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FICHESNEHR L, AR 2 v o3 7 ICw 3 556
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A TESEELE 2 5, HlziE, xv o828
DHEZAL L et oL aY LG T 256 GHEE
& induced fit) . X v 37 ERIMHLER O HE
FIRET DB R EB DX S By — ALY T 3,
M3 FEEA 2R T4 v o 7 BT LCiEAHE
PETFHIZAT - 720l CTH 5, K2AICR L 7= BHE A
AL I3 X2B D B & © 13 B 722 MRS 2 R L
TWwhWwA, 20 X5 REE T, MadhhFillic
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LT, ZOEEHMM AR T 2 7 3/ BERILOIRTE
EhEHEIND, 7y b~y R EDERHY L
b FCENZ v N BEORIIBKE S Rir s b, 3
INCEERFEA L, BRIREABRRE I 351 2 HEHIFAFE Ik
DIFK & 7%, Fiz, LA VARIEFETIE, X v
7 '8 DEERE I A CIRAFEE D & W BRI 0 3 2 355
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RETH 5341,
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WD X5 R REPRMET 5 7 — 2 R — 27 EDMELE
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VI RITIZLHAHETH B,
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RO ELKE T2 ETbDESHLNZ D2
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TH 5[38], ZHhiF. Lipinski® 25, FEOHHE LT
EKRINTEACOVWTZ LT E T L0
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T KBEEZAEEL10E LT, KB EHEG I
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ERGCmA <, Fy ¥ v 73Ro RO 72
WIT, LBVSH & FiEZ LAY 2#ER 2
L fTbhTwd, =770 it [EALey
DRI E AV OFHIEAME | KSR
DNWTLEI DL TERIEYTH L, FHHEER
PRy F VIV -LDTA RV REFTHICFRLT
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WCTERL, F v ¥ v IR0 O BICBEAM LS

Y& o HEBRET 21T 2 DBRVES 5,

C3: {tEYD A F L LIREBFDERK

gy e ALEYDBRTICH - TA 4
VACIREERZAL L T 5, (LAPOEGEIZA 4 v
LRSI A Ff 728 25 2 & 2% <, pH7.0%2.0
BREDOAF LREEZFEEIETF Yy v 75HHE
CHWS 2 e v (b2 AR v 78
FETIRECICL. CPpHREE I ¥ 2 481 H
5), (LEMDAF AMCREEZRESIEEZY -1 L
L T. Schrodingertl: ®Epik[42] “°ChemAxontt ®
JChem® Protonation Plugin, *—7'v Y —2Xv =7
Dimorphite-DL[43] 7 &R FEET %, 7272 L. EH
D ##5% I Dimorphite-DL X U & Epik® /5 23 Eif5 £ 1<
AFALREEHECE S L 2L TH L,

72, LAY X > TR AEE R (tautomer)
BEIELZD, &2 0Ide BBy H T
K12DEAEY Ty P VIcE e dLNTWDE D DR
BB, DX RBEMEEKF XY 7 E L OMESE
Mtk D ZA L, {LEY DR EZLITHE S £
YRIE~DEROFEAE Y, LIFLIEKE i
BrE5225, LEMHoT, hbiionwThzh
TNORWEEREZERLT E2H4EHYD 5[44], Thic
2 \» T % ChemAxonfl: ®JChem Isomers Plugin <.
Schrodingerft ®LigPrep, A — 7 vV — XY 7 + 7 =
7 Gypsum-DL[45] 7% EBF{EL T 5,

PCl: &4v /B —{LEMF v *F > J5HE

Ry N7 EALEYZENE NIC OV THE D 5
b, WXWE v AN HE—ALEY Y vy F v EHR
(protein-ligand docking simulation) #1795, Fv¥v
ZEHEIZ. 2 v o7 B OEFIREEGTHALICN LT, H5
{LEYHE DRREDFTABINII T, &0 X5 afiakk
RELzh, 2THlT2FETHZ, FrlcHbND
ZEDLHWR Y XV Y =IOV TRICE DT,

Klicld, PHIKEEFMAR e TE LD TH
%, DUD-E& IZISBVSOR VY Fv—2 T —X &y }
ThY, =YV vF A7 727 %— (enrichment
factor; EF) (3:@&IKATIC R CERZ IS, ML E
VIO L ORRERM L 724, ZHCRITETH
5, BlzlX, bfixez@Ek L7zt v
AV 7727 Z—=EF 3L TD X ICEHHE I NS,

Pos .,/ All

EF .=
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RL: 2R IBE-LEVMF YRV ITRHEY—1L

N—F X V27 ) —=v 7DIEED 5 b, ROCHFRODAUCE =) vF X v+ 7 7 7 % — (enrichment factor: EF) 755 3C

ICREINTWE S DEPFETERRL 72,

Koy ZadEmy —n PEREETIT (DUD-E[54])
V=t BRT7LTY X4 7V—v 7 71 H NPy ROC-AUC EF,,
s e s 0.72[48] 9.7[48]
BET AT R A vV
AutoDock BT A=) R [46] 4.2 ol S0ss]
1.2.0 0.70[48] 9.7[48]
AutoDock Vina }i?g E@E’Fﬁﬂ%i@ﬂﬁ v [47, 48] 0.70[56] 7.7 [56]
112 0.68[55] 7.6[55]
80012 0.83[57]* 20.4[58]
o SP mode
Glide & o A TSR [49, 50]
80012
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Surflex (L AIER S Ry T 1 [51] 45 0.82[57]*
GOLD BWEHTATY XA [52]
rDock SR T A DY 2L v [53]

¥1022 =7 v Fho2x —y b CiHl

SEHEIR Vv Fe—r T =Xy PCEEIND I
ftEMoETH Y . HFIEKE T - 21RO
&Moo lRTH 5, Fvxv r/3HICk 2:8KkT
1310057 D1LATIC E CRBUCFHIN R A2 4K 2 < & 23
% iz, EF,, R Y O/NS BEICHEST S L H
%, R1OMWREFHTAG R % B 5 & Glide[49, 50],
Surflex[51]D X 5 =@M Y 7 b v = 7 O FHIEE 2
. FRCHRZ EF—T VY —RY T YT
T & % AutoDock[46]. AutoDock Vina[47, 48] iZ T
HIKSE 2% 2 HRICH B, thoT—%ty bd DWW
VAt D FERE & F > 72 G L B D 72 0 1T R ITIZR L
TwhWA, BHY 7 v =27 TH %, GOLD[52]
1ZGlide & A% D METH v [59], A—F vV —2
Y7+ 2T TH 5, rDockitGlidelc 4 % [53] 7 &,
RIEOMHEM A RZ T 5 s, 7272 L. rDocklt A —
TV =AY 7y T R CREEIEERR
<. Surflex® |2 ITFRIFEO FHIKE LFHich b Z &
b H 5[60],

F v % v 738131 CPU corefll IR i 1{b &4 &
72 D 10M F2E (Glide SPE — F DB A) 200 0.
1,000 /7 (L&) % FEA 9 2 i (AR 3L L &
FTLTLE ), GlideZr & —HOEHY 7 b7 =7
VLA ATRE 72 BB TRIC O W T T 4 & v X Lo
Kind s, XYEN - BHaMcbayr s
FAZ ) —=v 7T FEbEBIREINTEDY
[61, 62]. %34 b Spresso[63] & ) FHATRA 7 ) —=
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77 27O LIELIFITTOI T 5,
INHDFERBD T~ A F—Th 325, 20214
I 1ZAutoDock D Ff] 56 7T T & % KScrippshlf 5t At 23
AutoDock DGPU%%:[66] % 1TV>, 1 CPU corelt T
25015 @ =l (NVIDIA Titan VH|FFE) %2528 L
72. AutoDocklI T4 EtE a X PR KEL, Z AT
b2 ~40W) DEHREIRE 23 222> 0 . TSR D T
BHY 7 by =T o BREREERETH S, Lo L
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PEBHLEIE, TREFRICOVWT Ry 3 v 75
EISTVYHYIARy R o LIELIETDRS
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WFREA BT ICEA I N TVW S, MDY I 2L —v =
v %119 71 27 LIZAMBER[71]. GROMACS[72].
NAMD[73]. CHARMM][74], Desmond[75] 7 & %
H4TH5, 2B, MDY I 2L —3 = v TIIGPUSE
T 727 L —2ORMAIC X B EEEE RS T <
GEEER Eeofiliz[71]e[72] 2 SRS i w),
W 2l 72— A% A W GPUZ F W C b oy ic Bl 2 %2
FoN2 70, EiiOBRICIZCGPUDFF % i < HESE
35,

SBVSO S bR 5, MDY Ialb—v 3 vic
Ko Ty NI BEOMELCHERA, =v e
MR R R EEGICEEB L ABL X v s H L
b e oG %S 2 2 L8 TE, X0 EkE
AL BB RETH B [76], DB AAL F v
FUTHE LA RS VIR ERTEESKE
Wz, TN E{TH T Iin vitroEER I HE D FHH
HB% W & FHGELTEL,

SBVSD 7= OMDEIHE TIE, Fy ¥ v 7/5HHEIC X
5%(a| AEERIREICY I 2L —Ya v EEMT
o Bz iE., EREoY I 2L —3v a v 2 EKN
ﬁw\%®%ﬂ%é%ﬁﬁ8@<5mﬁﬁﬁ%¥
filid % /5 [77]%. MM-GBSA#: S MM-PBSA%[78,
79].MP-CAFEE#%:[80] 7 & % W -4 A L ¥ —
DEREE R HEE FEERREIN T B, BTl
RIAEGTANF —OERERME X, bRt kb
THIFEGWEXANIEMECH 5 & THIFERICK % ik

EBEC Lo, MODTFEELRIL I BELRD D,

SBVS & #HFE

Z ¥ T, SBVSO —#DFiNE R Lz, ERRIC
i%w&ww%ﬁmt i C A L CHEIR X
Wizt &Y Zin vitroE BB L 720 . C2ORT v
T BEANS AL S PIE R 2 O 72 BRI EE e & o
LBVSTHEZ B AT 2 2 & T, H 5 FERA ML
BV HEFLY T ATHHLSBVSO —H OGN EITH &
&%\ [81,82],

—Ji T, R o8 7RG IO S 2 B
FER. Py v i ko TE L Tl AR
IR 2 B ik 7 & SBVS & BRI 23
A LEFEOEKHEET S, ThbD)kid, #
ICRFE D & v o8 7 Eicxt 3 2 BEAUL &P o k1 7 %
WEDTIERL, BRABRX VX7 EORE, B2\
IERA I x v e LAY L offEiEE v 5
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BAHR =2 —F % v 7 —2 (3D-CNN) I X
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