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Docking-based Inverse Virtual Screening Approach
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Abstract: Docking-based inverse virtual screening (IVS) has attracted much attention in the drug
discovery field, due to its applications in target identification, drug repositioning, and side effects/
toxicity prediction. First, molecular docking methods and protein target database were introduced in
details. Then, currently available web servers were briefly reviewed. A number of applications in the
field of drug design were also presented. Finally, challenges of the methods were discussed.
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Table 1 Prevalent docking programs for protein-ligand complexes
T4 PR TR RS LI
ok it sk, <. e AL TR S T 200011 A A BT R T LS
SRR BR AL B Y S BCAR 70 7T LA 58 4 e x4
AutoDock htp: //vina. seripps. cdu/ R %%‘?ﬁ%‘[ﬁ% ] F AutoDock, %szﬁﬁ&*” FE )
Vina"*’ RHARKIIE R, HRETEZ L [T TiE 5
DOCK'™ http; // dock. compbio. ucsf. edu/ gi)ﬁz;gi:mhor-md-grow) WRHI; 3 AMBER 71516
B LA, B Schrodinger 23 B #244L; SR RV W R B, &
Glide 2" https ; / www. schrodinger. com/ glide VT R T BESE A 5 FHAS [RDRS B2 19T 40 eR B, v sk
AU e i) 7
GoLp PP/ codescam. . WSOl g e seston KR, A6 HIBHRN TR
csd-iscovery/ components /gold/
MDock! 22! http: // zoulab. dalton. missouri. edu/ Eidfsi 2~ R Z AR AR /N T4 G20k 25 18 2R 1 Tl ol

resources_mdock. html

NI RN HT 0 BR BN TR Y TR e 3
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s, BV RIR R 1 - TR S A TEE &
Y G s e K. BRI T —
AL E PR ER Y - F G 48 R AT 43 pR B (RE &= 1EAL ).
PG AR R IRAG 8 o T ALY R Bk % T - T
GGG 2 AT &R 77 A 4 Fh T RE ) 45
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REmPPAY , TR E KA B0 N A 4 A X, B R
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H S R L B R o S R R Az AR A T
Herphk. 1EE RPN EFT 43 R VS #F5T
H .
1.3 #IoEH

A R RR I T 04T 5 sRE =225 LA 3
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AT 20 SMERFEIE, 8RBT A BUR 28 2
IACF 18, AR Z R R BIAE. 7 TVS H, QiR xS
A2 B9 o (A T 00 W A 1A, D322 2 1 o 52 A
VN TR TR R & B R AR SO Y 25
I3 TR 20 Z0E AP B ZEA0 T 53 o
24~

B T AR BT A2 AR BN, O —F AT LAY
M RS EE (1 A J7 kR I 2 RO R A T 3 R
XS I R B EE B B R i AT HE R SR A Pk
HAEAS RN T 0 bR R HE P v HES AR LB i Y 2
FUBZ AR T HE— 2L A S, s Li 50
AR T 2 MR R RIS T2 R, —Fh 2
ST 25/ ICM AT 73 eR 8, 55 — Mo 58 T AR B
PMF F] 53 pR%K, 456 13X 2 FhAS[R] 28 Y 19 4T 53 PR AL
( consensus scoring ) , M A R 3 = T IVS B9 AL
BRUEZ A, B0 BRI BTN G, WF9E N 5L R T
TN TR A A DL R TVS B R ) an e
Yang 557" A4 #1075 25 %) AN B ( serious
adverse drug reactions) ) IVS 2% Al 55 %5 H 5| A 1Y
2DIZ(2-directional Z-transformation) 8. JE&I4HK )
o= IR e 2 S TR S € 51 D G A

2 BREERYERE

IVS WPER TAE N R 515K 7 7 X R A1,
75— BB P 0 R B AR R SRR . IR
VP C RS 8 B HE B2 AR, O LR RERS 45 5
N TFECRBIE R BEE X B (Xeray) A3
P& (nuclear magnetic resonance , NMR ) DAV Uk HEL A
( Cryo-EM ) 4552 9 H A 114 P 2 Jie | blofe Bl 22 114 4
FUBTEE BT k. B E AT (2019 4£5 H 11 H)
Jak, 8 A B4 M B ) (protein data bank,
PDB) B A7 AT 140 774 AR A BRSSO TVS

AR SR BRI PR A T R . B
Hif 24 A TT I PDB {842 TR 4 88k e, 7l B
BT HT 07 XHER TVS.

e A W F BCHE B T, Kellenberger 457
Desaphy sl Ak e sc-PDB (screening-PDB, http . //
bioinfo-pharma. u-strasbg. fr/scPDB/ ) (4 )% , . PDB
B TN 456 TR TRYE A B MER,
BCAA T TGN T IR (DT 9 Bk DK
TR (/NT 4 S B8EE ) . 7EdRil T AY 2017 4R flUA
Hh AL 7 716 034 /4~PDB £, o &4 4 782 Fhik
FIUBUZ AR 26 326 DNECAR > 7. ZEUR I S 2 %
ECR R, &R B2 B2 B W R 25 Bt
AR o2, Bl B PR P i E A R R B2 JF
Hok B &R A, (513 VS /)5 1Pk ik 2215
Wi e, i RIEAFERIRFFE H 8, 0F58 A A ik
— R T ENIORG 4 A SR S AR g
J7 ¥ 5 80 ¥% B ( therapeutic target database,
TTD) ™ WEAE 2540 25 B 5 ( potential drug-target
database, PDTD) ™" 2541 A K52 N 504 R (drug
adverse reaction database, DART) " /N -t 5%
K F % i & ( small molecule transcription factor
database, SM-TF) "8 DA K 56 14 i - Fo AR &2 S W1 454
SR 7 5258 KU HE ) (a comprehensive collection of
binding affinities for the protein-ligand complexes in
the protein data bank, PDBbind ) B3940 TR AT
X I J LA P A T ] A 4.

AT SRR 5 TTD (https : // db. idrblab. org/
ttd/ ) NBRA 9 SCHR I8 B M T TEIR Y T RE AL, AL
5 25 B AR R . 3T TR I RUAS (2017
E9 H), BIEE A 3101 AN, P E 2R
LR 445 A IEFEREATIR RIS Y 1121 A, Hofth iE
TEWFFE R B LA 1535 4. 5 B4R IR A 2 P AR
2O ML RN = A S F I R A AT HE R T TR
PEAT TVS WF5E T BB o e T ik — P A A 2.

LRI RO BRI TTD 2L, W8 245 ) 8 5 8
P& 1% PDTD ( htip ; // www. dddc. ac. en/pdid/ ) L2 £
XHRYT R B AN [R)  2 , PDTD R A& A 2
PR AZ AR, I HJE B0 = 425 M 0 8 1 R 2 k. B
AL A — YT 2 2008 4F Z R B 1207 A 5%
H, B 841 MO MBI ER 25 L . x4k
A e — 2D ARG R Y U R AR M A e A
HAT T o3

WA B IR N B0 5 DART (http - // bidd. nus.
edu. sg/ group/drt) NWIJEEN XA 259 A B R 1 8
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JRZ AR, BRI T 147 D EREH E R H A2y
YA R B EE B2 4, 55 AME A 89 MMIBTERY
. R PR — TR AE 2003 4F.

NG F - B S T B8R R SM - TF (hup: //
zoulab. dalton. missouri. edu/SM —TF/) j & M PDB
TS T AT BERS 255 /N T BB s R T a5 e
R T HIIRER W 5 RSB B G, RIRZ 2
P sE s A L. Bl BB RO & A 934 Ao
F B T 176 PRI SR N 7.

R0 - B AR S B W45 6 o5 R ) S 30 8080 e
PDBbind (www. pdbbind. org. cn) Y4 T PDB %4
JE v AT B AT 2 50 I AT ) 45 5 SR A Bl A
- S e, M T ENERR-RIREE
Wy B R RR TR LSS5 2R AU A SE R B (K,
K,, 8% 1Cy, ) #b, i PR Hb v i J5 19 8 1 B = e 454
(PDB S ) FSx 7 (4 B AR 45 74 ( MOL2 STl SDF
). BT R P RRAS A 16 151 A HE BT - T
EEY, BINEUE 2416 DMEFAF-EHAFRE S
Py 896 M- IR G W LI 125 TR - T
w25

RAEHTIE B BRI 58N LAl L PDB 8¢
sc-PDB B4l et , 1 Sl A 1 B8 T X S
P PR 0T Lz I [R] A5 (homology modeling ) 77
BT 5.

3 MRS ER

HITAE LSS S E BRSO T 1
XHER IVS HOR , — 2L O 2453207k 2 3h ik,
e A A5 T P 0 1 4 ik 55 .l A
il P2 IRk 55 A AR B OB ER BRI
Aot A A S HIAE 1T VS, B a4 i B AR 4y F
TRALE RS2 AR 5T, LABEIF 98 B8 ik — 45 206 3K
WA B M 2% R 55 28 £ F5 TarFisDock . SerPreSA |
DRAR -CPILL & idTarget.

TarFisDock ( http : // www. ddde. ac. en/tarfisdock ) [27]
i FH B8 R 51 4 DOCK4. 0, 8 1 T80 e S T 1
2R B PDTD i 125 AT LA £% 541> PDTD
PR SR H B TR REA T 1VS WFSE.

SerPreSA (http: // cpi. bio-x. en/sepresa/) ' i
FII8 R 5182 DOCKA. 0, FT & R AR e 91
Fiv 5 ™ Y AN RO (severe adverse drug
reactions, SADRs) AH ¢ B & 15T, A Iz IRk 55 2% &
BT M B > TR R E 25 N RSN

DRAR - CPI ( http: // cpi. bio-x. en/drar/) "' i

FHE & 51 % /2 DOCK6. 0, & H R EE b & A
353 A2 AR 5T, AT T 0 45 BE ARy 1
(AT BE YR A AR T, RO RCAAR S I AR I 2
WriEa# wRE .

idTalrge‘[H2J (http; // idtarget. rcas. sinica. edu. tw)
fili F§ MEDock ! VE A8 2 518 45 11 T 4idis e 18 )
sc—PDB, A I TR RIS T e 8 1 B2 (R A7 T
ZHEER.

BT bR W 25 IR 55 2% A, R AE 2 BT A, Bullock
SFHHEH Y DockoMatic2. 0 & H A —— AN A 7EAS
HHLEF BT T o0 X042 IVS IR . xR
{#iF AutoDock 3% AutoDock Vina /E RIER 5|4,
IRIZ TR LA b 28 i 55 25 O (8, (BB o
VR HIE M B O SR e, TS T AN [
BT H Y.

4 EALH

BT o0 RHER IVS BORTE 25 Y ot & Gl 2
ATz B a0 X 245 B0 R E | 8 2R
25 RIAE /B BT 5T 45, T THDRE 51 2 — 283X
S5 TR 614 07 ) S 9, B 22 8 o7 ) S0 T 25 B il
IEAS @ C /N

KR PITEZ5 W A e s H A 10E 2 G 2
VERT, X 56T KRR 7 Wy 1 1% G 25 W A P w5 ) 8
AT e b4 FF HAE T HLEE, 16 R 6% S AR 25 9 15t
PO E AR BRI, TVS Y ) IZ R
H T #4 %€ 1% 4t 1 2 (traditional Chinese medicine,
TCM) M 2 [ 50 58 20 BF 58 24 v @i 4l Zhao
A58 HOINVDOCK 2 JF 0 28 1 5 3 8 1
(Astragalus membranaceus Bunge ) HGYT U ML 0
A SO B B B (astragaloside-1V ) 8 25 [ o 408
S5 BT BOE PR A DrugBank ™ il 1Y 188 45
OB ARG R I . AR i F SE 8 5 R AE 43
TRV FRUE T 39 AT 8 B Y 3 A AR
BT, Ik — 20 i ik 245 ) — $ 50 288 1) 5 v X
BELE AL M BGIE. Chen 551 12 F 0 2% IR 55 %%
idTarget ', JF-45 A 3 T Bt 1A 14 J2 1) 2 400 07 35 190 4%
fIR 45 #% PharmMapper ™'’ | Wil £ 45 h 2541 53 1 5 %
MRS FE 5 i 45 R .78 GTPase HRas =15 %

TEZ 258 )7, Li %257 41 % DrugBank2. 5 %%
a0 P25 S T KR 1 TS R T R
(3 FRHESC . HAAR VR # o 7 X2 R T
ICM s 4 621 4B TSR TE SE 50 B B 254 4%
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T RS 252 S AN KREH B A B T
MM T, 450 T 2 MORFRZEBIAY T 3
BRSO AR BT HE R AR © 0 9 AR 1 B SRR
fi, TN B B 2R 3k B 48. 8% , X B WK B 5 A
51. 2% Ay TR0 48 5 W] R A7 AR B R RS A B
. SR AE R A SR R TR SR T TR
S8 M B BE M I 1Y JE i B JE (Nilotinib ) J2&
MAPK14 9 58 2 #0 #l 7] (1C5, = 40 nmol/L).
MAPK14 J&iR 77 S 0E iYL 1, JE 168 Je WA nl fg
S URIRTT A AL DG R A 2459

BT BT 2 2R Z A0 IVS TEZ5 W EIE L/
BRI 5 AR AT HEH T IZ AR, #1410 Chen
SEPSIAT INVDOCK R EEXS 8 Flediy W25 4 1 i)
VEFIAIBEPEAE I, 3X 8 254 43 43 3ol Ay B ) DL bR
(aspirin ) , K K % & ( gentamicin ), i & 7F
(ibuprofen ) | i A8 F ( indinavir ) | Fr B E
(neomycin) \FHBi % G(penicillin G) 4H—fib 5 &
(4H —tamoxifen ) F14E4= Z C(vitamin C). Z5R IR
83 %o 1Y S 26 L 114 245 10 A FH RN 23V FH R 4 73
M. B %07 FREROR T2 11 Rt ke 25 4)
(anti-HIV drugs) (R RIE AN S M S op Y 9F
KBTI TII AR  (86% ). Ma %51 iz
IVS JriEFoE T = R F U ( melamine ) 4 75 P4 HL .
=R G A b [ ) 2R LR vh e A I, T R
Bk BB A ) LA PRI s B 4 e AR, R &
REG T 4 ] RERY 2Ok #E A5 1 T (glutathione
peroxidase 1  betahexosaminidase subunit beta 1-lactate
dehydrogenase Fll lysozyme C) ,{HiX BLHE 38 75 F —
A Y SR I LA S AIE.

5 BH¥SHE

20t 10 ZAEMR R BT 00T X H 1VS Jr ik
E&f TARRMEL %77 L e wow T 259wk k&
U, FEAR 25T R AR A BT O ARy
VEAT SR THT i AS 20 PR HE R BE TR KR I 237X 4607
VEFNER BRI 12 2 A5 T 0 0 AT e

TES> T XTI L, BATET 2T 0 e K0k
TRASKEH , AN BE™ 46 1 T+ 55 48 1 B - IR A 45 5
HIAE, FTLLEAR 2 AR HORLIg s xF 45 5 H h REUEAT A6
B AT LA o 1 0 B AR PR 7R BT Y D3R
(drug design data resource, https: // drugdesigndata.
org/ ) SEFEHMFRILE ). D3R BAEERE 1 ~2
AN BT - BRI 12 At BT 30 MITSEZE S
TR 2 b R S - /N T A S I A A R ON

A HmRE. AN BIEEE, A RS
HRERTIIN R A R K A ZEE. 34, BRTHY IVS
ST TP AR 5 A2 AR B 1 BT ) Rk IR R 34T 1 53
TN Y A Ak B AR 1 5 S M [R) A A AR K Y [
M S R B AL B L B TR OR W R
Zet, BB R I i i EL T 25 SR AN
—ESAUEE. I, B RT3 T 7 XEE 1VS
Ty AR TEASRE FH A E 0, 2480 4% G 1) 1 UL 07
BTV, HUREHE AT R Y 2R 1 TR N — A K A i dls
JE A /N B — AN TR, SR 5 38 A S50 A O vk
ILARR 70

KT 25 A B PR B R [ 2 B 7
ANGEFENE. BAR BT O T 25 H 1 B T 4L
HAE S w0, BRIy, B R BN A 4
(AR /I —3R 0. I A B BsF [ P 4 RS BT 1Y) S 56
FORBY B, 2 5T 45 0 50 e s ok B e . )
A 30T L TRI AR A 1) 2 %o 5 JE A T 7.

BARH LT FXHER VS ke s Lik
[P/, (EAR 5 B A XTIk g B e 5L
A A B T DA K B 22 2R T 45 4 1 T, G 2
) R 2 % A5 B A e, BRI, TVS Dy vk ks A
KA 2 J RN FH 55
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