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ABSTRACT A novel method for ab initio predic-
tion of protein tertiary structures, PROFESY (PRO-
File Enumerating SYstem), is proposed. This method
utilizes the secondary structure prediction informa-
tion of a query sequence and the fragment assembly
procedure based on global optimization. Fifteen-
residue-long fragment libraries are constructed us-
ing the secondary structure prediction method
PREDICT, and fragments in these libraries are as-
sembled to generate full-length chains of a query
protein. Tertiary structures of 50 to 100 conforma-
tions are obtained by minimizing an energy func-
tion for proteins, using the conformational space
annealing method that enables one to sample di-
verse low-lying local minima of the energy. We apply
PROFESY for benchmark tests to proteins with
known structures to demonstrate its feasibility. In
addition, we participated in CASP5 and applied
PROFESY to four new-fold targets for blind predic-
tion. The results are quite promising, despite the
fact that PROFESY was in its early stages of develop-
ment. In particular, PROFESY successfully pro-
vided us the best model-one structure for the target
T0161. Proteins 2004;56:704–714. © 2004 Wiley-Liss, Inc.
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INTRODUCTION

Determination of the unique tertiary (three-dimen-
sional) structure of a protein from its amino-acid sequence
alone is one of the most important and challenging prob-
lems in modern biology. The information on the tertiary
structure of a protein is quite crucial in understanding the
function and biological role of the protein. Currently,
genome-sequencing projects are producing an unprec-
edented amount of linear amino-acid sequences. An expo-
nential growth of protein sequence database in recent
years by far outpaces the experimental determination of
protein tertiary structures. Therefore, in the field of pro-
tein structure investigation, it becomes increasingly more
popular to resort to computational methods as a comple-
mentary approach to the experimental structure determi-
nation. However, prediction of protein tertiary structures

still remains as a long-standing challenge in computa-
tional biology.1–3

The most successful methods for protein structure predic-
tion are the so-called knowledge-based methods such as
comparative (or homology) modeling and fold recognition
(or threading).1–3 These methods make direct use of experi-
mentally determined structures, for example, those in the
protein data bank (PDB). When the amino-acid sequence
of a target protein with an unknown structure is related to
those of one or more proteins with known structures, the
structures are similar. To find this relation, the first step
in protein structure prediction is to find out if the sequence
of the target protein is homologous to other sequences in a
sequence database. Next, if homologous sequences are
found, then multiple sequence alignment procedure is
performed with these homologues plus the target se-
quence. The multiple sequence alignment defines a posi-
tion-specific scoring matrix (PSSM), which facilitates the
search of sequences that have weak homology with the
target protein sequence.4

If there is an experimental structure (that is, a tem-
plate) for a homologue with a relatively high sequence
similarity (typically more than 30% of sequence identity),
comparative modeling methods3,5–16 are applied for predict-
ing the tertiary structure of the target protein. In compara-
tive modeling, the target sequence is aligned to tem-
plate(s), and then all atom structures of the target protein
are produced after filling in alignment gaps and properly
orienting side chains.

If there exist no obvious homologues, fold recognition
methods17–27 can be used to search for a distant homo-
logue or an analogous fold. In a fold recognition approach,
the tertiary structure of the target protein is predicted by
threading the target sequence through each of the struc-
tures in a database of known folds. Each sequence struc-
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ture alignment is assessed by a specially designed se-
quence structure fitness function (often called a pseudo-
energy function). The necessary condition for a reasonable
performance of knowledge-based methods is that there
should exist a sequence with a known structure that is
related to the target sequence.

When homologous or weakly homologous sequences
with known structures are not available, we turn to ab
initio methods (or new fold methods).3,28–40 The ab initio
protein structure prediction is based on the thermody-
namic hypothesis41 that states that the native structure of
a protein corresponds to the global minimum of its free
energy for its physiological environment. However, ab
initio methods based on the thermodynamic hypothesis
can be truly successful only when both an accurate energy
function and an efficient global-optimization method for
searching the energy landscape are simultaneously avail-
able. Although much progress has been made in this
field,29–32 successful ab initio prediction still remains a
challenging and unsolved problem.1–3,28 For this reason,
most ab initio methods use information on known struc-
tures to some degree. To refer to these methods, Moult et
al.2 have suggested to use the term “new fold methods”
rather than using the traditional term “ab initio methods.”

One of the popular trends in the new-fold methods is to
determine the tertiary structure of a target protein by
assembling fragments generated from the protein data
bank (PDB). The effect of the short-range interactions are
incorporated by using the fragments from the PDB, and
only long-range interaction terms are included in the
energy function, which are minimized in order to find
conformations with optimal tertiary packing.33–36 In this
report, we introduce an approach based on fragment
assembly, PROFESY (PROFile Enumerating SYstem).
This method utilizes the information obtained from the
secondary structure prediction method PREDICT (PRofile
Enumeration DICTionary).42 For a given protein se-
quence, PREDICT uses a sequence comparison method,
PSI-BLAST,4 to generate its profile, which defines pat-
terns for its amino acid residues. Each pattern spanning
fifteen residues is compared with those in the pattern
database generated from the PDB, and the patterns close
to the query pattern are selected to determine the second-
ary structure of the query residue. In order to construct the
tertiary structure, we collect the backbone dihedral angles
of these patterns, which constitute the fragment library of
the residue under consideration. Tertiary structures of a
given sequence can be generated from these libraries by
fragment assembly.

The energy function we use includes the number of
long-range hydrogen bonds, the radius of gyration, and the
Lennard-Jones interactions for avoiding steric clashes.
Replacement of fragments is carried out so that the energy
function is locally minimized (see Methods). The global
minimization of the energy function is performed by the
conformational space annealing (CSA) method43–45 that
has played an integral role in the recent success of the
hierarchical energy-based approach to protein structure
prediction.29–32 The CSA method enables one to sample

diverse low-lying local minima of a given function. There-
fore, PROFESY is in contrast to other fragment-based
prediction methods33–36 where only the simulated anneal-
ing (SA) method has been applied instead of more rigorous
conformational search methods. Although the SA is easier
to be implemented to a particular system, its sampling
efficiency is far less powerful compared to CSA.46,47 The
PROFESY is unique in that the procedure of local energy
minimization by fragment replacement is defined, so that
a powerful global optimization method CSA can be readily
utilized.

As benchmark tests, we applied PROFESY to proteins
with known structures, and we found that the results are
quite promising. In addition, we participated in the CASP5
experiment (http://predictioncenter.llnl.gov/casp5/) and ap-
plied PROFESY to four new-fold targets for blind predic-
tion. The results are promising, despite the fact that
PROFESY was in its very early stages of development. In
particular, PROFESY has provided us the best model-one
structure for the target T0161.

METHODS
Construction of Fragment Libraries

The fragment libraries used in PROFESY are con-
structed using the recently proposed secondary structure
prediction method PREDICT.42 For each residue of a
query sequence, a window of size fifteen is considered,
where the center of the window is located on the residue
under consideration. The fragment library of this residue
is the collection of 20 backbone structures of the correspond-
ing 20 nearest patterns in the pattern database of
PREDICT. After constructing fragment libraries for all
residues of a query sequence, full-length chain conforma-
tions can be constructed by assembling fragments in these
libraries. Since the only selection criterion for fragments in
a library is the similarity of their profile patterns to that of
the corresponding query residue, the amino acid composi-
tion of fragments does not agree with that of the query
sequence. Therefore, at this stage of the current method,
side-chains are not constructed and we cannot blindly add
explicit solvation energy terms at an atomic level.

Generation of Random Conformations

Random conformations are built from N- to C-terminal.
Since the size of each fragment is 15 residues, we first
consider fragment library corresponding to the eighth
residue, and pick a fragment randomly from it. Next we
randomly pick a second fragment from the library corre-
sponding to the ninth residue. The first and second frag-
ments have 14 overlapping residues. Among these resi-
dues, we inspect whether there is any residue whose
dihedral angles are similar to each other in these two
fragments. Two sets of dihedral angles (�1, �1) and (�2, �2)
are considered to be similar to each other if either

��1 � �2� � 30° and ��1 � �2� � 30° (1)

or

��1 � �2� � ��1 � �2� � 45° (2)
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If we find such a residue, then the second fragment is
joined smoothly to the first one starting from this residue.
If we cannot find such a residue, then another fragment is
picked from the library, and this process is repeated until
we find a fragment that can be joined smoothly to the first
fragment. The third fragment is picked from the library
corresponding to the tenth residue, and the whole process
of picking and smoothly joining fragments continues until
a full-length chain is constructed up to the C-terminal end.
If, at any stage of the chain buildup process, we cannot find
a fragment that can be joined smoothly to the previous one,
then the previous fragment is replaced by another one in
the corresponding library, and the process of fragment
assembly is continued.

Fragment Replacement and the Local Minimization
of the Energy

A conformation is locally minimized with respect to the
energy (see The Energy Function) by randomly selecting a
residue and attempting to replace a part of the 15-residue-
long fragment of the chain by another one in the correspond-
ing library. A new fragment can be inserted smoothly to
the existing chain if at least two residues R1, R2 in this
fragment (one from the N-terminal end and another one
from the C-terminal end) have their dihedral angles
similar to those of their neighboring fragments, where the
criterion of the similarity is again the satisfaction of either
Eq. 1 or Eq. 2. In this case, the part of the new fragment
from the residue R1 to the residue R2 replaces the
corresponding part of the existing chain to generate a
conformation. If this conformation is lower in energy than
the existing one, the former replaces the latter. This
process is continued either for 10 Nseq times, where Nseq
is the length of the protein, or until the update attempts
fail for Nseq consecutive times, whichever is encountered
first.

Global Search Using Conformational Space
Annealing Method

Low-lying local minimum-energy conformations are ob-
tained by a powerful global optimization algorithm, a
conformational space annealing (CSA) method43–45 that
has played an integral role in the recent success of the ab
initio energy-based approach for protein structure predic-
tion.29–32 The uniqueness of the CSA method lies in the
way it controls the diversity of the conformations in the
bank. In order to efficiently find the global minimum
without getting trapped in local minima, it is important to
sample wide regions of the conformational space with less
emphasis on obtaining low-energy conformations in early
stages. We gradually shift the emphasis from maintaining
the diversity of the sampling to obtaining low-energy
conformations. For this, we introduce an annealing param-
eter Dcut (a cutoff distance in the conformational space)
that plays the role of temperature in simulated annealing,
hence the name “conformational space annealing.” The
diversity of sampling is directly controlled in CSA by
introducing a distance measure D(A,B) between two confor-
mations A and B and comparing it with Dcut. As a CSA

run proceeds, the value of Dcut is slowly reduced just as in
the simulated annealing.

Here, we briefly mention how a CSA run proceeds. We
first randomly generate a certain number of initial confor-
mations (for example, 100) whose energies are subse-
quently minimized by the fragment replacement proce-
dure described earlier. We call the set of these
conformations the first bank. We make a copy of the first
bank and call it the bank. The conformations in the bank
are updated in later stages, whereas those in the first bank
are kept unchanged. Also, the number of conformations in
the bank is kept unchanged when the bank is updated. We
then choose a certain number of conformations (seeds)
from the bank and perturb them by replacing parts by the
corresponding parts of conformations randomly chosen
from the first bank or the bank. The energies of these
conformations are subsequently minimized in order to
obtain new trial conformations that can be used to update
the bank. A newly obtained local minimum-energy confor-
mation � is compared with those in the bank to decide how
the bank should be updated. One first finds the conforma-
tion A in the bank that is the closest to the conformation �
with the distance D(�,A). If D(�,A) � Dcut, the conforma-
tion � is considered as being more or less similar to the
conformation A. In this case, the conformation with
the lower energy among A and � is kept in the bank and
the other one is discarded. However, if D(�,A) �
Dcut, the conformation � is regarded as being distinct from
all the other conformations in the bank. Therefore, the
conformation with the highest energy among the bank
conformations plus the conformation � is discarded and
the rest are kept in the bank.

The Dcut is reduced, and seeds are selected from the
bank conformations that are not used as seeds yet, to
generate new trial conformations. When all the conforma-
tions in the bank are used as seeds, one round of iteration
is completed. We remove the record of bank conformations
having been used as seeds, and start a new round of
iteration. After these steps are repeated for a preset

TABLE I. PROFESY Prediction Results for Proteins With
Known Structures†

betanova
Protein
Model 1 2 3 4 5
RMSD (Å) 3.6 3.1 3.2 5.7 6.8

1 fsd
Protein
Model 1 2 3 4 5
RMSD (Å) 4.2 4.7 4.6 4.0 6.6

1 bdd
Protein
Model 1 2 3 4 5
RMSD (Å) 8.9 9.0 4.4 7.5 4.8

1bk2
Protein
Model 1 2 3 4 5
RMSD (Å) 2.3 2.5 5.0 3.7 3.6

†The model numbers are the ranks of these conformations in terms of
the score function.
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Fig. 1. The superposition of �-carbon traces of PROFESY results (gray) with their native structures (red). They are the closest conformation among
the five prediction candidates, and also the closest conformations among the 100 bank conformations sampled from CSA except for 1bk2 (see text). The
results are shown for (a) betanova, (b) 1fsd, (c) 1bdd, and (d) 1bk2. Prepared with the program MOLMOL.61
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number of iterations, we conclude that our procedure has
reached a deadlock. When this happens, we enlarge the
search space by adding more random conformations into
the bank. We repeat the whole procedure until a conforma-
tion with lower energy than a preset value is found.

The Energy Function

The energy function used for the global optimization
(and for local minimization) is given by E � Evdw -100Nhb
when the radius of gyration Rg is below the radius cutoff
Rcut and E � Rg otherwise. Here, Evdw is the Lennard-
Jones 6-12 van der Waals energy of the CHARMM force-
field48 in the TINKER package (http://dasher.wustl.edu/
tinker/), introduced in order to avoid steric clashes. Nhb is
the number of hydrogen bonds between residues, which
are at least five residues apart in sequence. It should be
noted that short-range hydrogen bonds are already fa-
vored by the fact that they are present in �-helical
fragments. Therefore, it is not necessary to include short-
range hydrogen bond energy terms. A hydrogen bond is
assumed to exist when an amide hydrogen atom and a
carboxyl oxygen atom are placed within 2.24 Å from each
other. We used the value of radius cutoff36 Rcut � (3Nseq/
0.026)1/3/1.2.

We also used an additional solvent accessible surface
area solvation energy term55 to the CHARMM forcefield
for CASP5 target T0129. Since proteins do not have
side-chains in our method, blindly adding the solvation
term to our models had a disastrous effect of exposing
naked hydrophilic backbone atoms to the surface of a
protein. We realized this only after submitting models for
T0129 and did not use this solvation term for the other
targets.

Clustering and Ranking Conformations for
Structure Prediction

The CASP allows predictors to submit up to five models
as prediction. Therefore, we select five distinct low-lying
local minimum-energy conformations by grouping the

final bank conformations into five clusters and choosing
their representative conformations. We have used our own
source code for this purpose, where the k-mean clustering
algorithm49 was implemented. To choose the representa-
tive conformation for each cluster, all bank conformations
are ranked according to a score function based on the
exposed volume with reduced radius independent Gauss-
ian sphere approximation.50 This score function is differ-
ent from the energy function used in the CSA search, and
favors the burial of hydrophobic residues and the exposure
of hydrophilic residues. This score function is introduced to
complement the weakness of our procedure, that the effect
of solvent-side chain interaction is not incorporated into
the energy function used in the conformational search by
CSA. Throughout this report, the function used in the
conformational search by CSA is called “energy,” and the
one used for ranking the final conformations obtained by
CSA is called “score.”

For each cluster, the conformation with the best score is
chosen as its representative. However, for the CASP5
targets T0129, T0161, and T0162, the conformations at the
centers of clusters are selected instead.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

To test the performance of PROFESY, we have applied
it both to the calculation of the tertiary structures
of proteins with known structures, and to the blind
prediction of proteins from the recent CASP5 targets
(http://predictioncenter.llnl.gov/casp5/; group ID: 531).
Since the application to the CASP5 targets had to be
performed within a deadline and since the procedures of
PROFESY were being developed during the CASP5
experiments, relatively primitive versions of our proto-
col were applied to CASP5 targets, whereas for the
proteins with known structures, we applied an improved
one. In particular, the hydrogen bond term was absent
in the energy for CASP5 targets of T0129, T0161, and
T0162.

Figure 1. (Continued)
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Test Results on Proteins With Known Structures

We first discuss the performance of the PROFESY for
proteins with known structures. They are betanova (20
residues),51 1fsd (28 residues),52 the fragment B of staphy-
lococcal protein A (PDB ID 1bdd, 46 residues),53 and
A-Spectrin Sh3 Domain D48G Mutant (PDB ID 1bk2, 57
residues).54 The �-carbon root-mean-square deviation
(RMSD) of the representative conformation of each cluster
from the native structure is shown in Table I. However, for
1bdd, the conformation with the best score, model one, has
quite a large RMSD value of 8.9 Å, due to the fact that the
parameters in the score function were determined by
crude guesses without optimization. The closest predic-
tions among the five candidates are of RMSD values 3.1,
4.0, 4.4, and 2.3 Å from their native structures for bet-
anova, 1fsd, 1bdd, and 1bk2, respectively. These struc-
tures are also the closest conformations among the final
bank conformations (100 of them in this work) sampled by
the CSA search, except for 1bk2 where a structure with the
RMSD value of 1.1 Å exists in the final bank. The �-carbon
traces of these models are compared with those of the
native structures in Figure 1. As seen from Figure 1, the
predictions are quite close to their native structures,
demonstrating the performance of PROFESY.

Blind Prediction on CASP5 Targets

In order to obtain the performance of PROFESY in blind
tests on sequences with unknown structures, we partici-
pated in CASP5 (group ID: 531) and applied the PROFESY
procedure to four new-fold targets, and obtained rather
promising results. According to the CASP5 assessment,
which was performed after the experimental structures of
target proteins had been provided, there are five new-fold
targets, which are T0129 (HI0187, H. influenzae, 182
residues), T0149_2 (domain 2 of yjiA, Escherichia coli,
residues 203-318), T0161 (HI1480, H. influenzae, 156
residues), T0162_3 (domain 3 of 286-residue protein F
actin capping protein �1 subunit, chicken, residues 114–
281), and T0181 (Hypothetical protein YHR087w, S. cerevi-
siae, 111 residues). Among them, the target T0161 is the
most difficult one to predict according to the CASP5
evaluators, having no homologues of any kind, even in
sequence databases. For multi-domain proteins, it would
be ideal that we first split the proteins into domains and
calculate the structure of each domain separately. How-
ever, we could not implement this procedure in time for
CASP5, and we applied our procedure to the whole se-
quences of target proteins. Since rigorous conformational
search of proteins over 300 residues was not feasible due to

Fig. 2. The maximum number of residues that can be superposed with the native structure (horizontal axis) versus the distance cutoff for the
superposition, in angstrom (vertical axis), for the CASP5 target T0161 (http://predictioncenter.llnl.gov/casp5/pubResultS/CASP_PLOTS/GDT/
T0161TS531_1.html). The blue and cyan lines are the results for model one and the other four models predicted by PROFESY, respectively, whereas
the orange lines are from the other predictors. The PROFESY model-one structure ranks as the third overall. When only model ones are considered, it is
the best (http://predictioncenter.llnl.gov/casp5/pubResultS/CASP_BROWSER/DATA.html/3d_T0161.html).
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practical reasons, we did not attempt to calculate the
structures of 318-residue protein T0149. Even though we
submitted models for the remaining four new-fold targets,
our method has illustrated quite promising performance
as a whole, as shown by the evaluation at the CASP5
meeting (http://predictioncenter.llnl.gov/casp5/; group ID:
531).

The results for the target T0161 are especially promis-
ing, as shown in Figure 2, where the maximum number of
residues that can be superposed with the native structure
is plotted as a function of the cutoff defining the superposi-
tion. Among the five models we submitted, the model one is
closest to the native structure, and it ranks as the third
among all the models submitted by predictors, which is
about one thousand models. If only the model ones are
considered, our model one is the best (http://prediction-
center.llnl.gov/casp5/pubResultS/CASP_BROWSER/
DATA.html/3d_T0161.html). However, this result is far
from satisfactory in an absolute sense; the C� RMSD of the
whole chain is 16.5 Å. The conformation of the model one is
shown in Figure 3. The native structure is not shown since
it is not yet publicly available. The native secondary
structures of residues 15–18, 115, 116, 119, 120, 123–128,
146–148 are assigned as extended according to the three-
state classification. In our prediction, they appear as
extended segments that are not close enough to be paired.
In fact, we need long-range hydrogen bonds between
fragments in order to obtain conformations with �-strands,
which were absent in the energy terms used for this target.

We also obtained relatively good results for the target
T0162. The results for the target T0129 are not as good,
probably due to the fact that we included an additional
solvent accessible surface area solvation term55 in the
energy function used in the CSA search, only for this
target (see Methods). The results for T0181 are not as good
as others. In this case, most of the bank conformations
were similar to each other after the CSA search was
terminated. We think that since the energy terms we used
during the CSA run were rather incomplete due to the fact
that they did not incorporate the effect of hydrophobic
burial and hydrophilic exposure of side chains, most of the
good conformations were removed in the early stages of the
CSA calculation.

PDB CAFASP

We have performed additional test runs on eight PDB
CAFASP targets (http://bioinfo.pl/PDBCafasp/). We have
selected targets that are monomers, since our methods do
not yet include the effect of intermolecular interactions.
We also restricted our study to the proteins less than 110
amino acid long, since rigorous application of PROFESY to
larger proteins requires a huge amount of computational
resources. In addition, we selected proteins with e-values
for both PSI-BLAST and BLAST greater than 0.1, in order
to concentrate on low sequence-homology targets. They are
1kkg (108aa), 1kwi (101aa), 1mfw (107aa), 1ny4 (82aa),
1o7b (98aa), 1owt (66aa), 1qxf (66aa), and 1ucp (91aa). The
results are shown in Figures 4 and 5, where the minimum

Fig. 3. The conformation from PROFESY (model one) for the CASP5 target T0161 is shown. When only model ones are considered, it is the best.
The native structure is not shown because it is not yet publicly available. Prepared with the program MOLMOL.61
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value of RMSD is plotted as a function of the number of
continuous residues superposed with the native structure.
We compare the results with those of ROBETTA.56 We
chose the same number of models as the ROBETTA
results, being five for 1kkg and 1mfw, four for 1kwi and
1o7b, and ten for the rest. Although ROBETTA outper-
forms PROFESY in six out of eight cases, the overall
performance of PROFESY is quite promising, considering
the fact that the energy and score functions used in
PROFESY are still in their early stages of development.

CONCLUSION

In this work, we have introduced a novel method
PROFESY for the prediction of protein tertiary structure,
based on the fragment assembly and the rigorous conforma-
tional search by the conformational space annealing
method. We applied this method to four new-fold targets in
CASP5 for blind tests, which clearly demonstrates the
promising performance of PROFESY. The PROFESY is

also applied to proteins with known structures where 2–4
Å structures from the native structures are obtained.
Although the method is in its early stages of development,
these results illustrate quite a promising performance of
PROFESY. The method is still under development and
there exists much room for further improvement.

First of all, due to the fact that our models do not have
side-chains, we could not use all-atom solvation terms
directly. We have to incorporate solventside chain interac-
tion terms indirectly. This goal may be achieved by build-
ing C�atoms and introducing a pairwise interaction term
between them, whose strength depends on the types of
amino acids. We have not implemented this term directly
in the energy function used in the CSA procedure, but used
them only in the score function to select five best conforma-
tions from the final bank. In the case of the target T0181,
the absence of solvent side-chain interaction had a disas-
trous effect that good conformations were removed from
the bank during the early stages of the CSA procedure. We

Fig. 4. The minimum value of RMSD in angstrom (vertical) versus the number of contiguous residues superposed with the native structure
(horizontal). We compare the results of PROFESY (red) with those of the state-of-the-art method ROBETTA (green). We see that PROFESY shows a
promising performance. The results are shown for (a) 1kkg (5 models), (b) 1kwi (4 models), (c) 1mfw (5 models), and (d) 1ny4 (10 models).
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will have to incorporate the indirect solvation term into
the energy used in the CSA.

Secondly, the relative weights of various energy terms
were set in a totally arbitrary fashion. We have to optimize
the values of these parameters using proteins with known
structures, in such a way that our method predicts correct
native structures for as many proteins as possible with
optimized parameters.57–60

Admittedly, despite recent rapid progresses of fragment-
based methods, the performance of ab initio protein struc-
ture prediction is currently far behind that of knowledge-
based methods such as comparative modeling, which are
the methods of choice when target proteins are homolo-
gous to those in the PDB. We believe that one of the main
limitations of current fragment-based methods in the
literature is that the conformational sampling is per-
formed by algorithms that can be rather inefficient for
complicated systems. PROFESY is the method that incor-
porates a powerful global optimization algorithm, CSA

method, into a fragment-based method. It shows promis-
ing performances despite the fact that the energy and score
functions are extremely crude. This suggests that by com-
bining an accurate energy function and the CSA search
method, one may develop a powerful structure prediction
method for new-fold targets, bringing us one step closer to
biologically useful applications.
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