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4 CHAPTER 11. FUNCTION PREDICTION

1 Introduction

As mentioned in Chapter “Introduction to Protein Structure”, the main
motivation underlying our interest in studying protein structures is that
structure relates more closely to protein function than protein sequence does.
However, there are still huge gaps in our knowledge and in the mechanistic
understanding of molecular function of proteins. This raises the question on
how well we can predict protein function, when little to no knowledge from
direct experiments is available.

Function is a broad concept which spans different scales: from quantum
scale effects for catalyzing enzymatic reactions, to phenotypes that can only
be measured at the organism level, e.g. comparing healthy versus diseased
state. In fact, there are different research areas which focus on the elucida-
tion of function at different scales: biochemistry at the protein level, biology
at the organism level, and (bio)medicine at the level of health and disease.
In this chapter, we will consider prediction of a smaller range of functions,
roughly spanning the protein residue-level up to the pathway level. We will
give a conceptual overview of which functional aspects of proteins we can
predict, which methods are currently available, and how well they work in
practice.

2 Different types of function prediction tasks

Just as ‘function’ is a really broad concept, so is the field of protein function
prediction. Examples of function prediction tasks include:

• cellular location for a protein;
• which molecular pathway a protein acts in;
• if the protein has alternative splice forms;
• proteins regions, e.g. transmembrane, and functional sites;
• if a pair of proteins is likely to interact or bind;
• if the protein is likely to form amyloid fibrils;
• protein stability at different temperatures, which will affect function-
ality;

• of a single nucleotide polymorphism (SNP).

We see that the purpose or output of the functional predictions acts
at different levels of detail, roughly spanning residues, sequence regions, do-
mains, proteins, complexes and pathways. Some tasks are very specific, such
as prediction of the propensity to form amyloid fibrils, others are generic,
such as predicting the likely functional impact upon mutation. In the next
sections we will focus on three types of methods i) those that make functional
predictions at residue-level and ii) those that make functional predictions
at protein-level, and iii) those that make predictions on complexes (protein-
protein interactions). Figure 11.1 gives an overview of general function
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Figure 11.1: Protein function prediction can be performed at different levels. Level
of detail goes from the top quaternary complexes, e.g. proteins interacting to form
a complex of multiple proteins, down to residue-level, e.g. which specific amino acid
residues are important for a particular function. The different types of functional
features that may be predicted range from overall prediction of aggregation or
stability, down to the impact of a single residue mutation.

prediction tasks organised according to the scale of output.

According to Bork et al. (1998), protein function may be best under-
stood in terms of protein interactions. Protein interaction may mean quite
different things in different contexts, i.e. at different levels. In Figure 11.2
we give an overview of which types of functional relations as well as physical
interactions may be captured under the notion of PPI.

2.1 Different function prediction methods

Function prediction methods have some fundamental differences, both in
terms of input and methodology. Some methods may be able to predict
function from the sequence alone, where others need homology profiles or
protein structures. The underlying methodology of function prediction can
span many techniques, including molecular dynamics simulations, optimi-
sation methods, various types of machine learning, structure prediction, se-
quence alignment, homology searches and network analysis.

Just as with structure prediction (see Chapter “Practical Guide to Model
Generation”), the highest accuracy for function predictions may be expected
from methods that are based on homology; either by direct transfer of func-
tional annotations from homologs, or by structure-based prediction of func-
tion based on predicted models of the structure of the proteins. However, for
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Figure 11.2: Overview of protein-protein interaction at different levels, and with
different functional implications. (a) Mutual dependence: a correlation is observed
between proteins A and B, caused by mutual dependence on protein C. (b) Indi-
rect/cascade: the observed correlation between proteins A and B is mediated by
protein C. (a) and (b) may arise through being in the same pathway. (c) Complex
membership: proteins A and B are physically connected, but via intermediates C
and D. (d) Direct interaction: proteins A and B are in direct physical contact. (e)
The location of the interacting interface region.

many proteins no additional structural or functional information is available,
making it necessary to predict functional annotations based on sequence
alone.

3 Residue level function predictions

The lowest level of protein function prediction we consider here is at the
residue level. Prediction tasks that fall within this category are mutation
impact analysis, active site prediction, and structural annotation predic-
tions.

3.1 Mutation impact analysis

Single base-changes (mutations) in the coding regions of a protein that re-
sult in an amino acid change in the protein are known as nonsynonymous
SNPs (pronounced ‘snips’). A single SNP can have detrimental effects for
the function of a protein, but most SNPs are functionally neutral (e.g., Mah

Intro Prot Struc Bioinf © Feenstra & Abeln, 2014-2023
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Figure 11.3: The concept of mutation impact prediction. From a given single amino
acid change, using evolutionary information from multiple sequence alignment, one
aims to assess the possible influence (impact) the mutation may have on the function
of the protein.

et al., 2011). This, and the fact that their abundance prohibits experi-
mental analysis of all SNPs, has motivated development of a large body of
bioinformatics tools that aim to predict the impact of a SNP.

Most of these methods exploit that functionally relevant residues are
more strongly conserved, and SNPs of these residues with physiochemically
distant residues are more likely to be deleterious (see Figure 11.3). Many
tools also include (predicted) structural information to disentangle SNPs
that affect structure from those that affect molecular function, and from
thos that are unlikely to affect either structure or function. Some well-known
tools are from the Baker lab (Cheng et al., 2005), Condel (González-Pérez
and López-Bigas, 2011), PolyPhen-2 (Adzhubei et al., 2013), and IMHOTEP
(Knecht et al., 2017); for an overview, including other tools such as SIFT,
MAPP, PANTHER and MutPred, please refer to Brown and Tastan Bishop
(2017). Some tools also allow assessment of impact of multiple SNPs, such
as PROVEAN (Choi and Chan, 2015), others provide a comprehensive sum-
mary with all results explained for use by e.g. clinicians (Venselaar et al.,
2010).

3.2 Active site prediction

A similarly important prediction task at the residue level is to annotate the
residues in a protein that are important for the function of the protein. The
goal in this task is to identify residues in the active site(s) of the protein.
Here we will focus on the binding of small ligands, for example in a receptor
or an enzyme. Protein-protein interactions, or PPI, and their interaction
interfaces will be covered later in this chapter.

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



8 CHAPTER 11. FUNCTION PREDICTION

The annotation of active site binding residues in a protein can be made
on the basis of three types of information (Gherardini and Helmer-Citterich,
2008; Mills et al., 2015): i) sequence, ii) local structure, and iii) global
structure. Methods can use only one of these sources of information, or a
combination of them. Roughly speaking sequence based methods find small
sequence motifs (Lelieveld et al., 2016), the local structure based methods
inspects local curvature of a protein structure (Zhang et al., 2011), and
docking methods typically included an (ad-hoc) simulation of the full three-
dimensional structure of the protein and ligand (Lensink et al., 2016).

3.3 Structural annotation predictions

Many forms of structure annotation can be used, directly or indirectly, to
infer protein function. For example, the presence of a transmembrane region
would give a strong suggestion on the cellular location of a protein. Similarly,
disorder prediction and surface accessibility prediction may provide clues
on the molecular function of a protein. Such structural feature prediction
methods are covered in Chapter “Structural Property Prediction”.

One important thing to remember is that many of these structural an-
notations can be predicted accurately (70-85% accuracy), making them a
reliable source of information.

Epitope prediction

An epitope is a region of a protein that is recognized by the im-
mune system; i.e. it is a region to which an antibody binds. Epitope
prediction is important for vaccine development, assay development
for protein biomarker detection and antibody design for other pur-
poses (Sanchez-Trincado et al., 2017). Epitope prediction may both
be sequence (Jespersen et al., 2017) and structure (Kringelum et al.,
2012; Lin et al., 2013) based. A good review of epitope prediction
is Backert and Kohlbacher (2015). A recent method from our group
is SeRenDIP-CE, which predicts conformational epitopes (Hou et al.,
2021).

4 Protein level function predictions

At the intermediate level, we can aim to predict function for a protein.
Typically, such protein functions are predicted by making inferences through
homology.

Intro Prot Struc Bioinf © Feenstra & Abeln, 2014-2023
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4.1 Inferring function through homology

With its three ontologies, Cellular Components, Molecular Function and
Biological Process, the Gene Ontology consortium (Ashburner et al., 2000;
Carbon et al., 2017) aims to enable exhaustive mapping of gene function for
any protein (see also Chapter “Data Resources for Structural Bioinformatics”).
Generation of such annotations however, requires costly and time-consuming
experiments, and continues to be outpaced by the number of genes se-
quenced. To address this growing gap, researchers have aimed to automate
functional annotation of proteins for already more than two decades (Bork
et al., 1998).

A first idea for this task would be to transfer functional annotations
of proteins’ closest homologs identified with such annotations (Radivojac
et al., 2013; Bernardes and Pedreira, 2013). We may infer these annotations
since homologous proteins are more likely to take part in the same biological
process, to be located in similar cellular compartments, and to have the same
or similar molecular functions. Although this approach provides a good
start for identifying the protein function, it does not take into account two
things: i) sequence is less conserved than structure/function, ii) homology
correlates imperfectly with functional annotations. Consequently, inference
of functional annotations by homology transfer alone is error prone, even
with levels of sequence similarity as high as >60% (Rost et al., 2003)).

Often, protein-level functions are associated with a particular protein
domain. When using a function prediction method it is important to realise
if the methods have been developed to make predictions on a domain or
full protein level. Note that there are also methods that predict the loca-
tion of domains or domain boundaries; some further information is listed
in the Panel “Domain prediction” in Chapter “Introduction to structure
prediction”.

4.2 Critical Assessment of Function Annotation

The Critical Assessment of Functional Annotation (CAFA) experiment is
CASP’s equivalent for the protein function annotation task. In this large-
scale experiment, different computational methods that automate protein
function annotation with Gene Ontology terms are compared (CASP is in-
troduced in Chapter “Introduction to structure prediction”). The experi-
ment found that the field has progressed significantly from annotation by
homology transfer alone, with top-performing methods combining statistical
learning with data beyond sequence similarity such as protein-protein inter-
actions, gene expression data, and protein structure (Tian and Skolnick,
2003; Radivojac et al., 2013).

Limitations of the CAFA experiment include that quality and complete-
ness of the GO annotations vary widely, making interpretation and use-

© Feenstra & Abeln, 2014-2023 Intro Prot Struc Bioinf
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Figure 11.4: Levels of protein interaction prediction and types of input informa-
tion. At the region level, one can predict which residues in a protein are most
likely to participate in the interaction; this may be done for an individual protein
without considering possible interaction partners, or for a putative interacting pair
of proteins. At the protein level, one can predict which (pair of) proteins may
interact, and one may furthermore quantify the interaction for example by inter-
action strength. Such predictions may be made from sequence data as input, from
homologous sequences, or from structure data (or a combination).

fulness of different tools dependent on the application and on which other
supporting information is available (Jiang et al., 2016).

5 Protein-protein interaction predictions

Knowledge of protein-protein interactions (PPIs) can help to narrow down
the biological context of proteins, e.g. by suggesting in which pathways a
protein is involved. PPIs may also be predicted, and such predictions can
give information about function. Moreover, prediction of interaction inter-
face, i.e. the residues of either protein that make contact with the other one
inside a PPI, can help to assess the impact upon mutation (Ashworth and
Baker, 2009). An overview of this is given in Figure 11.4.

5.1 Prediction of PPI from structure – docking method

PPI prediction, i.e. the computational prediction of the complex structure
of interacting proteins where the protein structures are known, is called
docking. Protein-protein docking is a hard and largely unsolved problem,
even though we already have the structures for both proteins. In the docking

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



5. PROTEIN-PROTEIN INTERACTION PREDICTIONS 11

method, one strong assumption is made out of necessity: the proteins do not
change their conformation; typically only side chain rearrangements in the
interface region are allowed. Without this assumption, the computational
cost of the predictions quickly becomes prohibitive.

Large conformational changes are hard to predict. In some way this is
the same problem as for protein folding. Here, structures of homologs of the
protein are used as a proxy for the possible conformations this protein could
adopt, thus homology modeling is used to predict these conformations for
our protein of interest. Then, regular ‘rigid’ protein-protein docking is used.
(Lensink and Mendez, 2008; Lensink et al., 2016)

5.2 Prediction of PPI from sequence

Prediction of PPI from sequence is an extensively studied field. Evolution-
ary and functional relation between proteins can be used for this purpose,
since genes with closely related functions encode potentially interacting pro-
teins. In prokaryotes functionally related proteins are often located in the
same operon and thereby transcribed as a single unit. These genes can be
predicted since the intergenic distance within an operon often is shorter than
between operons (Shoemaker and Panchenko, 2007; De Juan et al., 2013).

The phylogenetic profiling method exploits the fact that functionally
related proteins, during evolution, sometimes get fused as domains into a
single protein. Reversing that logic, when we observe two domains together
in one protein, and we also observe homologs of the two domains as separate
proteins, then we may assume these proteins are functionally related, and
probably also interacting. (De Juan et al., 2013).

5.3 Protein interface prediction

The goal of protein-interface prediction is to predict which residues consti-
tute the interaction interface of proteins. The first task is to arrive at a
definition of which residues are part of the interaction interface. Common
definitions are that residues should fall below an intermolecular distance
threshold, or that upon forming of the complex the accessible surface area
of residues is reduced more than some threshold (Esmaielbeiki et al., 2016).

After annotation, input of most protein-interface prediction tools is a
single protein sequence (although some methods also take a pair of sequences
as input) (Zhang et al., 2018). Roughly four approaches are then taken
conceptually to predict protein-protein interfaces for a given protein:

i) a sequence-based where only sequence information is used to predict
interface residues (e.g., Murakami and Mizuguchi, 2010; Hou et al.,
2019),

ii) structure-based where structural information is included,
iii) a combination of sequence and structural information, and

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



12 CHAPTER 11. FUNCTION PREDICTION

iv) template-based where known interfaces of homologous proteins are
used for interface prediction (e.g., Xue et al., 2011).

The last option is by far the most reliable, if a suitable homolog complex is
available. The combined option is a good second choice, if reliable structures
of one or both of the interacting proteins are available (Melo et al., 2016;
Esmaielbeiki et al., 2016).

Methods that predict PPI interface from sequence may utilize various
classic Machine Learning (ML) (Cheng et al., 2008; Hou et al., 2017, 2021)
and Deep Learning (DL) architectures (Shi et al., 2021; Hanson et al., 2018;
Stringer et al., 2021). Most of these methods use related structural features
which are first predicted separately from sequence, such as secondary struc-
ture and solvent accessibility, as input features (Ofran and Rost, 2007; Li
et al., 2012; Hou et al., 2017); Chapter “Structural Property Prediction”
gives an overview of methods that may be used to predict these struc-
tural features. The PPI interface prediction methods use conservation (Hou
et al., 2017; Zhang and Kurgan, 2019), secondary structure (Ofran and Rost,
2007; Zhang and Kurgan, 2019), surface accessibility (Chen and Zhou, 2005;
Hoskins et al., 2006; Zhang and Kurgan, 2019), backbone flexibility (Cilia
et al., 2013, 2014) or a combination of these (Hou et al., 2017, 2019) as input
features. We have recently investigated the different performances obtained
from several different neural network architectures, and found that dilated
convolutional networks (DCN) work well for protein interface prediction,
but an ensemble network trained over the output of six other architectures
(including DCN) always work best (Stringer et al., 2021). Further improve-
ments are expected by using multi-task approaches (Capel et al., 2022).

5.4 CAPRI

CASP was already introduced in Chapter “Introduction to structure prediction”.
In the CASP11 round, three functional aspects were explicitly scored: mul-
timeric state, (small) ligand binding, and mutation impact. The multimeric
state of proteins is which type of quarternary complex they participate in, or
in other words, which and how many (other) proteins interact. These aspects
were selected on being able to qualitatively evaluate them. Targets were se-
lected that in solved crystal structure were dimeric, had a ligand bound,
were from the crystallographers or in literature interest was expressed for
evaluating mutants (Huwe et al., 2016). For prediction of dimer structures,
only in two cases out of ten a dimer model with reasonable accuracy could
be generated for the majority of monomer model structures (Huwe et al.,
2016).

A related community for the critical assessment of prediction of protein
interaction (CAPRI) explicitly deals with the prediction of PPI. In the 2015
round for ‘easy’ dimer PPI targets between 30-80% of models generated were
of ‘acceptable’ or ‘medium’ quality out of a top 10 models per participating

Intro Prot Struc Bioinf © Feenstra & Abeln, 2014-2023
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5. PROTEIN-PROTEIN INTERACTION PREDICTIONS 13

predictor method. However, for harder targets (difficult dimers, multimers
and heteromers), this fraction dropped to below 10% (Lensink et al., 2016).
Encouragingly, it was seen that also protein 3D structure models of lower
quality could sometimes lead to acceptable or even medium quality models
of the bound proteins (Lensink et al., 2016).

For ligand binding, it was found in CASP11 that the accuracies of even
the best models (∼ 2Å) are not good enough for accurate ligand docking
(Huwe et al., 2016). It was also the case for mutation impact prediction;
for most targets, model accuracy did not correlate with accuracy of impact
prediction (Huwe et al., 2016). Apparently, either homology models are not
yet accurate enough for these purposes, or methods are tuned to particular
characteristics of crystal structures.

Structure-Based Drug Design

If we have knowledge about the three-dimensional structure of the
target protein (preferably obtained through experimental methods,
like crystalography) it is possible to design ligands that have a high
probability of binding to it. If those ligands perform a certain task,
e.g. form an active complex or just the opposite - inactivate the target
protein, then that ligand can be used as a drug. This is known as
structure-based drug design (SBDD) (Blundell et al., 1987; Blundell,
1996).

While it is possible to design a new drug based only on other
(known) ligand structures (ligand-based drug design), there will al-
ways be a significant level of uncertainty whether the performed com-
parative analysis is correct. For a broad overview of related methods,
both (protein) structure-based and ligand-based, please refer to this
review on Cytochrome P450 modelling by Graaf et al. (2005) and the
more recent ones by Sliwoski et al. (2014) and by (Ferreira et al.,
2015).

There are two basic approaches of designing a new drug based on
a known structure. The first is a specific database search, where many
potential ligands are screened, docked and scored based on how well
they fit the binding site. Then, if needed, the found molecules may be
modified in a desired manner and then scored again to see if they still
fit. The second approach is to build a new molecule based solely on
the binding site structure (its chemical and physical constraints), step
by step, using a library of known fragments and applying a strategy
(like growing the ligand from a “seed” fragment or linking best-fitting
fragments). This approach has a significantly higher level of difficulty
and computational complexity but allows to develop completely new

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



14 CHAPTER 11. FUNCTION PREDICTION

molecules, not present in any database.

6 Key points

• Function prediction is an extremely diverse field
• Due to large gaps in our knowledge of (molecular) functions, function
prediction algorithms and techniques are in high demand.

• Predictions may be made at residue, protein or pathway level
• Methods can be sequence or structure based, or combined
• Structural Bioinformatics methods such as molecular dynamics, ho-
mology recognition, sequence and structure alignment, and structural
feature prediction are all used in function prediction.

7 Further reading

• Mah et al. (2011): SNP impact prediction
• Backert and Kohlbacher (2015): Epitope prediction
• Mills et al. (2015): Molecular function from structure
• Ferreira et al. (2015): Structure-based drug design
• Jiang et al. (2016): Critical assessment of function prediction

8 Author contributions

Wrote the text: BS, JG, AJ, QH, OI, KW
Created figures: JG, BS, KAF
Review of current literature: BS, JG, KW, HdF, KAF
Critical proofreading: SA, AJ, HdF
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Brown, D. K. and Tastan Bishop, Ö. (2017). Role of Structural Bioinformatics in Drug Discovery by

Computational SNP Analysis: Analyzing Variation at the Protein Level. Global Heart, 12(2),

151–161.

Capel, H., Weiler, R., Dijkstra, M., Vleugels, R., Bloem, P., and Feenstra, K. A. (2022). ProteinGLUE

multi-task benchmark suite for self-supervised protein modeling. Scientific Reports, 12(1), 16047.

Carbon, S., Dietze, H., Lewis, S. E., Mungall, C. J., Munoz-Torres, M. C., Basu, S., Chisholm, R. L.,

Dodson, R. J., Fey, P., Thomas, P. D., Mi, H., Muruganujan, A., Huang, X., Poudel, S., Hu, J. C.,

Aleksander, S. A., McIntosh, B. K., Renfro, D. P., Siegele, D. A., Antonazzo, G., Attrill, H.,

Brown, N. H., Marygold, S. J., Mc-Quilton, P., Ponting, L., Millburn, G. H., Rey, A. J., Stefancsik,

R., Tweedie, S., Falls, K., Schroeder, A. J., Courtot, M., Osumi-Sutherland, D., Parkinson, H.,

Roncaglia, P., Lovering, R. C., Foulger, R. E., Huntley, R. P., Denny, P., Campbell, N. H.,

Kramarz, B., Patel, S., Buxton, J. L., Umrao, Z., Deng, A. T., Alrohaif, H., Mitchell, K., Ratnaraj,
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Bonvin, A. M., and Moreira, I. S. (2016). A machine learning approach for hot-spot detection at

protein-protein interfaces. International Journal of Molecular Sciences, 17(8).

Mills, C. L., Beuning, P. J., and Ondrechen, M. J. (2015). Biochemical Functional Predictions for

Protein Structures of Unknown or Uncertain Function. Computational and Structural

Biotechnology Journal, 13, 182–191.

Murakami, Y. and Mizuguchi, K. (2010). Applying the Naive Bayes classifier with kernel density

estimation to the prediction of protein–protein interaction sites. Bioinformatics, 26(15),

1841–1848.

Ofran, Y. and Rost, B. (2007). Protein-protein interaction hotspots carved into sequences. PLoS

Comput. Biol., 3(7), e119.

Radivojac, P., Clark, W. T., Oron, T. R., Schnoes, A. M., Wittkop, T., Sokolov, A., Graim, K., Funk,

C., Verspoor, K., Ben-Hur, A., Pandey, G., Yunes, J. M., Talwalkar, A. S., Repo, S., Souza, M. L.,

Piovesan, D., Casadio, R., Wang, Z., Cheng, J., Fang, H., Gough, J., Koskinen, P., Törönen, P.,

Nokso-Koivisto, J., Holm, L., Cozzetto, D., Buchan, D. W. A., Bryson, K., Jones, D. T., Limaye,

B., Inamdar, H., Datta, A., Manjari, S. K., Joshi, R., Chitale, M., Kihara, D., Lisewski, A. M.,

Erdin, S., Venner, E., Lichtarge, O., Rentzsch, R., Yang, H., Romero, A. E., Bhat, P., Paccanaro,

A., Hamp, T., Kaßner, R., Seemayer, S., Vicedo, E., Schaefer, C., Achten, D., Auer, F., Boehm, A.,

Braun, T., Hecht, M., Heron, M., Hönigschmid, P., Hopf, T. A., Kaufmann, S., Kiening, M.,

Krompass, D., Landerer, C., Mahlich, Y., Roos, M., Björne, J., Salakoski, T., Wong, A., Shatkay,

H., Gatzmann, F., Sommer, I., Wass, M. N., Sternberg, M. J. E., Škunca, N., Supek, F., Bošnjak,
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