plaa)s = oo, )

where N(aa)g is the number of amino acid type aa in secondary structure
type S, and N(aa) is the total number of amino acid type aa in all residue
positions.

We can now calculate a propensity P for amino acid type aa for a specific
type of structure S, by dividing the fraction of aa found in S (p(aa)g) by
the overall fraction of S (p(total)s), as follows:

P(aa)s = Zm (3)

Note that the propensity P(aa)g is not the same as the probability
p(aa)s; propensity is a relative probability. When we calculate the propen-
sity, we divide the fraction of residues of a specific amino acid in a secondary
structure type by the total fraction of positions in that secondary structure
type. Thus, a propensity below one indicates that an amino acid avoids
that type of secondary structure, a propensity of around one indicates no
preference, and a propensity larger than one indicates a (strong) preference
of that amino acid for that secondary structure type.

Example: secondary structure propensities

If 30% of glutamic acid residues occur in an a-helix, thus p(Glu), = 0.3,
and 20% of all residues are in an a-helix, thus p, = 0.2, then the propensity
of glutamate for a-helix becomes:
0.3
P(GI =—=15
(Gl =53
So, in this example glutamate has a preference for the a-helix.
More generally, amino acids with side chains that are bulky close to the
backbone — more precisely, that have a branched structure at the C5 atom
— tend to favour S-strands, smaller amino acids tend to favour a-helices and

(© Feenstra & Abeln, 2014-2023 Intro Prot Struc Bioinf



14 CHAPTER 9. STRUCTURAL PROPERTY PREDICTION

loops. Resulting propensities are shown in Figure 9.4. Furthermore, residues
with non-standard backbone configurations such as glycine and proline are
often named ‘helix breakers’ since they disrupt the helical pattern (Aurora
and Rosee, 1998), and may often be found at the ends (caps) of helices.
Both residues, glycine and proline, are also enriched in loop regions, as they
generally disrupt regular secondary structure patterns (Branden and Tooze,
1998; Imai and Mitaku, 2005).

3.3 Locality of (secondary) structure

The interactions in an a-helix are more local than those within a S-sheet,
which have long-range interactions between residues on different strands as
illustrated in Figure 9.5. Moreover, -strands tend to be smaller continu-
ous regions within the protein sequence compared to a-helices, due to the
extended conformation of the g-strand. Overall, this makes a-helices rela-
tively easier to predict than S-sheets. In order to properly identify non-local
interactions one has to take the protein-wide context into account.

Early prediction methods suffered from a relatively poor performance
when predicting B-strands because they only took the local sequence context
into account. A sliding window approach, as shown in Figure 9.6 can capture
local patterns only. Incorporating non-local interactions in a prediction
method, however, is far from trivial if we use window based approaches (see
also Panel “History of secondary structure prediction” below) (Baldi et al.,
1999; Magnan and Baldi, 2014). Recent progress in contact prediction (see
Chapter 7 “Practical Guide to Model Generation” Section 2.4) enables use
of additional input for g-strand allocation, which can have a high impact on
(secondary) structure prediction.

16 Aminoacids propensities in Alpha Helices Aminoacids propensities in Beta Strands
1.6
1.4
T 1.2 S
E .
1.0
o -
2 g0
co08 S48
206 z
2 2 0.6
8_ ]
g 04 Soa
13 =
— -8
0.2 0.2
0.0
EALHMQVWFKIDTRSCNYPG MVICYFQLTWARGDKSHNPE
Aminoacid Aminoacid

Figure 9.4: Propensities of every amino acid type in a-helix and B-strand. Based
on data from http: //www. burb. wisc. edu/referenc/ choufas. shtml.
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3.4 Evolutionary information

Sequence conservation patterns form a very strong indicator to recognise
specific structural property types. All current state-of-the-art methods for
structural property prediction take an evolutionary sequence profile as an
input instead of a single sequence. Such profiles may be provided as the
output of a multiple sequence alignment (MSA), a position-specific scoring
matrix (PSSM) from BLAST or provided as a Hidden Markov Model (HMM)
profile (Woo et al., 2004; Jones et al., 1992). All of these provide information
on the probability of observing a residue type at a certain position. For
example, in loop regions it is seven times more likely to have gaps (in the
multiple alignment) than in an a-helix or g-strand.

In the past several years, the use of representation models is causing
much excitement. These models are based on the same architectures used
for large language models. They are trained on huge amounts of unla-
beled training data, and produce an internal representation which captures
relevant evolutionary patterns. For any new input sequence, the model
will generate a representation, typcally containing a thousand parameters
which are then used as input features for a so-called downstream predic-
tion model. This in practice often outperform methods based on MSAs,
PSSMs or HMMs. While training these models is difficult, slow and expen-
sive (e.g., Capel et al., 2022), once trained, their application is much faster
than running a tool like BLAST or HMMer.

Long-range
interactions

Figure 9.5: Example of long-range and short-range interactions: within helical
structure, interactions are always local (orange dotted lines, on the right); those
between the strands in a sheet structure may be highly non-local (blue dotted lines,
on the left).

(© Feenstra & Abeln, 2014-2023 Intro Prot Struc Bioinf



16 CHAPTER 9. STRUCTURAL PROPERTY PREDICTION

Sliding WindowI
SMNPPPPETSNPINKPKRQTNQLQYLLRVVLKTLWKH
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Figure 9.6: The figure shows a window sliding along a protein sequence. For each
amino acid it visits (blue), the values of the surrounding amino acids are used

(grey).

4 Structural property prediction

4.1 Secondary structure

Secondary structure (SS) prediction aims to label each residue in a protein
to one of several secondary structure classes, typically a-helix, S-sheet or
coil. Note, this is distinct from the task of structure assignment, which is
the task of assigning a structure label to each of the amino acids in a protein
when the protein’s three-dimensional (tertiary) structure is known, i.e. we
have the full atomic coordinates in the PDB. Secondary structure assignment
can be viewed as a way to define a structure, and is thus used to create a
benchmark or gold standard against which to evaluate the performance of
SS prediction methods. In Chapter 1 “Introduction to Protein Structure”
we discussed some programs that perform secondary structure assignment,
such as DSSP (Kabsch and Sander, 1983), DEFINE (Richards and Kundrot,
1988) and Stride (Heinig and Frishman, 2004). In this section, we will focus
on secondary structure prediction methods. The first secondary structure
prediction methods were developed during the 1970s, when only a handful
of solved protein structures were available.

A very simple method for secondary structure prediction is to check
which propensity is biggest for a given subset of sequence positions. We
could do this is by looking at every residue in isolation, but this ignores the
fact that the secondary structure of a residue is largely determined by its
neighbours. A slightly more advanced approach is to average the propensity
over a sliding sequence window (Chou and Fasman, 1978; Garnier et al.,
1996). We discuss several early methods that used this in the Panel “History
of secondary structure prediction”. Note that every residue is still only
considered in isolation, so implausible configurations such as a single helical
residue in isolation could still be predicted.

Increasing numbers of available protein structures in the PDB allowed
for the training of neural net-based methods. Over time, severay types
of architectures have been successful, such as (artificial) neural networks
(ANN) (Rost and Sander, 1993), recursive neural nets (RNN) (Pollastri

Intro Prot Struc Bioinf (© Feenstra & Abeln, 2014-2023
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et al., 2002; Baldi, 2003) and convolutional neural networks (CNN) (Wang
et al., 2016). An RNNs are able to capture similar trends as HMMs. Which
model can be used best depends on the dataset, the prediction task and
the aim of the study. Besides, different methods may be combined into one
architecture.

The most commonly observed secondary structures were introduced in
Chapter 1 “Introduction to Protein Structure”. Classical secondary struc-
ture prediction methods have typically approached it as a three-state clas-
sification task: the problem of affixing one of three labels, a-helix, 8-sheet
or coil, to each residue in a protein sequence.

Traditionally, secondary structure prediction has been approached as
a classification task. More recent methods such as NetSurfP2.0 (Klausen
et al., 2019) have started to include prediction of other attributes, such
as surface accessibility and backbone dihedral angles, which are regression
tasks. Other methods such as PSIPRED (Jones, 1999; Buchan and Jones,
2019) treat secondary structure as a regression task, and predict propensities
of an amino acid to be in sheet, coil or helix conformation.

History of secondary structure prediction

Many different machine learning algorithms have been developed to
tackle the problem of structural property prediction. Many of these
methods incorporate evolutionary relationships by creating sequence
profiles using (PSI-)BLAST, which are then fed into the model as
training data (Rost and Sander, 1993; Woo et al., 2004). Besides, evo-
lutionary information can be stored in Hidden Markov Model (HMM)
profiles, which also includes position dependent penalties for amino
acid deletions and insertions (Eddy, 1996; Bystroff and Krogh, 2008).

Early methods window-based approaches are the Chou-Fasman al-
gorithm (Chou and Fasman, 1978) and the GOR family of algorithms
(Garnier et al., 1996), see for more details the review by Pirovano and
Heringa (2010). Other simple prediction models were used to make
structural property prediction, e.g. multiple sequence alignment (Fr-
ishman and Argos, 1996), k-nearest neighbor (Salamov and Solovyev,
1995), decision trees (Rost et al., 1994), and support vector ma-
chines (Hua and Sun, 2001). For many structural prediction tasks, like
secondary structure prediction, it is beneficial to include non-linearity.
Different approaches have been developed, e.g. by identifying correla-
tions that indicate S-strand connectivity. These correlations can be
used to strengthen the signal to predict the existence of a [S-sheet
in the sequence. For example, Predator uses weak sequence signals
that indicate correlations between (contacting) residues in adjacent
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p-strands (Frishman and Argos, 1996). Propensity values for hydro-
gen bonding in a sliding window are used to predict S-strands. Other
examples include PHD, which uses homologous sequences identified
by BLAST to incorporate evolutionary information and SSPro, which
uses three sliding windows to identify possible S-strand interactions
(Rost et al., 1994; Pollastri et al., 2002).

One of the earliest sophisticated methods - YASPIN (Lin et al.,
2005) utilised evolutionary profiles, HMMs and a neural network ar-
chitecture with a slightly different strategy. The advantage of the
YASPIN method was high speed mostly due to its simplicity: Instead
of using an alignment algorithm directly, YASPIN method applied
a 15-residue PSSM window generated from PSI-BLAST. The 7-state
(instead of the common 3-state) secondary structural output was gen-
erated by the neural network in order to obtain more information that
was afterwards filtered by an HMM to ultimately output a 3-state sec-
ondary structures. The major strength of the method was its ability
to predict b-strands with high accuracy.

Recent methods use multi-task prediction architectures which are trained
on multiple tasks simultaneously. The aim is improve a specific structural
prediction task by adding related prediction tasks (Caruana, 1997). In pre-
vious methods, structural annotations for specific tasks are often used as
input features for the prediction of the main task. Learning all tasks at
the same time can transfer the same information and requires fewer pre-
processing steps. Such architectures predict secondary structure in combi-
nation with other structural properties such as solvent accessibility, disorder,
backbone angle and residue contacts (Pollastri et al., 2002; Heffernan et al.,
2015; Capel and Feenstra, 2022). The two leading examples are NetSurfP2.0
(Klausen et al., 2019) and OPUS-TASS (Xu et al., 2020).

Another recent developed model that aims to to transfer information
between multiple tasks and has received a lot of interest is the Transformer
model (Devlin et al., 2019; Rao et al., 2019; Vig et al., 2020). Importantly,
these deep learning models require a substantial amount of training data that
is becoming more easily approachable by the increasing amount of protein
structural data (Capel et al., 2022).

4.2 Coiled coil

Coiled-coil is a pair of helices that together form a twisted rod and are
typically DNA binding (Chapter 1 “Introduction to Protein Structure” Fig-
ure 1.7¢). Due to the twist in the coiled-coil, there is a seven-residue repet-
itive element where residues of both helices are in direct contact. Typically,
a leucine is found at each seventh residue, and in between (at each third and
fourth residue), a valine or isoleucine. Due to the repeating leucine, these
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structures are also known as ‘leucine zippers’ or ‘leucine-rich repeats’. This
pattern makes them fairly easy to detect and predict (Lupas, 1997). COILS
(Lupas, 1997), a profile based methods was the first coiled coil prediction al-
gorithm developed. Later, HMM based methods like Marcoil (Delorenzi and
Speed, 2002) were developed which improved predictions for short coiled coil
regions. Recent methods like DeepCoil (Ludwiczak et al., 2019) use deep
learning and have higher sensitivity and accuracy than profile based and
HMM based methods.

4.3 Surface accessibility

Among various structural properties, surface accessibility predictions of amino
acids is of major importance. Residues that are exposed to the environment
can have many different functions. For example, they can be part of the
catalytic site of an enzyme or participate in PPIs. Furthermore, knowing
which residues are on the surface of a protein can be important in drug de-
sign, e.g. in molecular docking (Ferreira et al., 2015; Naderi-Manesh et al.,
2001).

There are two ways to approach the problem of surface accessibility
prediction: as classification or as regression (Panel “Key concepts and typ-
ical tasks in machine learning”). Classification methods predict whether a
residue is buried, exposed or partially exposed based on a threshold and
do not regard the absolute value of surface exposure (e.g. Naderi-Manesh
et al., 2001; Ahmad et al., 2003). Regression methods, on the other hand,
aim to predict which fraction of a residue is exposed (e.g. Petersen et al.,
2009; Wagner et al., 2005).

Because secondary structure prediction and solvent accessibility predic-
tion are methodologically similar problems, several methods have been de-
veloped that aim to tackle both (Heffernan et al., 2015; Klausen et al., 2019).
Finally, solvent accessibility prediction can also be used to improve the accu-
racy of other structural property predictions and vice versa (Faraggi et al.,
2012; Klausen et al., 2019).

4.4 Disorder and flexibility

Disordered proteins or protein regions (Figure 1.7c,d), are those that lack
a folded structure. Disorder prediction is relatively easy compared to 3D
structure prediction. A simple but effective approach is to count amino acids
with high propensities for disorder (Oates et al., 2013) — these are charged
and polar (hydrophilic) amino acids — inside a sliding window over the se-
quence. There are more advanced predictors which use hidden Markov mod-
els (HMMs) (Cheng et al., 2005) and Recurrent Neural Networks (RNN),
for example, DisoMine (Orlando et al., 2018). Recently, the Critical As-
sessment of protein Intrinsic Disorder prediction (CAID) experiment was
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designed to assess the prediction methods for intrinsic disorderd proteins
(IDPs) (Necci et al., 2021). Deep learning methods like RawMSA outper-
formed the physicochemical based methods in the first CAID experiment
(Mirabello and Wallner, 2019).

Flexibility is related to disorder, but not necessarily the same (e.g.
Pancsa et al., 2016). Protein flexibility influences a protein’s biological activ-
ity like catalysis and stability. DynaMine is a dedicated method that aims to
predict backbone and sidechain flexibility from sequence (Cilia et al., 2014,
2013; Raimondi et al., 2017).

4.5 Transmembrane regions

Transmembrane (TM) proteins exist inside a membrane environment which
is largely non-polar. Therefore, the membrane-spanning region of the TM
protein will tend to have amino acids with hydrophobic side chains on the
outside to match the apolar lipid environment of the membrane. In case
of pore or channel proteins, the inside (enclosed by a ‘ring’ of helices or a
B-barrel) will tend to be hydrophilic (Krogh et al., 2001). Early methods in
transmembrane topology prediction were based on hydrophobicity analysis
(Yuan et al., 2004). Other methods for the prediction of TM helices utilize
machine learning approaches including HMM (Krogh et al., 2001; Tusnady
and Simon, 1998)) or SVM (Yuan et al., 2004). For the prediction of TM
p-barrels, neural network approaches have been developed (Jacoboni et al.,
2001; Gromiha and Suwa, 2007).

4.6 Aggregation propensity

Some proteins can aggregate into specific insoluble S-stranded structures
called amyloid fibrils (Chapter 1 “Introduction to Protein Structure” Fig-
ure 1.7a,b). Early results show that several proteins associated with disease
also have a high propensity for amyloid fibril formation (Chiti and Dob-
son, 2006). There are multiple amyloid fibril prediction tools (Zibaee et al.,
2007), however, reference databases are still small, making it difficult to
validate such methods (Micsonai et al., 2015). Since protein aggregation is
mostly linked to amyloid fibrils with cross-3 structure, various algorithms
have been developed to predict aggregation-prone parts from the primary
sequences. PASTA, for example, is a protein aggregation predictor that was
trained on a dataset of globular proteins of known native structure and pre-
dicts propensities of two residues to be a part of a cross-beta structure of
neighbouring stands (Walsh et al., 2014).
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5 Practical advice

In the previous sections multiple methods for structural property prediction
are discussed. In this section, we will provide some tips for end users of
structural property prediction algorithms:

e Firstly, check the recent literature for the latest best-performing meth-
ods, preferably from a review where all methods have been vetted in
the same way on the same dataset.

e If possible, benchmark some of the best-scoring tools on relevant cases
to get an idea of their accuracy for your purposes.

e Finally, check the similarity between the different methods, but also
the similarity in prediction of specific regions. Methods or regions that
get the same prediction with very different methods are generally the
most reliable ones.

Caveats

Using the most accurate structural property prediction methods, pre-
dict up to 80% of residues correctly. Is it possible to do better still
or is this close to the maximum attainable performance? There are a
number of fundamental reasons why it is difficult, if not impossible,
to further improve predictive performance:

Biases in the reference set will affect predictions. A large frac-
tion of the structures was experimentally solved using X-ray
crystallography. This process, which requires a stable protein
conformation to succeed, may lead to biases towards more sta-
ble structures. For example, a region that is disordered under
normal conditions may be removed completely or be stabilized
as e.g a f(-sheet in crystal form. Theoretically, NMR structure
determination should suffer less from these problems as the pro-
teins are measured in solution, but the heuristic algorithms used
to find the most plausible conformations may still lead to biases.

The native state is not static A protein in solution is not fixed in
its native conformation, but shows significant internal motion.
For example, globular proteins continuously switch between the
native and unfolded conformations. Many transmembrane pro-
teins have big conformational changes essential to their function
(e.g. they may change conformation upon binding of an ion that
allows the ion to pass through the membrane). Furthermore, the
(secondary) structure may not even be stable in the native state.
For example, a region may show constant transitions between a

(© Feenstra & Abeln, 2014-2023 Intro Prot Struc Bioinf



22 CHAPTER 9. STRUCTURAL PROPERTY PREDICTION

disordered state and a metastable helical state (Linding et al.,
2003; Kagami et al., 2021b,a).

A protein molecule does not exist in isolation. Many proteins
are post-translationally modified in a way that may induce a
change in conformation (Xin and Radivojac, 2012). Other ex-
amples of environmental interactions include binding to other
molecules after which a particular conformation is stabilized or
even a conformational transition based on the acidity or temper-
ature of the environment. When we try to predict the structural
properties from sequence we take none of such factors into ac-
count.

6 Key Points

e Structural property prediction can be solved well with machine learn-
ing methods.

e High accuracy methods (80% —90%) are available for secondary struc-
ture, solvent accessibility, disorder, transmembrane regions and aggre-
gation propensity.

e Recent and best performing methods use representation models as
input feature, and are typically trained on multiple properties (multi-
task)

7 Further Reading

e Secondary structure patterns — Branden and Tooze (1998), in partic-
ular Chapter 2 “Motifs of Protein Structure”

e “Biological Sequence Analysis” — Durbin et al. (1998)

e Review on secondary structure prediction methods — Pirovano and
Heringa (2010)

e “Ten quick tips for sequence-based prediction of protein properties
using machine learning” — Hou et al. (2022)
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