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ABSTRACT An algorithm is presented for
the accurate and rapid generation of multiple
protein sequence alignments from tertiary
structure comparisons. A preliminary multiple
sequence alignment is performed using se-
quence information, which then determines an
initial superposition of the structures. A struc-
ture comparison algorithm is applied to all
pairs of proteins in the superimposed set and a
similarity tree calculated. Multiple sequence
alignments are then generated by following the
tree from the branches to the root. At each
branchpoint of the tree, a structure-based se-
quence alignment and coordinate transforma-
tions are output, with the multiple alignment of
all structures output at the root. The algorithm
encoded in STAMP (STructural Alignment of
Multiple Proteins) is shown to give alignments
in good agreement with published structural
accounts within the dehydrogenase fold do-
mains, globins, and serine proteinases.

In order to reduce the need for visual verifi-
cation, two similarity indices are introduced to
determine the quality of each generated struc-
tural alignment. S, quantifies the global struc-
tural similarity between pairs or groups of
proteins, whereas P,; provides a normalized
measure of the confidence in the alignment of
each residue. STAMP alignments have the
quality of each alignment characterized by Sc
and P;; values and thus provide a reproducible
resource for studies of residue conservation
within structural motifs. © 1992 Wiley-Liss, Inc.
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INTRODUCTION

There are now many protein families with more
than one member having a crystallographically or
NMR determined three-dimensional structure.
Comparison of structures within these families aids
our understanding of the evolutionary and thermo-
dynamic constraints on the particular protein fold
(e.g., see Bashford et al.}). Superimposition of simi-
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lar protein structures and generation of a corre-
sponding structure-based sequence alignment is an
essential step in any such analysis. The resulting
alignments provide reliable information that may
be used as a benchmark to establish confidence lev-
els for sequence alignment derived without struc-
tural information (e.g., see Barton and Sternberg,?
Argos,?) for the derivation of environment-specific
mutability matrices (e.g., see Overington et al.,*) as
the basis for molecular modelling studies (e.g., see
Blundell et al.5), and for the derivation of patterns
or profiles that encapsulate the essential features of
the protein fold (e.g., see Barton and Sternberg,®
Bashford et al.,' Taylor,” Luthy et al.,® Bowie et
al.,?).

A number of automated techniques for the com-
parison of two protein three-dimensional structures
have been devised. Rossmann and Argos'® compare
two structures by first superimposing them on their
centroids. A probability function consisting of dis-
tance and conformational terms is then applied to
the comparison of all pairs of residues, and a path
tracing routine used to identify the best set of equiv-
alences between the two proteins. A search of rota-
tional and translational space is performed to locate
the orientation of the structures that yields the larg-
est set of equivalences.

In contrast, the techniques of Remington and
Matthews'! and McLachlan'? first divide each of the
two proteins into a set of overlapping segments of a
predetermined length. All pairs of segments are
then fitted by a least-squares procedure and the dis-
tribution of r.m.s. (root mean square) values exam-
ined for unusual features. This procedure avoids the
need to search rotational/translational space at the
cost of ignoring the conformational contribution of
residues outside the length of the fragments. In com-
mon with fragment based sequence comparison
methods (e.g., see Fitch'®), the procedure does not
yield directly a sequence alignment and does not
cope explicitly with the possibility of gaps (inser-
tions and deletions).
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Recently, dynamic programming sequence com-
parison methods that are able to produce an align-
ment including gaps (e.g., see Needleman and
Wunsch™), have been applied to protein three-di-
mensional structures.’® Taylor and Orengo's-18
built these ideas into an elegant “two-level dynamic
programming” procedure for three-dimensional
structure comparison. Their approach finds the op-
timal alignment of two protein structures that si-
multaneously takes into account several different
features of the protein conformation (e.g., phi/psi
angles, accessibility, interresidue vectors). Simi-
larly, Sali and Blundell'® make use of many protein
features in their comprehensive comparison pro-
gramme COMPARER. However, they mix dynamic
programming with simulated annealing optimiza-
tion as an alternative to the Taylor and Orengo two-
level dynamic programming method.

The procedure of Sali and Blundell'® is the only
general method previously described that can sys-
tematically generate structure-derived multiple
protein sequence alignments. Sutcliffe et al.2°
present an algorithm that is able to generate a mul-
tiple sequence alignment and superposition for
closely similar structures, but their method is sen-
sitive to concerted shifts in secondary structure
elements."® Alignments derived by visual inspection
are always effected by subjectivity to some extent,
making them difficult to use for comparison pur-
poses. This is particularly manifest when align-
ments derived by different people disagree. For this
reason alignments obtained by the method of Sali
and Blundell (when available) provide ideal bench-
marks against which to compare others.

In this study we describe a multiple structure
alignment procedure that provides a series of align-
ments for structures or domains thought to have a
similar fold by following a systematically derived
hierarchy of structural similarity.

The method has been successfully applied to sev-
eral protein structural families. These include
closely related structures, such as aspartyl protein-
ases or immunoglobulin constant domains, as well
as more distantly related structures with little se-
quence similarity, e.g., triose phosphate isomerase
(TIM) barrels and viral coat proteins exhibiting the
“jelly roll” fold (unpublished results). The procedure
has also aligned the distantly related structures of
azurin and plastocyanin in agreement with
Adman?' (unpublished results). Here we illustrate
the method by the alignment of the globin and
serine proteinase families for which it gives nearly
identical results to the more complex Sali and Blun-
dell technique and similar to other previously pub-
lished structure-based alignments. The success of
the algorithm is further demonstrated by the more
stringent test of aligning domains exhibiting the
“dehydrogenase fold.”

Our method has the advantage over previous tech-

niques of assigning both the overall quality of align-
ment at each stage of the hierarchy and of providing
a confidence level for each aligned group of amino
acids within each alignment, thus reducing the need
for extensive visual inspection of structure superpo-
sitions prior to application of the alignment.

METHODS

The multiple structure alignment algorithm pro-
ceeds in three stages: (1) generation of an initial
superposition and structure-derived tree based upon
a multiple sequence alignment; (2) refinement of the
superposition found in stage 1 and creation of mul-
tiple sequence alignments and structural trees de-
rived from the structural equivalences found; and
(3) assignment of reliability values to each region of
the alignments. The algorithm makes extensive use
of three techniques, least-squares fitting, hierarchi-
cal cluster analysis, and dynamic programming. For
the sake of clarity, these are briefly reviewed here.

When given two structures, A and B, techniques
for least-squares fitting®® 23 take a set of n atoms
(x,y,2) from A and n equivalent atoms from B and
calculate the transformation (translation and rota-

tion) that minimises the r.m.s. deviation as given
by:

n

» ((xp, — x8)* + (ya, - yB)? + (za — zg) )2,
=1

In the following descriptions, “fitting” or “super-
position” will refer to the calculation of an r.m.s.
value and associated transformations for a pair of
coordinate sets.

Hierarchical cluster analysis takes N objects and
scores calculated for the comparison of each of the
N(N-1)/2 possible pairs of objects. The method re-
turns a dendrogram or tree that organizes the ob-
Jects according to their similarity, with the most
similar objects in the group clustered at the highest
“branches” of the tree. This technique has been ap-
plied to protein sequence data to estimate phy-
logeny,** as a starting point for multiple sequence
alignment® and as a starting point for multiple
structure alignment.'® The rationale for using a
tree-like addition as opposed to a simple sequential
addition is that the most similar structures are
aligned first, and therefore aligned most accurately.
More distantly related structures will be compared
at later stages allowing the most accurate align-
ments to be maintained for as long as possible dur-
ing the procedure. Any multiple comparison method
that makes use of a tree-like addition will suffer
from pairwise-order dependency: the results ob-
tained may differ if the order in which individual
elements are compared is altered. The experience of
others' 2 and ourselves suggests that a tree-like
addition is an effective way of minimizing order of
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dependency and generally produces superior align-
ments over a simple sequential addition.

Dynamic programming is a general technique
that takes two sequences A, 5, B, g and a
matrix Mp, where each value M,, contains the
score for the comparison of A, with B,. The method
returns the best alignment of the two sequences in-
cluding insertions/deletions and a score for the
alignment. Since its introduction in molecular
biology,'* dynamic programing has been widely
used to optimize the alignment of two or more pro-
tein sequences.?® However, the method is generally
applicable to sequential data of any sort.2® Here, we
extend the use of dynamic programming to se-
quences of three-dimensional coordinates as first
suggested by Barton and Sternberg.'®

Initial Superposition

Given the three-dimensional structures of N pro-
teins that share similar folds, the amino acid se-
quences are first multiply aligned using the algo-
rithm of Barton and Sternberg.? The C_ atoms of the
M aligned positions where no gap occurs are then
used for structure superposition. For each of the N(N
— 1)/2 pairs of proteins, the M equivalent atoms are
compared by a least-squares fitting procedure,'? giv-
ing r.m.s. values for each comparison. Single link-
age cluster analysis is then applied to these r.m.s.
values and a dendrogram calculated. A multiple
structure superposition is generated by following
the dendrogram from the tips of the branches to the
root, superimposing the structures joined at each
branchpoint or node. When more than two struc-
tures are being compared, averaged atomic coordi-
nates are used in calculating the r.m.s. fit. Figure 1
illustrates an example derivation of a dendrogram
from a similarity matrix derived from the pairwise
comparison of four structures.

Multiple Structure Alignment

The initial superposition is derived from a prese-
lected set of atoms. Although the superposition pro-
vides the best three-dimensional fit of the chosen
atoms according to the hierarchy, the fit will also
reflect any errors in the initial sequence alignment.
In order to refine the fit and to obtain a multiple
sequence alignment based upon structural criteria,
we have adapted the probability function of Ross-
mann and Argos.'°

When comparing two structures, this function ex-
presses the probability, P, that residue i in one
structure and residue j in another are equivalent as
two terms:

d? s?
Pij={exp—2—E% ex _2—E§

where E; and E, are constants, d,, is the distance
between C, atoms, and s, is determined by:
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Fig. 1. Given four proteins A,B,C, and D, pairwise structure
fitting may show rms values as shown in (a). Single linkage cluster
analysis yields the dendrogram shown in (b). The initial superpo-
sition for these proteins would be obtained by fitting B to D (sim-
ilarity of 0.5 A), then A to C (1.0 A), then fitting AC to BD using
average coordinates for the AC and BD pairs to obtain the nec-
essary transformations.

8§ = {(Axy — Ax;_1;-1)? + (Ay; — Ayio1j-1)°
+ (Az — Az, g ) 1) + (Axy — Ax;,q,41)
+ (Ayjy = A¥ie100)” + (B2 — Az, )%

The first term gives a measure of the proximity in
space of the two residues, whereas the second pro-
vides a measure of their conformational similarity.
The values of E; and E, effect to weight the terms.
For example, if E, > E,, then the probability will be
more indicative of the conformational similarity
rather than the proximity of the two residues. This
function may be readily expanded to include terms
incorporating aspects of protein structure such as
hydrogen bonding, distance to centroid, or solvent
accessibility. The value of P,, is calculated for every
possible pair of residues, resulting in an m by n ma-
trix of probabilities, where m and n are the number
of residues in each structure being compared.

The path through this matrix with the highest
sum of values (the score) corresponds to the best pos-
sible set of equivalences. This best path is found us-
ing a modified Smith-Waterman dynamic program-
ming algorithm.?” In our experience, no gap penalty
is required to obtain good alignments and superpo-
sitions.

Once a set of equivalent residues has been found,
the probability associated with each equivalence is
examined. If a probability is greater than the
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threshold value, T (see Parameters section, follow-
ing), then the corresponding pair of residues is used
to perform a least-squares fit. Having superimposed
the two structures, a new probability matrix is cal-
culated, and the process is repeated iteratively until
a minimum score difference (one-tenth of a percent
of the score from the previous iteration) is obtained.

Multiple structure alignment follows a procedure
similar to tree-based multiple sequence alignment
methods (e.g., see Barton?®), Each possible pairwise
comparison for the group of proteins to be aligned is
performed. Structural similarity scores, Sc (see
Alignment Quality below) are used to derive a sim-
ilarity matrix and corresponding dendrogram. The
dendrogram is then followed from the branches to
the root superimposing structures in order of their
similarity.

When two groups of structures are to be aligned,
the previously aligned sequences remain fixed rela-
tive to each other, and the probability matrix is cal-
culated as follows. All pairs of comparisons between
the two groups of structures are performed (e.g., if
the alignment of A and B is to be aligned with the
alignment of C and D, then the possible comparisons
are A—C, A-D, B-C, and B-D). The average P, val-
ues for these comparisons at each position are used
to create the probability matrix. In instances where
a residue in one protein is to be compared to a gap in
another, the neutral value of zero is added to the
probability matrix at that position. The best path
through the probability matrix, and the set of equiv-
alent residues are found as for the pairwise compar-
isons.

In order to obtain an appropriate set of coordi-
nates with which to perform a fit, an average set of
equivalenced C, atoms is calculated for both groups
of structures being superimposed. Having superim-
posed the two groups of structures, the process is
repeated iteratively as for the pairwise comparisons.
The obtained transformations and corresponding se-
quence alignments are output at each node of the
dendrogram so that each sub-alignment may be ex-
amined separately.

Normalization

In order that the relative quality of alignments
within different families of proteins may be as-
sessed, the P, values must be expressed on a stan-
dard scale. Pairwise alignments of different families
of proteins show that equivalent P, values are ob-
served for similarly aligned regions of secondary
structure. However, the averaged P, values when
comparing two structures decrease as the number of
structures aligned increase, as do the mean and
standard deviation (s.d.) This behavior is shown for
68 globins in Figure 2a. The mean and s.d. are also
functions of the length of the structures being com-
pared (Fig. 2b).

The dependency of mean and s.d. on length may be

corrected by selecting a typical mean (%, = 0.020)
and s.d. (o, = 0.10) to give a standard background
measure for any comparison. These values were cho-
sen as they are representative of typical protein
lengths (i.e., 100-200 residues). The dependency of
P, values on the number of structures being com-
pared is overcome by applying a correction to these
typical values for each multiple alignment as fol-
lows. During multiple alignment the mean and s.d.
for the obtained averaged P, values are calculated
and the corresponding pairwise values (i.e., for a sin-
gle sequence of a similar length) are determined
from the exponential relationship shown in Figure
2b:

Rparwise = €Xp(—0.950 log(L) + 0.686)
G = exp(—0.474 log(L) + 0.0152)

pairwise

where L is the average length of the two alignments
or single sequences being aligned. The ratio of mul-
tiple to pairwise values are used to correct the typ-
ical value:

. = Xmultiple _ Omultiple
X, =% | —— g, =0, | — ).
Xpairwise Opairwise

P, values are calculated from:

. [Py %
c

The P, values follow similar trends over a wide
range of protein structural families. Using P, in-
stead of P, enables standards for individual residue
accuracy and overall alignment quality to be estab-
lished (see Alignment Quality).

Parameters

Setting E; = E, = 3.8, after Rossmann and
Argos'® leads to good superpositions and align-
ments, provided that the initial superposition based
on sequence alignment is reasonable. Setting E, <
E, (making the probability of equivalence more de-
pendent on distance than local conformation) leads
to alignments based to heavily on the actual dis-
tance between atoms and does not accommodate con-
certed shifts in secondary structure. Setting E, > E,
(making the probability of equivalence more depen-
dent on local conformation) can be useful if it is
thought that the initial superposition based on se-
quence alignment is poor. This relaxes the proxim-
ity requirement and avoids equivalencing those res-
idues that the initial superposition has placed
fortuitously near to each other. In such instances it
is necessary to apply the method twice, once with E;
> E,, and again with E; = E,. In this way the poor
initial superposition can be corrected before being
finally refined (e.g., see Dehydrogenase Fold Do-
mains below).

A threshold value of P, > T = 4.5 was found to
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Fig. 2. (a) Plot of mean P, versus the number of structures
aligned for the globins (E, = E, = 3.8). The plot of standard
deviation vs. number of structures aligned shows a similar trend.
(b) Plot of mean P, vs. number of amino acids for pairwise com-

yield good superpositions and alignments. Values
less than 4.5 result in too many poor equivalences
being chosen, leading to a poor fit, whereas values

parisons of proteins (of lengths ranging from 58 to 842) with them-
selves (E, = E, = 3.8). The plot of standard deviation vs. length
also shows a similar trend.

greater than 4.5 give too few equivalences and as a
result the method is unable to correct an inaccurate
initial superposition.



314 R.B. RUSSELL AND G.J. BARTON

TABLE 1. Examples of S, Values Obtained for Pairwise Comparisons*

Brookhaven codes (chain, range)

% reliability’

Comparison A B Se A B
Globin compared to itself 1PMB (B, all) — 9.8 100.0 100.0
Serine proteinase compared to itself 3SGB (E, all) — 9.8 100.0 100.0

Immunoglobulin variable domains

2FB4 (L, 1-109)
2FB4 (L, 1-109)

21G2 (L, 1-109) 9.6 982 98.2
1MCP (H, 1-124) 59 64.9 581

Aspartyl proteinases 4APE (—, all) 2APR (—, all) 7.7 83.6 849
4APE (—, al) 1PSG (—, all) 5.8 70.6 63.8
Snake toxins INXB (—, all) 1CTX (—, all) 5.5 62.9 549
Viral coat proteins 2MEV (2, all) 4SBV (A, all) 4.0 410 51.3
2MEV (1, all) 2RS1 (3, all) 3.3 31.0 352

Immunoglobulin constant and variable domains 2IG2 (L, 1-109)
21G2 (L, 1-109)

8ADH (—, 191-320) 2HHB (B, all) 11 158 177
2HHB (B, all)

Dehydrogenase fold domain and globin
Globin and immunoglobulin variable domain

1MCP (L, 115-220) 3.8 39.6 415
4FAB (H, 118-216) 3.4 324 364

21G2 (L, 1-109) 0.068 0.0 0.0

*Values quoted are for the comparison of structure A with B.

"Refers to percentage of each structure that lies in regions of high reliability (i.e., stretches of three residues or more having P, >

6.0).

Alignment Quality

For a structure superposition and alignment to be
useful without recourse to visual inspection of su-
perpositions, it is necessary to have criteria for as-
sessing the overall alignment quality, and for locat-
ing regions of high reliability within the alignment.
These criteria were determined by aligning nine
families of structures (immunoglobulin constant
and variable domains, aspartyl proteinases, snake
toxins, viral coat proteins, cytochrome c¢ structures,
serine proteinases, dehydrogenase fold domains, and
globins) and analyzing the resulting superpositions
using interactive graphics.

Individual equivalence accuracy

Examination of the superimposed families of pro-
teins shows that regions within the alignments hav-
ing P;{ greater than 6.0 for stretches of three resi-
dues or more generally correspond to highly
conserved elements of secondary structure when E,
= E, = 3.8. Regions with values between 4.0 and
6.0 are normally structurally equivalent (>50% of
the time). Such regions often correspond to align-
ment of similar, yet not identical regions of second-
ary structure, such as the alignment of a B-turn
with one turn of an a-helix. Regions with values of
less than 4.0 do not usually correspond to structur-
ally conserved regions.

Overall quality

The scores from the dynamic programming (best
path) routine provide a measure of alignment qual-
ity for both the pairwise and multiple comparisons.
However, since these scores are a function of align-
ment length, it is necessary to normalize them so

that alignments of unrelated families of proteins
may be compared to one another. A more accurate
measure of alignment quality is achieved by modi-
fying the score, S, (a sum of P, values), from the
best path routine as follows:

o (S (Lo a) (Lo~ s
°T\L/) L Ly

where S, is the structural similarity score, L, is the
path length returned from the best path routine, L,
and L, are the lengths of the two alignments (or
single sequences) compared and i, and i, are the
total length of gaps introduced into each alignment
or sequence during the derivation of the new align-
ment. The first term removes the dependence on
length, whereas the second two terms prevent short
stretches of equivalences between unrelated pro-
teins from yielding high scores.

Criteria for assessment of overall alignment qual-
ity were determined by examining a dendrogram for
representatives of nine structural families. Compar-
ison of any structure, such as a globin or serine pro-
teinase (Table I), with itself yields a value of 9.8 (i.e.,
all P, values are equal to 1.0 for the best path). S,
values between 5.5 and 9.8 are obtained for the com-
parison of highly similar structures, such as immu-
noglobulin variable domains, or aspartyl protein-
ases, and generally imply that the alignments are
reliable over >50% of their length. S, values be-
tween 2.5 and 5.5 are obtained when less similar
structures are compared, such as immunoglobulin
constant and variable domains, snake toxins, or vi-
ral coat proteins. Values less than 2.5 indicate un-
related structures such as the comparison of a globin
to an immunoglobulin variable domain. However,
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TABLE II Structures Used for Derivation of Structural Alignments of Globin and Serine
Proteinase Families
Brookhaven R-factor
Proteins code (chain) Length Resolution (A) Reference
Globins
Human deoxy hemoglobin a-chain 2HHB(A) 141 1.7 0.16 42
Human deoxy hemoglobin B-chain 2HHB(B) 146 1.7 0.16 42
Sea lamprey hemoglobin V (cyano/met) 2LHB 149 2.0 0.14 43
Sperm whale deoxy myoglobin 4MBN 153 2.0 0.23 44
Chironomous thummi thummi erythrocruorin 1ECD 136 1.4 0.19 45
Lupinus luteus leghemoglobin 1LH1 153 2.0 — 46
Serine proteinases
Bovine a-chymotrypsin 4CHA(A) 239 1.68 0.23 47
Porcine elastase 3EST 240 1.65 0.17 48
Bovine trypsin (orthorhombic) 2PTN 223 1.55 0.19 49
Rat tonin 1TON 227 1.80 0.20 50
Rat mast cell proteinase 3RP2(A) 224 1.90 0.19 51
Porcine kallikrein 2PKA(A,B) 232 2.05 0.22 52
Streptomyces griseus trypsin 1SGT 223 1.70 0.16 53
S. griseus proteinase A 2SGA 181 1.50 0.13 54
S. griseus proteinase B 3SGB(E) 185 1.80 0.13 55
L. enzymogenes a-lytic proteinase 2ALP 198 1.70 0.13 56

values greater than 1.0 may indicate the alignment
of secondary structure elements, such as during the
comparison of a dehydrogenase fold domain to a
globin, where three helices are observed to be
aligned.

Program Details

The program for the initial superposition based on
sequence alignment is written in Fortran 77,
whereas the multiple structure alignment program
is written in C. Both programs were developed on a
Sun SPARCstation 1. Alignment of 6 globins takes
~ 4 minutes, whereas an alignment of 68 globins
can be accomplished in ~ 9 hours.

Running the STAMP (Structural Alignment of
Multiple Proteins) package on a family of protein
structures results in a set of hierarchically grouped
multiple sequence alignment files, one for each node
in the structural similarity tree. Each file contains
the transformations necessary to superimpose the
native coordinates, the parameters used to generate
the alignment, S_ value for the alignment, and Py
values for each aligned residue. Given a set of align-
ments for a family, it is therefore a simple matter to
ask questions specific either to the most highly con-
served (high P,) or variable (low P;) regions of the
protein family. The hierarchical organisation of the
structural alignments by S_ values also permits que-
ries to be related to the overall similarity of the pro-
teins.

The STAMP package is available from the au-
thors.

Demonstration of the Method

The six globins, and the ten serine proteinases
chosen by Sali and Blundell'® (see Table IV) were

selected to provide a direct comparison of the meth-
ods. Seven dehydrogenase fold domains were com-
pared to demonstrate the effectiveness of the method
on proteins with little sequence similarity. Tables II
and III give summaries of the structures used for
evaluation.

All protein structures were taken from the No-
vember 1990 release of the Brookhaven protein data
bank,?® except for glycogen phosphorylase b and 6-
phosphogluconate dehydrogenase, which were
kindly provided by Prof. L. N. Johnson and Dr. M. J.
Adams, respectively. Secondary structure defini-
tions were obtained from Kabsch and Sanders pro-
gram DSSP [29].

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Globins

The globins are a family of all-a proteins that nor-
mally consist of eight helices arranged around a cen-
tral heme group. The specific interactions of these
helices have been studied by Lesk and Chothia3°
and Bashford et al.,! leading to the identification of
102 common residue sites between all globins. These
studies provide a structurally based sequence align-
ment against which to compare the alignments ob-
tained by our method.

The pairwise structural comparisons of these pro-
teins give S, values greater than 5.5 indicating a
high degree of structural similarity between even
the most distantly related globins (see Table IV for
examples).

The final structurally derived alignment appears
in Figure 3 (boxed, upper case positions in structural
alignments correspond to those regions that the
method shows to be reliably aligned—having P, val-
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TABLE III. Structures Used for the Derivation of Structural Alignments of the Dehydrogenase Fold
Domain Family

Brookhaven R-factor

Proteins code (chain) Range Length Resolution (A) Reference
Dogfish lactate dehydrogenase 6LDH 20-163 142 2.0 0.202 57
Porcine lactate dehydrogenase 5LDH 20-163 142 2.7 0.196 58
Porcine malate dehydrogenase 4MDH(A) 14-160 160 2.5 0.167 59
Horse alcohol dehydrogenase 8ADH 191-320 130 2.4 0.190 60
Bacillus stearothermophilus

glyceraldehyde 3-phosphate dehydrogenase 1GD1(0) 0-149 151 1.8 0.177 61
Rabbit skeletal muscle

glycogen phosphorylase b 1GPB 562-711 150 1.9 0.191 36
Sheep 6-phosphogluconate dehydrogenase PGDH* 1-128 128 2.5 0.185 62

*Code assigned in the absence of a Brookhaven code for 6-phosphogluconate dehydrogenase.

TABLE IV. Examples of S, Values Obtained for Pairwise Comparisons Within Globin, Serine
Proteinase, and Dehydrogenase Fold Domain Structural Families*

Brookhaven codes (chain, range)

% reliability"

Comparison B S, A B
Globins 4MBN (—, all) 2HHB (B, all) 84 889 932
4MBN (—, all) 1ECD (—, all) 74 804 904
2HHB (A, all) 1LH1 (—, all) 58 610 56.2
Bacterial serine proteinases 3SGB (E, all) 2SGA (—, all) 84 849 86.7
Mammalian serine proteinases 2PTN (—, all) 1TON (—, all) 8.2 874 85.9
Mammalian and bacterial serine proteinases  3SGB (E, all) 1TON (—, all) 3.8 503 41.0

Dehydrogenase fold domains

5LDH (—, 20-168)
S5LDH (—, 20-168)
8ADH (—, 191-329)
6LDH (—, 20-163)
1GPB (—, 562-711)

6LDH (—, 20-163) 7.6 884 903
4MDH (A, 1-160) 6.0 605 556
4MDH (A, 1-160) 3.9 500 406
1GD1 (O, 0-149) 34 368 351
1GD1 (0, 0-149) 26 220 21.9

*Values quoted are for the comparison of structure A with B.

"Refers to percentage of each structure (A and B) that lies in regions of high reliability (i.e., stretches of three residues or more having

P; > 6.0).

ues of greater than 6.0 over a continuous stretch of
three residues or more). This alignment, considering
both distance and local conformation agrees very
closely wiglgo the alignments obtained by visual
inspection,  and with that obtained by the method
of Sali and Blundell.*® There are two differences
within the regions identified by our algorithm to be
reliably aligned (111 equivalences) and the align-
ment of Sali and Blundell. These lie in loop regions
at the ends of helices where it is difficult to assign
equivalences even by careful visual inspection. The
first difference occurs at the C-terminal end of the
C-helix (positions 54—56 in Fig. 3). In this region the
Sali and Blundell alignment place an insertion of
one residue in human hemoglobin a-chain (2HHBA;
at position 56). The second difference occurs at the
C-terminal end of the F helix (positions 111-114 in
Fig. 3). Here our method places an insertion of one
residue in Erythrocruorin (1ECD) and 1LH1 two
residues before COMPARER does the same.

In contrast, the rigid body superposition method
for Sutcliffe et al. fails to duplicate the alignment

obtained by Lesk and Chothia, due to the variations
helix packing angles between the most distantly re-
lated globins.!?

Serine Proteinases

The serine proteinases are a family of B sheet pro-
teins consisting of two similar B-barrel domains
each of six antiparallel strands. A number of mam-
malian and microbial structures have been deter-
mined by X-ray crystallography and although there
is <21% sequence identity between the mammalian
and microbial serine proteinases, it has been ob-
served thaatl 3tzhey adopt similar three dimensional
structures.

Several attempts have been made to obtain a se-
quence alignment of mammalian and microbial
serine proteases. James et al.?! used a partially au-
tomated procedure and found that 60% of the o-
carbon positions to be equivalent between these two
groups; Craik et al.>® also determined an alignment.
These alignments disagree with each other in sev-
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o 10 20 30 40 50 60 70
1ECD L SADQ I STVQAS FDKVkg IDPVGILYAVFKADP S IMAKFTQFAlg k dlesi[KGTAPFET
4MBN viL SEGEWQLVLHVWAKVjeadvagHGQDILIRLFKSHPETLEKFDRFKh 1kteaemK ASEDLKK
2HHBB v hL TPEEK SAVTALWGKYV| nvdeVGGEALGRLLVVYPWTQRFFESFG d1stpdav[MGNPKVK A
2LHB pivdtgsvaplL SAAEKTKIRSAWAPVystyetS GVDILVKFFTSTPAAQEFFPKFKlg 1ttadel[KKSADVRW
1LH1 g2L TESQAALVKSSWEEFpan i pHTHRFFILVLEIAPAAKDLFSFLK|g tsev PRNNPELQA
2HHBA viL SPADKTNVKAAWGKV|gah agefY GAEALERMFLSFP TTKTYFPHFD) 1 slHHGSAQVKG
Helix aaaaaaaaaaaaaaa bbbbbbbbbbbcccccccccccec ddeeeee e

ddddd
80 90 100 110 120 130 140
1ECD HANRIVGFFSKIIGE|] pn iea dVNTFVASHK] PRGVTHDQLNNFRAGFVSYMKlaht d fag aelAA
4MBN HGVTVLTALGA ILKK|k gh hea fLKPLAQSHARKHKIPIKYLEFISEAIIHVLHjsrhpgd fgadaq/GA
2HHBB HGKKVLGAFSDGLAH| dn lkg tFATLSELHCAKLHVDPENFRLLGNVLVCVLAfhhfgke f t ppvqlA A
2LHB HAERIINAVDDAVASIm dd tekmsm KLRNLSGKHAKS FQVDPEYFKVLAAVIADTV A| a gd G
A

1LH1 HAGKVFKLVYEAAIQIl evtgvy vtdatLKNLGSVHYV PKGVADAHFPVVKEAILKT IKlevvgakwseeln

2HHBA HGKKVADALTNAVAH|v

dd mpn alLSALSDLHAWKLRVDPVNFKLLSHCLLVTLAlhlpae f tpavhAS

Helix eeececceeeecceee

f

150 160

1IECD WGATLDTFFGMIFSKM
4MBN MNKALELFRKDIAAKYkelgyqg
2HHBB YQKVVAGVANALAHKY |h
2LHB FEKLMSMICILLRSAY

1LH1 WTIAYDELAIVIKKEM|ddaa

2HHBA LDKFLASVSTVLTSKY|r

Hehx hhhhhhhhhhhhhhhh

Fig. 3. Structurally derived sequence alignment of six globins
(E, = E, = 3.8, T = 4.5). Boxed, upper case regions indicate
regions of high reliability (i.e., P; > 6.0). “Helix” denotes the la-

eral regions, hence neither provides an ideal bench-
mark to test the results of our method. Sali and
Blundell applied their program COMPARER to this
set of proteins and obtained a systematically derived
alignment based on several features of protein struc-
ture. Though lacking in any definition of individual
equivalence accuracy, this alignment is free from
the subjectivity attached to manual alignments,
hence provides an ideal template against which to
compare the results obtained by our method.

The S, values for these comparisons (see Table IV
for examples) show a high degree of similarity be-
tween the mammalian proteinases and S. Griseus
trypsin, as well as between the other bacterial pro-
teinases (S, > 6.8). As expected, comparison of mem-
bers from each of these sets of proteins indicates a
much lower degree of similarity (S, < 3.9).

The final structurally based multiple sequence
alignment appears in Figure 4. There is very little
similarity between the this and the conventional se-
quence-derived alignment (unpublished results).
However, the alignment derived by our method
shows only one difference to the alignment of Sali
and Blundell*® within the regions found to be reli-
ably aligned: a shift of a four residue segment within

Tfffff{f{f {1{{f{ggEEEEEEEBREEEEEEE h h

EEBE

belling of globin helices after Bashford et al.," for these regions.
The last digit in the numbers above the alignment shows align-
ment position.

a turn of Streptomyces griseus trypsin (1SGT; posi-
tions 165-170 in Fig. 4). Our alignment shifts this
segment one residue towards the N-terminus rela-
tive to its position within the alignment of Sali and
Blundell. The differences between our alignment
and those obtained prior to Sali and Blundell are
more pronounced, but have been discussed pre-
viously.!?

Dehydrogenase Fold Domains

The Dehydrogenase, or Rossmann, fold consists of
six strands of parallel B-sheet (BA, BB, BC, BD, BE,
BF after Rossmann et al.?*) with four or five helices
(aB, aC, oD, oE, oF) running antiparallel to the
sheet. It consists of two roughly identical units re-
lated by an ~ twofold axis running parallel to the
strands between BA and BD. This fold has been ob-
served in many dinucleotide binding domains in-
cluding several dehydrogenases®® and, more re-
cently, in glycogen phosphorylase.®® Although they
exhibit almost identical folds, these structures have
little sequence similarity.

Several attempts have been made to obtain struc-
turally based alignments of these domains. Ross-
mann and coworkers®” 3538 report structural
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3EST vvggteaqrnswpsiQ 1SLQly r sgsswah r qnWVMTAAHCVHr e
4CHA cgv paigqpvisivngecavpgswpwQ VSLQ|d k t n enWVVTAAHCG v t
2PKA iiggreceknshpwQVAIY|h y n pkWVLTAAHCK| n d
2PTN ivggytcgantv pyQVSLN]|s n s qWVVSAAHCY| k 8
1TON ivggykceknsq pwQ VAVI |n ld ps[WV ITAAHCY| s n
3RP2 iiggvesiphsr pyMAHLD|i vtekgl s rqf VLTAAHCK| g r
1SGT vvggtraaqgef p {MVRLS a qdl VLTAAHCV| sgsgnn
2ALP ani vglGIEYS|inn trgatkGFVTAGHCG t v na
3SGB i sglGDAIY|s s rsgstyY FLTAGHCTHg a t
25GA i agGEAIT|t g svngvaH ALTAGHCTh:1 s a
KS bbbbb bbbbbbhhh
80 90 100 110 120 130 140
3EST Mvvgehning nngteq y v gVQK 1VVhpywntd dvaalGYDIALLRLAlgsv t1nsyvql
4CHA Wvagefdqgsssek 1q k1l kl AKVFKnskyns ! ta INNDI TLLKLS|taa sfsqtvsa
2PKA wvwigrhnlfe nentagq { { gVTADFPhpgf nt sadgkdy FHDLMLLRLQspa kitdavkv
2PTN rlgedninv vegnegq fisASKSIVhpsynsn t+1 |NNDIMLIKLK|saa slnsrvas
1TON M1lgronlfk depfaq rr IVRQSFRhpdyiplp vhdh [SNDLMLLHLS|epa ditggvky
3RP2 vilgahdvrk restqq ki kVEKQII hesynsv pn [LHDIMLLKLEkkv eltpavnv
1SGT htggvvdlgs g a av kv S TKVLQapgyng t IGKDWALIKLAlqpi ngq pt
2ALP ig gavviGTFAAR v f p IGNDRAWVSLT| saqtl lprv
3SGB an 8 arttvIGTTSGS(s { p INNDYGIVRYTinttipk dgtv
25GA iIGTRTGT|s f p INNDYG 1 IRHS|npa aa dgrv
KS bbbbbb bbbbbbbbbb
150 160 170 180 190 200 210
3EST gvlpragtl LANDS PCYITGW[gltrt n gqlaqt]lqQAYLPTVD| yaicssssywgst
4CHA vclpsasdDFAAT TCVTTGWg 1t y antpdrlqQASLPLLS| ntnck kywgtk
2PKA lelpt gS TCEASGW]|gs i epgpddfefpdeigCVQLTLLQ| ntfca dahpdk
2PTN islpt T QCLISGW|gntks sg t eypdv] kKICLKAPILS| dssck 8aypgq
1TON idlpt g5 TCLASGW|gstnp se mvvshdl gCVNIHLLS| nekc 1et
3RP2 vplpspsdl gA MCWAAGW|gktgy r dptsyt]l rfEVELRIMD| ekacyv dyr y
1SGT lkiat tt|A ¥ G TFTVAGW|ganre g gsqqryl I[KANVPFVS| daacr saygne
2ALP ang ssfvivrgs t gA AVCRSGR| t t g[YQCGTI TAkn v tanya
3SGB g gaditsa gMAVTRRGS| % g[THSGSVTA|ln a tvayg
2SGA yl y ngayqditta gQAVQRSGS| t % sLRSGSVTG|In a tvnygs
KS tttt bbbbbbbb bbbbbbbb
230 240 250 260 270 280 290
3EST v k nsMVCAjggd gviS GCQGDSGGPLHC| lvn gqyfA VAGVTSF VSirig cn vt rkp
4CHA i k daMICAgas gvS SCMGDSGGP L V(C| kkn gawmT LVGIVSWGS| ¢t €3 ts tp
2PKA v t e3MICAkyl pggdDT CMGDSGGPL ICin & MWQGITSWGHt p cg sa nkp
2PTN i t s nMFCAly!l eggdD SCQGDSGGPV V(s 5 KLQGIVSWGS| ¢ ca gk nkp
1TON ykdnvt dvMLCAlgem egxgdDT CAGDSGGPL 1C]d § VLQGITSGGAlt p ca kp ktp
3RP2 y ey k fQVCVijgap ttlfAAFMGDSGGPLLC| a I 8\4 AHGIVSYGHP d a k PP
1SGT 1 vanelE ICAgypdtggUD T CQGDSGGPMFR| kdnadewf QVGIVSWGY] g ca rp gYp
2ALP e gav r g LTQGH ACMGRGDSGGSWITpa g [QAQGVMSGGNp gsngnncgipasqrs
35GB ggdvy y g MIRTRh VCAEPGDSGGPLYS{ g t RAIGLTSGGS| g ncssg gt
25GA s giv y 8 MIQTh VICAQPGDSGGSLFAl g s TALGLTSGGS| g ncrtg gt
KS bbbb bbtttttttbbbb bbbbbbbbbb
300 310
3EST $WFTRVSAYISWI|nnviasn
4CHA gVYARVTALVNWV|qqt laan
2PKA &l YTKLIFYLDWI{ddtitenp
2PTN gVYTKVCNYVSWI|kqtiasn
1TON al YAKLIKFTSWI |k k vmkenp
JRP2 al FTRVSTYVPWI|navin . 5 . N
e l— Fig. 4. Structurally derived sequence alignment of 10 serine
proteinases (E, = E, = 3.8, T = 4.5). Boxed, upper case regions
2ALP fLFERLQPIL>QY]g lslvig indicate areas of high reliability (i.e, P, > 6.0). “KS” denotes the
1SGB dFFQPVTEALVAVg  vivy predomlnan2t9 Kabsch and Sander (.DSSF’“) §econdary str.uct‘t{rg
26A YQPVIEALS A¥ls  atul 335|gnment foE ?ach of these regions (“h d_enotes helix, “b
enotes sheet, “t" denotes turn). The last digit in the numbers
K> bbbbhhhhhhhh

above the alignment shows alignment position.



PROTEIN STRUCTURE ALIGNMENT 319

alignments of lactate dehydrogenase (6LDH), glyc-
eraldehyde-3- phosphate dehydrogenase (1GD1),
and alcohol dehydrogenase (8ADH). These align-
ments are inconsistent with each other, particularly
within the helical regions.

The initial superposition of the dehydrogenase
fold domains obtained from conventional sequence
alignments is inaccurate. However, this orientation
provides a good starting point for structural refine-
ment. Using a sequence alignment to derive a pre-
liminary superposition has the advantage of avoid-
ing the exhaustive search of the rotational space
proposed by Rossmann and Argos,'° or the need to
provide an initial fit by hand. In order to allow for
the possible poor initial superpostion, the distance
component of the probability equation was first
weighted down by assigning E; = 20.0, E, = 3.8,
and T = 1.0. The algorithm was then applied twice,
first with this condition, then with the parameters
set equal (E; = E;, = 3.8 and T = 4.5) to give a
similar refinement to that for the globins and serine
proteinases.

The S, values obtained for these domains (see Ta-
ble IV) range in value from 7.6 for the most similar
structures (6LDH and 5LDH) to 2.6 for the least
similar structures (1GPB and 8ADH).

Figure 5 shows the final structurally derived se-
quence alignment for the dehydrogenase fold do-
mains. The regions found to be reliable agree well
with those obtained for 6LDH, 8ADH and 1GD1 by
Rossmann and coworkers.?” 35 38 Some differences
are observed within the alignments of the second
and fourth helices (aC and «E; regions 71-78 and
181-187, respectively, in Fig. 5). However, previ-
ously published alignments are inconsistent within
these regions making an objective comparison diffi-
cult. The alignment of aC differs from that of Otto et
al.,® however, their alignment is derived on the ba-
sis of B-sheet superposition only®® and is suspect
within helical regions. The alignment of oE is iden-
tical to that reported by Rossmann et al.,?® but it
differs slightly from the alignment of Otto et al.
(8ADH is shifted two residues along in our align-
ment). Our method aligns all six B-strands in agree-
ment with both of these previous alignments.

The regions in the alignment found to be reliably
equivalenced (upper case in Fig. 5) correspond the
six stranded parallel B-sheet (BA to BF), and three of
the helices (aB, aC and oE). The absence of helices
aD and «F from the reliable regions is understand-
able as these helices are the least structurally
conserved.®” During the early stages of the proce-
dure, when fewer, more similar structures are being
aligned, both of these helices are found to be con-
served (aD between 5LDH, 6LDH and 4MDH, and
oF between 5LDH, 6LDH, 4MDH, and PGDH). Only
when more distantly related structures are being
compared do these helices no longer appear among
the reliable regions.

Analysis of the reliably aligned regions reveals
several interesting differences in the way the do-
mains accommodate a similar fold. A striking exam-
ple is the way in which oE (positions 181-187 in Fig.
5) packs against the sheet in malate dehydrogenase
(4MDH), glycogen phosphorylase b (1GPB), and
glyceraldehyde-3-phosphate dehydrogenase (1GD1).
In all three structures one central residue on oFE
(position 184 in Fig. 5) interacts principally with
residues on the sheet below; however, the actual res-
idue-residue interactions are very different. In
4MDH, a leucine (LEU 115) residue on this helix
interacts principally with two other hydrophobic
residues (LEU 85 on BD and VAL 123 on BE, posi-
tions 148 and 195 in Fig. 5) on the B-sheet. In 1GPB,
this position is occupied by a phenylalaine (PHE
681), which packs against several residues on the
B-sheet. Finally, in 1GD1, this residue is a histidine
(HIS 108) and forms a hydrogen bond with a glu-
tamic acid residue (GLU 94 on gD, position 148 in
Fig. 5) on the B-sheet (N, on HIS 108 is 2.8 A away
from O, on GLU 94). This helps to explain why
conventional sequence alignment fails to align these
domains, as several entirely different residues ap-
pear to accomplish the same interaction. A more de-
tailed investigation of these interactions is in
progress.

Bork and Grunwald®® constructed consensus se-
quence patterns of several dehydrogenase NAD
binding sites on the basis of 11 steric and physico-
chemical properties. They make use of these pat-
terns to distinguish between nucleotide binding
sites on the basis of sequence alone. They focus on
the first B-a-B moiety, which contains the ribose
binding loop sequence pattern GLY-X-GLY-X-X-
GLY/ALA, which has been used to “fingerprint” nu-
cleotide binding domains previously.*® The align-
ment obtained by our method agrees with Bork and
Grunwalds sequence-based alignment in this region
(positions 1-58 in Fig. 5). It is interesting to note
that the dehydrogenase fold domain of glycogen
phosphorylase, which does not bind nucleotides in
the same way as the other domains,*! bears little
structural or sequence similarity to the other do-
mains in this region. An illustration of this differ-
ence is shown in Figure 6.

CONCLUSIONS

In this study, an algorithm is described for the
generation of multiple protein sequence alignments
from a comparison of their three-dimensional struc-
tures. The general conclusions are as follows.

1. The algorithm is efficient (typically taking less
than 15 minutes of CPU time for groups of up to 10
structures) and automatic (no prior fitting is
required).

2. Multiple structure alignments generated by
the method agree with established alignments.
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S5LDH NKITVv gv E§QVGMACAISILgk 8 ltdeLALVDv 1 e DKL
6LDH NKITVv gv S§AVGMACAISILmk d ladeVALVDv m e DKL
4MDH RVLVt g2agQI AYSLLYS IGn
PGDH DIALi VMGQNLILNMNd
8ADH TCAV{ GVGLSVIMGCKa
1GD1 KVGIn RIGRNVFRAALK
1GPB FDVQkriheykrq LNCLHVITLY[nri kkepnkf
KS hhhhhhhhhhh
Label BA aB BB
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S5LDH kGEMMd 1q hgsl flq tpkiVAN kd ysvt an s K1V
6LDH kGEMMd 1q hgsl flh takiVSG kd ysvs ag s KLV
4MDH dGVLMe lg dc a l|pl 1kdvIAT dk e eialfkd 1 DVA
PGDH dDFLA|n e ak gt k v 1 AH = eem| vsk lkkpRRI
8ADH KAK|e v g a t CV| npqdykkp iqev]l temsnggyv Fs
1GD1 aHLLD|yds vhgrldaevsvngnn |l vvng k eifll V ae rdpenla w gei g Vv v
1GPB tJAIGD|v vn hd pvvgdrl rvll FLleny r vs laekvipa a Ls
KS hhhh bbb bbb
Label aC BC
150 160 170 180 190 200 210

SLDH VVTA|gvrqqegesr 1 nl kfiIPQIVKYs p ncIIIVvs npvdil tyvawkls
6LDH VITA[garqq e gesrlnl kfiIPNIVKHs p dcIILVvs npvdvl tyvawkls| g
4MDH ILVG|smprrdgme r kdl 1 k cqGAALDKY npantn cltasksa|lp s
PGDH ILLV(k dnfI EKLVPLI rd tmrrc|rdl kdk
8ADH FEVI |g dtMVTAL SCc| smnpml
1GD1 VEST|(g rftkred ak ned
1GPB EQIS|t a gteas g dganvemaee
KS bbbb hhhhhhh bbbb
Label BD aD aE BE aF

230 240 250
S5LDH g 1p rVIGSgci|nld
6LDH pm|
4MDH i Pk enFSCLt|rldhn
PGDH g il VGSlgvs
8ADH 1lsg rt KGAli f g
1GD1 i tivmgvnqdkydpka hh ISNjas c
1GPB ageen
KS bbbb
Label BF

Fig. 5. Structurally derived sequence alignment of seven de-
hydrogenase fold domains (E, = E, = 3.8, T = 4.5). Upper case
letters indicate areas of high reliability (i.e., P; > 6.0) across all of
the domains. The dendrogram derived from pairwise comparisons
results in addition of structures to the alignment one at a time.
Boxed regions indicate how the areas of high reliability change as
more structures are aligned (i.e., from having nearly all residues
reliably equivalenced in the alignment of 5LDH to 6LDH to having

3. (a) A structural similarity score (S,) is defined
in order that overall alignment equality and struc-
tural similarity may be compared across a wide
range of protein structural families. (b) A measure
of individual residue accuracy (P;) is defined in or-
der that residue equivalences may be normalized

only short stretches of secondary structure reliably equivalenced
in the final seven domain alignment). “KS” denotes the predom-
inant Kabsch and Sander (DSSP) secondary structure
assignment®® for each of the upper case regions (“h” denotes
helix, “b” denotes sheet). The “label” assigned to each region of
secondary structure follows the nomenclature of Rossmann et
al.** The last digit in the numbers above the alignment shows
alignment position.

with respect to both the number of structures in an
alignment and the length of the structures being
aligned.

4. Alignments having a structural similarity
score (S,) between 5.5 and 9.8 imply a high degree of
structural similarity and reliability. Values be-
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Fig. 6. Examples of structural superposition and equivalences
as determined by STAMP. Solid lines represent regions found to
be equivalent (i.e., P,/ > 6.0), whereas broken lines indicate non-
equivalent regions (i.e., P,/ < 6.0). Structures are labelled at the
C-terminal end. (a) Superposition of the first §-a-B moiety of 6LDH
and 8ADH (aligned independently), around the ribose binding loop

Gly

8ADH 6LPH  Gly

(6LDH: ASN 21 to ASP 52; 8ADH: SER 193 to ASP 223; positions
51056 in Fig. 5). Strict structural equivalence is observed over the
entire GLY-X-GLY-X-X-GLY pattern. (b) Superposition of 6LDH
and 1GPB in the same region (1GPB: LEU 562 to GLY 607). Here
the ribose binding loop is not conserved, and the total number of
equivalences has dropped from 30 to 21.
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tween 2.5 and 5.5 correspond to more distantly re-
lated structures, whereas values less than 2.5 gen-
erally indicate little overall structural similarity.

5. Stretches of three or more aligned positions

with P values greater than 6.0 correspond to gen-
uine topological equivalences, values between 4.0
and 6.0 are equivalent >50% of the time, whereas
values less than 4.0 are generally not equivalent.

6. Regions defined in 5. having P,; > 6.0 gener-

ally correspond to regions of conserved secondary
structure within a family of structures being com-
pared.
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