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Abstract: PIM-1 kinase is a serine-threonine phosphorylating enzyme with implications in multiple
types of malignancies, including prostate, breast, and blood cancers. Developing better search
methodologies for PIM-1 kinase inhibitors may be a good strategy to speed up the discovery of an
oncological drug approved for targeting this specific kinase. Computer-aided screening methods are
promising approaches for the discovery of novel therapeutics, although certain limitations should
be addressed. A frequent omission that is encountered in molecular docking is the lack of proper
implementation of scoring functions and algorithms on the post-docking results, which usually
alters the outcome of the virtual screening. The current study suggests a method for post-processing
docking results, expressed either as binding affinity or score, that considers different binding modes
of known inhibitors to the studied targets while making use of in vitro data, where available. The
docking protocol successfully discriminated between known PIM-1 kinase inhibitors and decoy
molecules, although binding energies alone were not sufficient to ensure a successful prediction.
Logistic regression models were trained to predict the probability of PIM-1 kinase inhibitory activity
based on binding energies and the presence of interactions with identified key amino acid residues.
The selected model showed 80.9% true positive and 81.4% true negative rates. The discussed
approach can be further applied in large-scale molecular docking campaigns to increase hit discovery
success rates.

Keywords: PIM-1 kinase; PIM-1 inhibitors; protein kinase inhibitors; virtual screening; predictive
score; amino acid interactions; logistic regression; data clustering

1. Introduction

Oncological targets are nowadays one of the most studied topics in health sciences,
in hope of better identifying and responding to most types of cancerous diseases existing
worldwide [1]. One of the most studied classes of oncological targets is represented by
protein kinases, as these enzymes regulate crucial processes in the tumoral cell cycle, prolif-
eration, and drug-resistance mechanisms [2]. Such an interesting intracellular signaling
enzyme emerging as a suitable drug target in recent years is PIM-1, a serine-threonine
kinase encoded by the oncogene with the same name. Originally discovered as a proviral
integration site for the Moloney murine leukemia virus, hence its name, PIM kinase has
multiple implications in tumoral formation and growth, regulating processes such as cell
survival and proliferation, cell cycle, and chemoresistance [3]. Its implications in several
types of cancers, such as prostate cancer, breast cancer, and colorectal cancer, as well as acute
myeloid leukemia and other hematologic malignancies, make it a promising oncologic drug
target if its activity could be inhibited by small-molecule drugs [4]. Unfortunately, currently
there are as yet no approved PIM-1 inhibitors as a therapy for these malignancies, even
though various compounds have been commercialized as in vitro inhibitors for research
use, many being implicated in preclinical studies [5].
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The traditional path of drug discovery for such a target involves starting with com-
putational studies, often leading to large virtual screening experiments on hundreds or
thousands of compounds, many of which will most probably not succeed as approved
drugs [6]. However, many biologists, chemists, or biochemists tend to not rely on the pre-
dictive power of virtual screening studies, keeping in mind that in silico studies only point
the direction for subsequent, more expensive in vitro and in cellulo experiments. Although
docking studies are an empirically validated method for the prediction of pharmacological
activity, frequently being able to show a molecule’s potential to exhibit inhibitory activity
over a certain drug target, they cannot explain with sufficient consistency the “real” in-
hibitory activity displayed later in enzymatic assays or cell culture experiments [7]. Usually,
the proportionality between the predicted score or binding energy and in vitro IC50 or
EC50 is not very strong. This aspect is, most of the time, related to the complex cellular
mechanisms such as cell signaling and drug metabolism, which may in turn even affect
the drug candidate’s bioavailability at the site of action, so they should be identified and
taken into account when corroborating computational studies’ results with those of in vitro
experiments [8].

However, one other impactful source of error may come from the docking study
algorithm, as these types of experiments usually follow a general docking method used for
most drug targets, which is then applied as such for screening different kinds of molecules
against one specific target. Depending on the complexity of the docking method and
software used, simulation results, frequently expressed as binding energy, binding affinity,
or docking score can be more or less correlated with in vitro results such as IC50 or EC50,
although molecular docking usually identifies several key interactions between a drug
candidate and the targeted protein.

Our approach to virtual screening studies follows the principle that proteins with
different structures require different methods of transformation and interpretation of the
docking results, based on certain features, such as specific amino acids or protein regions.

Following the same principle, several cheminformatics descriptors, known as inter-
action fingerprints, were introduced as early as 2004, when Deng et al. described the use
of structural interaction fingerprints (SIFt) for clustering and characterization of kinase
inhibitor complexes [9]. Since then, various methods have been developed and effectively
utilized to convert interactions observed in 3D structural data into binary fingerprints for a
wide range of applications [10]. These interaction fingerprints are usually binary vectors,
or strings, coding in various ways interactions between the ligand and the amino acid
residues of the targeted protein, estimated from the docking study [11].

The current study focuses on exploring different interactions and binding modes ob-
served through molecular docking studies between a set of known, in vitro-tested inhibitors
and the target enzyme, PIM-1 kinase.

For this purpose, we considered analyzing binding modalities of different known PIM-
1 kinase inhibitors, comparing them to a decoy set of compounds not specifically targeting
the protein kinase, by looking at each interaction between our sets of molecules and all of
the residues involved in every docking simulation for those compounds. Our hypothesis
suggested that some of the analyzed compounds would better fit into a predictive pattern
than others, based on their chemical structure. As such, adjusting the docking result,
expressed as binding energy, by a certain correction factor would yield a better prediction
when estimating potential inhibitory activity than the actual binding energy displayed by
the docking software.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Creating the Compounds Dataset

The selection of compounds to be studied started from a dataset downloaded from
the ChEMBL database [12,13], consisting of 3067 IC50 activities testing inhibition of the
human PIM-1 kinase target. Downloaded data were managed with Microsoft Excel 2019
and OSIRIS DataWarrior 5.5.0 software [14]. Data preparation consisted of filtering for
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duplicates, inexact IC50 values, and selection of IC50 results expressed only in µM units (or
conversion where possible), excluding inorganic combinations and compounds containing
metal atoms. The cleaned dataset resulted in 2551 compounds, representing the final
inhibitor test set. The chemical structures and data regarding tested inhibitors are available
in Supplementary Materials, Table S1.

Another set of randomly selected compounds, termed the “decoy” set, was generated
for comparison of binding interactions. The ChEMBL database was downloaded as a 6-part
.sdf file, then each subset was filtered for certain chemical descriptor values matching the
inhibitor set for physicochemical similarity (filter properties used are detailed in Table 1).
Starting from approximately 2.4 million compounds, a set of approximately 16,000 com-
pounds was selected. After cleaning the set for compounds with no metal atoms, an equal
number of compounds was randomly selected from each subset using the Diverse Cluster
function of Data Warrior software (Version 5.5.0), in order to obtain structural diversity in
the decoy set. The final decoy set had a 1:1 ratio to the PIM-1 kinase inhibitors set.

Table 1. Chemical descriptors used as filter values for decoy set selection (representing range values
of the inhibitor set).

Chemical Descriptor Minimum Value Maximum Value

Molecular Weight (MW) 162.14 700.11
Total Surface Area (TSA) 178.380 354.020

logP −1.7191 7.1457
No. of Hydrogen Bond Acceptors (HBA) 2 13

No. of Hydrogen Bond Donors (HBD) 0 8

2.2. Molecular Docking

Molecular docking simulations were performed to predict the binding affinities and
molecular interactions for both PIM-1 kinase inhibitor and decoy sets. Crystal structure of
human PIM-1 kinase in complex with a [1,2,4]triazolo [4,3-b]pyridazine-based inhibitor
was retrieved from the RCSB PDB database (PDB ID: 3 bgq, 2.00 Å resolution [15]). The
target structure was prepared for docking with YASARA Structure [16] by adding missing
hydrogens according to the physiological pH (7.4), optimizing the hydrogen bond net-
work, correcting structural errors, and energy minimization of the protein–ligand complex
using the NOVA2 forcefield. Moreover, all water molecules were removed, except for
one structural water that forms a hydrogen bond network between the ligand and Glu89
within the αC-helix. The co-crystallized ligand was removed and re-docked in the bind-
ing pocket for validating the docking protocol. The predicted pose of the experimental
ligand was superposed on the original conformation to calculate the root mean square
deviation (RMSD).

Ligand virtual libraries containing structures of PIM-1 inhibitors and decoys were
prepared with DataWarrior by generating the 3D structures, energy minimization using the
MMFF94s+ forcefield, and protonation according to the physiological pH. AutoDock Vina
v.1.1.2 [17] and AutoDock4 (Lamarckian Genetic Algorithm) [18] algorithms were used
within YASARA for the docking experiments, with a search space of 25 × 25 × 25 Å that
was centered around the co-crystallized ligand within the active site. A total of 20 docking
runs were executed for each ligand. The two experiments were performed in order to
establish which algorithm is more suitable for predicting the affinity and binding pose of
PIM-1 inhibitors.

The docking results were retrieved as binding energies (∆G, kcal/mol) and interacting
residues for the best binding pose of each ligand. The docking poses and predicted
molecular interactions between the target protein and ligands were analyzed using BIOVIA
Discovery Studio Visualizer (BIOVIA, Discovery Studio Visualizer, Version 17.2.0, Dassault
Systèmes, 2016, San Diego, CA, USA).
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2.3. Ligand Interactions Analysis

Docking results for both inhibitor and decoy sets were exported and interpreted in
Microsoft Excel and SPSS Statistics 26.0 software [19]. Bulk results, expressed in .txt format,
consisted of binding energy (in kcal/mol) and the name of every interacting amino acid
residue for each ligand. For further analysis, interactions of each docked ligand with every
participating amino acid residue were coded as a binary result for each of the interacting
residues of the protein, with 1 marking the presence, and 0 representing an absence of
interaction with that residue, respectively.

2.4. Logistic Regression

The binary logistic regression method was used in SPSS to optimize the results gener-
ated after molecular docking. A set of new variables was introduced as an indicator of a
strong or weak inhibitor of PIM-1 kinase. The threshold for separating the two classes was
represented by the negative log of the IC50 value expressed in molar units (pIC50), based
on the following formula:

Class N = 0 if pIC50 < N,

Class N = 1 if pIC50 ≥ N,

where N ∈ (4, 7).
The binary logistic regression was performed using as a dependent variable each

class N variable. The model was constructed by selecting the covariates using the forward
Wald method.

2.5. Data Clustering by Residue Interaction

In order to obtain more information about the different binding modalities of the
ligands with the target protein, we performed a classification analysis based on a two-
step clustering method, suitable for datasets such as the current one with a large number
of binary data. The clustering analysis was perfomed in order to identify groups of
compounds that bind similarly to the protein based on their interactions with amino
acid residues. This approach helps uncover similarities and differences in the binding
profiles of certain ligands and can aid in understanding structure–activity relationships
and identifying compounds with similar interaction patterns.

Using SPSS 26.0.0.0 software, we conducted a two-step clustering analysis of the
interaction results on the dataset of 5080 cases (inhibitor and decoy molecules) with the
50 binary asymmetrical ordinal variables (presence vs. absence of interaction with every
amino acid residue). After randomly arranging the cases in the data table for minimization
of order effects, clustering classification analysis was performed using Schwartz’s Bayesian
information criterion (BIC) and log-likelihood method for measuring the distance between
cases. The 50 variables representing interacting residues were set as categorical variables
and the maximum number of clusters possible was determined automatically and set to 15.

In other words, for this analysis, every case (compound) was treated like a binary
vector coding interactions with every participating amino acid residue of the protein. First,
distances between each case were calculated based on similarity and dissimilarity between
vectors, pairwise. Here, the log-likelihood method was used to measure the dissimilarity
between cases, as it is known to be suitable for categorical binary variables such as the
presence or absence of interactions with a residue. Afterward, the hierarchical clustering
algorithm selected for this analysis started from individual clusters and iteratively merged
two of the closest clusters. At each step, it identified the two closest clusters based on
the log-likelihood distances. The choice for merging the linkage criteria was calculated
using Ward’s method, which minimizes the increase in variance when merging cases. Then,
the dissimilarity matrix was recalculated for the newly-formed cluster and the remaining
clusters based on the same log-likelihood distances. These steps were repeated until all cases
were merged into the number of clusters calculated. In this case, the Bayesian information
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criterion, a statistical criterion for clustering analysis that balances the goodness of fit of
the clustering model with its complexity, established the optimum number of clusters at 2.
More information about the difference between clustering analysis methods can be found
in dedicated statistical works [10].

2.6. Control Docking Study

As a final analysis, we performed a second screening study on the two groups of
2546 inhibitors and 2534 decoys in order to check the accuracy of the docking algorithm
used. Therefore, using Yasara v.22.5.22 software, we performed the docking study again,
with exactly the same settings as before, except for the docking algorithm used, which
was this time selected as Autodock [18], instead of VINA, the only other computational
approach available in Yasara docking software for calculating binding energy. Ligands
and molecules were used as prepared for the first study, with the gridbox and all other
preparative operations kept identical. We then performed correlation and regression
analysis on the results, for comparison with docking energy values calculated by VINA.

3. Results
3.1. Datasets Generation
3.1.1. PIM-1 Kinase Inhibitors

From our initial refined database of 2551, 5 compounds could not be properly docked
due to unknown structural properties; therefore, the inhibitor set finally consisted of
2546 compounds tested for PIM-1 kinase activity. Descriptive statistics of the chemical
descriptors for this set are displayed in Table 2.

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of chemical descriptors for the inhibitor set (n = 2546).

Descriptor Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Variance

Total_Molweight 162.14 700.11 401.34 74.81 5597.09
cLogP −1.719 7.146 2.830 1.124 1.263

H_Acceptors 2 13 6.36 1.54 2.36
H_Donors 0 6 2.15 0.91 0.83

Total_Surface_Area 121.65 481.58 290.52 50.35 2534.95
Relative_PSA 0.063 0.639 0.265 0.066 0.004

Molecular_Flexibility 0 0.617 0.323 0.080 0.006
Molecular_Complexity 0.594 1.130 0.885 0.050 0.003
Non_CH_Atoms 3 14 7.79 1.91 3.66
Rotatable_Bonds 0 12 4.03 1.74 3.03

3.1.2. Decoy Set

After reuniting the 6 selected subsets of ChEMBL compounds and cleaning the dataset,
the decoy set finally consisted of 2534 structurally diverse compounds. Descriptive statistics
of the chemical descriptors for this set are displayed in Table 3.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics of chemical descriptors for the decoy set (n = 2534).

Descriptor Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Variance

Total_Molweight 162.14 698.84 260.50 87.64 7680.76
cLogP −1.714 7.091 2.102 1.770 3.135

H_Acceptors 2 13 3.24 1.62 2.62
H_Donors 0 7 0.93 1.11 1.23

Total_Surface_Area 43.46 590.54 192.76 69.67 4853.85
Relative_PSA −0.053 1.000 0.233 0.143 0.020

Molecular_Flexibility 0 0.913 0.449 0.219 0.048
Molecular_Complexity 0 1.079 0.648 0.172 0.029
Non_C_H_Atoms 2 16 4.00 2.01 4.04
Rotatable_Bonds 0 37 4.05 4.69 21.97
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3.2. Physicochemical Descriptor Analysis

As the two sets compared consisted of different types of molecules, the distributions
of their chemical descriptors did not match exactly. However, by filtering the decoy set
only for values between the range values of descriptors in Table 1, it was ensured that the
untested molecules were similar in regard to physicochemical properties to those of the
inhibitor set. For comparison, distribution graphs of these chemical descriptor values for
the two sets are presented below, in Figures 1–5.
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Regarding the molecular weight descriptor, it can be observed that the inhibitor
displays a slightly higher mean (401.34) compared with the decoy set (260.50), suggesting
that the compounds in the inhibitor set tend to have larger molecular weights on average,
as they were designed specifically to fill the binding pocket of the targeted protein.

In terms of octanol/water partition coefficient, the inhibitor set has a slightly higher
mean cLogP value (2.831) compared with the decoy set (2.102), indicating that the com-
pounds in the inhibitor set may have slightly higher hydrophobicity.

The inhibitor set has a higher mean surface area (290.523) compared with the decoy
set (192.756), suggesting that the PIM-1 inhibitors set may have larger and more complex
molecular structures.

In regard to hydrogen bond formation capability, the inhibitor set has a higher mean
for both descriptors, HBA and HBD, compared with the decoy set, indicating a higher
potential for hydrogen bonding interactions in the inhibitor set compounds.

As observable from the comparative analyses, the two sets do not share similar
distributions of the previously mentioned physicochemical descriptor values. However,
this aspect is to be expected, bearing in mind the more diverse chemical space represented
by the decoy group, compared with the more specific, pocket-targeted molecules of the
inhibitors group.

3.3. Molecular Docking

The molecular docking protocols were first validated by superposing the predicted
conformation of the co-crystallized ligand onto the experimentally determined pose. The
calculated RMSD value after superposition was 0.2197 Å for AutoDock Vina, indicating
good accuracy in predicting the correct binding pose (Figure 6A). On the other hand,
the RMSD value after docking with AutoDock4 was 2.0193 Å, showing a less reliable
binding pose prediction. In the case of AutoDock4, there was a high variation in the
orientation of the cyclohexyl substructure, which engaged in two more interactions with
pocket residues (Leu44 and Leu174), the predicted pose having also a higher torsion.
Therefore, we considered that, in this specific case, AutoDock Vina was more suitable for
correctly predicting the ligand conformation and interactions.
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Figure 6. (A)—superposition of the predicted binding poses (AutoDock Vina—blue,
AutoDock4—orange) of the co-crystallized triazolo-pyridazine inhibitor on the experimental confor-
mation (green); (B)—superposition of the binding site conformation of the inhibitor-bound PIM-1
(blue) on the AMP-PNP-bound enzyme (green); (C)—2D diagram of molecular interactions between
the co-crystallized inhibitor and PIM-1 kinase; (D)—2D diagram of molecular interactions between
AMP-PNP and PIM-1 kinase.

We further superposed the binding pocket of PIM-1 in complex with an inhibitor
on the pocket conformation of the same kinase in complex with AMP-PNP (adenylyl-
imidodiphosphate), a nonhydrolyzable ATP analog, after preparation in identical condi-
tions (PDB ID: 1yxt [20]), to highlight the differences in amino acid residues orientation
and the similarities between the two ligands regarding the interactions with the active
site (Figure 6B). Interestingly, both PIM-1 structures have the αCin architecture (a salt
bridge can be formed between the charged Lys67 within the β3-strand and Glu89 within
the αC-helix) and are in active DFGin conformation, since Phe187 is packed under the
αC-helix. The major difference between the two binding site conformations is the fact that
in the AMP-PNP-bound protein, Phe49, is displaced from the cavity by the γ-phosphate
moiety of AMP-PNP. In the protein-inhibitor complex, Phe49 adopts an orientation similar
to that observed in the apo structure of PIM-1. The triazolo-pyridazine scaffold of the
co-crystallized inhibitor binds to the active site in a similar manner to both the α-phosphate
and adenine moieties of AMP-PNP, by forming electrostatic interactions with Lys67 (hy-
drogen bond vs. salt bridge), a water hydrogen bond with a conserved structural water
molecule, and nonpolar pi-sigma interactions with a conserved valine (Val52) and Ile185.
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The trifluoromethyl-phenyl substructure also mimics some of the hydrophobic interactions
between the adenine moiety and the enzyme (e.g., interactions with Ala65, Arg122, Leu174).
Moreover, the cyclohexyl moiety occupies relatively the same space in the binding site as
the ribose moiety and engages only in weak van der Waals interaction with the enzyme
(Figure 6C,D).

A second validation of the docking protocol consisted in evaluating the capacity of the
docking algorithms to discriminate between PIM-1 inhibitors and decoys by building ROC
(receiver operating characteristic) curves and calculating the ROC AUC (area under receiver
operating characteristic curve) values using the predicted binding energies (Figure 7). A
ROC AUC value of 0.932 was obtained for AutoDock Vina, and 0.936 for AutoDock4,
indicating a good separation between positive (PIM-1 inhibitors) and negative (decoys)
ligands based on the molecular docking experiments.

Figure 7. (A) ROC curve for classifying PIM-1 inhibitor vs. decoy compounds based on predicted
binding energies after docking with AutoDock Vina; (B) ROC curve for classifying PIM-1 inhibitors
vs. decoy compounds based on predicted binding energies after docking with AutoDock4. Dotted
line represents the line of no discrimination (as generated by a random classifier).

After the virtual screening study using AutoDock vina, the docking results displayed
as binding energy values varied overall from −12.77 kcal/mol for the strongest binding
inhibitor to −2.77 kcal/mol for the weakest binding decoy compound. Comparative
descriptive statistics for binding energy values between the two docked sets can be found
in Table 4.

Table 4. Descriptive statistics of docking results expressed as binding energy values (−kcal/mol)
for the two sets after docking with AutoDock Vina. For easier interpretation, energies have been
converted to absolute values.

Count Mean Median Min. Max. Range Std.
Deviation Variance

Decoy set 2534 −6.8369 −6.8385 −12.0690 −2.7770 9.2920 1.7462 3.0492
Inhibitor set 2546 −9.8245 −9.9535 −12.7760 −5.6140 7.1620 0.9527 0.9076

As expected, calculated binding affinities were on average lower for the compounds in
the decoy set. However, the distribution of the data suggests that some of the compounds
in the decoy set are seen as potent inhibitors by the docking algorithm, prompting further
investigation and the necessity of docking score correction. The distribution of docking
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scores expressed as absolute values of the binding energy results for both compared sets is
displayed in Figure 8.
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3.4. Interaction Analysis

After transforming the presence and absence of interactions with all 50 participating
amino acid residues of the protein in the docking process, interactions were observed as a
fingerprint for each compound, which the current research analyzed to identify patterns
that could orient a medicinal chemist to design a compound that interacts with the most
efficient residues for potent inhibition activity against the target protein.

Table 5 presents the frequency of interactions between the target protein and ligands
from the decoy and inhibitor sets, respectively. Amino acid residues are listed along
with the number and percentage of interactions observed in each set. Residues under-
lined in the table indicate those that predominantly interact with compounds from the
decoy set rather than the inhibitor set, representing residues to be avoided in an efficient
inhibitor interaction.

The results highlight several key findings. For instance, Ile185 and Val52 exhibited
interactions in both the decoy and inhibitor sets, with nearly 100% prevalence in the
inhibitor set, as opposed to residues such as Gly47 and Gly48, which had a significantly
higher frequency of interactions with compounds from the decoy set compared with the
inhibitor set.

Other residues such as Leu174, Phe49, and Asp186 showed a relatively high occurrence
of interactions in both sets, suggesting their involvement in binding interactions regardless
of the compound type. On the other hand, residues like Pro123 demonstrated a relatively
higher proportion of interactions with compounds from the decoy set, indicating their
potential specificity towards this set.

These findings provide valuable insights into the differential interactions between the
target protein and ligands from the decoy and inhibitor sets. The observed variations in
interaction frequencies across residues highlight their potential importance in distinguish-
ing between different types of compounds and can aid in understanding the underlying
binding mechanisms.
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Table 5. Frequency of interactions between the target protein and ligands from the decoy and the
inhibitor set, respectively. Underlined residues indicate residues that interact predominantly with
compounds from the decoy set rather than the inhibitor set.

Residue Decoy Set
(n = 2534)

Inhibitor Set
(n = 2546) Residue Decoy Set

(n = 2534)
Inhibitor Set

(n = 2546)

Ile185 2460 (97.08%) 2546 (100.00%) Gly47 59 (2.33%) 68 (2.67%)
Val52 2457 (96.96%) 2544 (99.92%) Gly48 112 (4.42%) 68 (2.67%)

Leu174 2369 (93.49%) 2538 (99.69%) Asp167 100 (3.95%) 54 (2.12%)
Phe49 2385 (94.12%) 2536 (99.61%) Ser54 14 (0.55%) 40 (1.57%)

Asp186 2438 (96.21%) 2523 (99.10%) Ser189 82 (3.24%) 22 (0.86%)
Ala65 2126 (83.90%) 2488 (97.72%) Pro125 9 (0.36%) 21 (0.82%)
Lys67 2344 (92.50%) 2484 (97.56%) Glu124 9 (0.36%) 20 (0.79%)

HOH334 2200 (86.82%) 2475 (97.21%) Asp202 70 (2.76%) 18 (0.71%)
Leu44 1659 (65.47%) 2433 (95.56%) Thr204 57 (2.25%) 17 (0.67%)

Leu120 2113 (83.39%) 2321 (91.16%) Glu135 3 (0.12%) 11 (0.43%)
Arg122 1370 (54.06%) 2275 (89.36%) Gly203 54 (2.13%) 10 (0.39%)
Val126 1030 (40.65%) 2211 (86.84%) Leu177 3 (0.12%) 7 (0.27%)
Glu171 1490 (58.80%) 2167 (85.11%) Gly188 56 (2.21%) 7 (0.27%)
Asp128 1165 (45.97%) 2101 (82.52%) Ser75 24 (0.95%) 5 (0.20%)
Gly45 1100 (43.41%) 2012 (79.03%) Arg73 0 (0.00%) 2 (0.08%)
Ile104 1868 (73.72%) 1680 (65.99%) Pro42 0 (0.00%) 1 (0.04%)

Asn172 1539 (60.73%) 1642 (64.49%) Leu43 0 (0.00%) 1 (0.04%)
Glu121 1304 (51.46%) 1586 (62.29%) Val69 0 (0.00%) 1 (0.04%)
Pro123 776 (30.62%) 1417 (55.66%) Ile74 0 (0.00%) 1 (0.04%)
Gln127 358 (14.13%) 1068 (41.95%) Pro87 0 (0.00%) 1 (0.04%)
Asp131 196 (7.73%) 965 (37.90%) Arg205 4 (0.16%) 1 (0.04%)
Lys169 628 (24.78%) 836 (32.84%) Ile66 1 (0.04%) 0 (0.00%)
Phe130 266 (10.50%) 572 (22.47%) Ile173 1 (0.04%) 0 (0.00%)
Glu89 442 (17.44%) 463 (18.19%) Lys183 1 (0.04%) 0 (0.00%)
Ser46 190 (7.50%) 430 (16.89%) Phe187 2 (0.08%) 0 (0.00%)

3.5. Binary Logistic Regression Analysis

The binary regression analysis returned several models depending on the classification
cutoff value. For each model, the true positive and true negative rates are presented in
Table 6 as indicators of the regression performance.

Table 6. The performance of models as a function of the cutoff value.

Dependent
Variable Cox and Snell R Square True Positive Rate True Negative Rate Overall

Class 4 0.543 89.1%
(2264/2542)

85.9%
(2180/2538) 87.5%

Class 5 0.406 80.9%
(1724/2132)

81.4%
(2400/2948) 81.2%

Class 6 0.364 73.6 %
(1343/1824)

82.2%
(2678/3256) 79.2%

Class 7 0.305 56.4%
(771/1366)

87.5%
(3248/3714) 79.1%

When the regression was performed using the Class 5 variable, the obtained equa-
tion contained the binding energy resulting from the docking study and a correction for
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three amino acids and the water molecule HOH334. The probability of a compound having
a pIC50 value over 5 is described by the following formula:

Pclass5 =
1

1 + e−X5 ,

where X5 is

X5 = 0.9228 × BindingEnergy + 0.5394 × Gly45 + 0.3830 × Pro123 + 0.761 × Asp131 + 0.7555 × HOH − 9.8659

The equation indicates that the calculated binding energy was overestimated and the
interactions with Gly45, Pro123, and Asp131 were under-evaluated. If a compound has no
contact with any of these three amino acids and the water molecule, the binding energy has
to be over 10.691 in order to have a pIC50 value over 5. If the docking study indicated that a
ligand interacted with all four residues, the threshold of the binding energy was 8.048. The
sensitivity of the model is 0.809, but it can be increased to 0.90 if the cutoff of the calculated
Pclass5 value is lowered to 0.33.

When the regression was performed using the Class 6 variable, the obtained equa-
tion contained the binding energy resulting from the docking study and a correction for
seven amino acids and the water molecule. This equation is similar to the equation for
the Pclass5 value with the addition of the interactions with Ala65, Val126, Glu171, and
Asn172. The probability of a compound having a pIC50 value over 6 is described by the
following formula:

Pclass6 =
1

1 + e−X6 ,

where X6 is

X6 = 0.7696 × BindingEnergy + 0.6171 × Gly45 + 0.575 × Ala65 + 0.1787 ×
Pro123 + 0.322 × Val126 + 0.7831 × Asp131 + 0.4953 × Glu171 − 0.2939 × Asn172 + 0.8788 × HOH − 9.9739

This model slightly reduced the number of false positive hits but also reduced the
sensitivity to 0.736. The sensitivity can be elevated to 0.90 if the cutoff for the Pclass6 value
is lowered to 0.29 with a corresponding specificity of 0.72. Considering that the use of
docking studies is mainly for the discovery of new potential inhibitors of PIM-1, the Class
5 cutoff seems to be a better choice to reduce the risk of losing potent inhibitors.

3.6. Clustering Analysis of Interaction Data

Based on the interaction patterns of each compound with the target protein, the two-
step clustering analysis classified the 5080 compounds into two clusters, with the first
comprised of 2504 cases (49.3%) and the second of 2576 (50.7%). This corresponds roughly
to the two subsets analyzed, decoy compounds and inhibitors, respectively, suggesting the
clustering analysis can discriminate well between the two groups. The silhouette measure
for the obtained clusters had a value of 0.2392, which suggests that the clustering solution
has a moderate level of cohesion and separation, indicating that the cases are somewhat
well-matched to their respective cluster and have a reasonable degree of separation from
cases in the other cluster. Results are graphically represented in Figure 9A,B. Detailed
information about the predictive importance of all 50 interacting residues can be found in
Supplementary Materials, Table S1.
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Figure 9. (A) Model summary for the two-step clustering analysis of the interactions between the
inhibitors and decoy ligands with the participating amino acid residues of the docked protein PIM-1
kinase. Silhouette measure of cohesion and separation indicates a fair classification into the two
clusters; (B) Importance of top 15 variables in separating cases into the two clusters. The presence of
an interaction with residues with greater importance (upper rows) has a higher impact on deciding
in which cluster a compound belongs than those with lower importance.

From these results we can conclude that residues with higher importance values,
such as Ile104, Glu121, Arg122, and Pro123, are key contributors to the clustering solution,
having an important role in inhibiting the activity of PIM-1 kinase. Other residues with
relatively high importance values, such as Val126, Leu120, Leu44, and Ala65, also exhibit
significant relevance to the efficient binding of the protein. A further detailed diagram of
the clustering analysis is available in the Supplementary Materials, Figure S1.

3.7. Case Study of Predicted Binding Interactions for True Positive, False Positive, False Negative,
and True Negative Ligands

We further chose to discuss the predicted interactions for a set of four selected ligands
(Table 7) in order to investigate the binding characteristics that yielded both true and
false predictions based on the Class 5 regression model. Firstly, we analyzed the binding
mode of a true positive (TP, CHEMBL1952126), which is structurally similar to the co-
crystallized inhibitor: the [1,2,4]triazolo[4,3-b]pyridazine scaffold in the co-crystallized
inhibitor is replaced by a [1,2,3]triazolo[4,5-b]pyridine scaffold, the cyclohexyl substructure
is replaced by an N-(7-azaspiro[3.5]nonan-2-yl)methyl moiety, while the trifluoromethyl-
phenyl fragment is replaced by trifluoromethoxy-phenyl. As expected, the true positive
ligand interacted with PIM-1 kinase in a similar fashion to the co-crystallized ligand, by
forming a hydrogen bond with Lys67, a water hydrogen bond with HOH334, and pi–sigma
interactions with Val52 and Ile185. The replacement of the cyclohexane fragment with
the N-methylated and positively charged azaspiro[3.5]nonane moiety yielded interactions
based on attractive charges with Asp128 and Asp131, while the trifluoromethoxy-phenyl
moiety engaged in nonpolar pi–alkyl interactions with Ala65 and Leu174. The TP ligand
also made van der Waals contacts with Gly45 and Pro123 (Figures 10A and 11A). Therefore,
the TP ligand satisfied the interactions with the three residues and water molecule identified
as good predictors via the logistic regression.
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Table 7. ChEMBL IDs, experimental potencies, and predicted variables for the selected ligands.

Category ChEMBL ID pIC50 (M) Binding Energy
(kcal/mol) P (Class 5) Contacts at All

Four Sites

TP CHEMBL1952126 8.398 −10.751 0.9237 yes
FP CHEMBL4111268 4.357 −10.879 0.9316 yes
FN CHEMBL1782530 9.000 −7.825 0.1313 no
TN CHEMBL4086292 1.261 −8.362 0.2985 no

TP—true positive; FP—false positive; FN—false negative; TN—true negative; P—probability of being active.

Figure 10. Predicted conformations of selected ligands after docking into PIM-1 active site. (A) Pre-
dicted conformation of the TP ligand; (B) predicted conformation of the FP ligand; (C) predicted
conformation of the FN ligand; (D) predicted conformation of the TN ligand.

Next, another relatively similar compound to the co-crystallized ligand was chosen
as an example of a false positive (FP) prediction. The FP ligand (N-[4-[(3S,5R)-3-amino-5-
fluoropiperidin-1-yl]pyridin-3-yl]-2-(3-fluoropyridin-2-yl)imidazo[1,5-b]pyridazin-7-amine,
CHEMBL4111268) is based on an imidazo[1,5-b]pyridazine scaffold which did not engage in
polar interactions with either Lys67 or HOH334, forming only a van der Waals contact with
HOH334 and pi–alkyl interactions with Lys67. However, the protonated fluoropyridine–
amine moiety formed a salt bridge with Asp131, while the fluoropyridine substructure
engaged in pi–alkyl interactions with Ala65 and Leu174. Nonetheless, the same ligand
made van der Waals contacts with Gly45 and Pro123 (Figures 10B and 11B). The archi-
tecture of this specific compound prevents a favorable orientation into the binding site,
thus hindering the formation of polar interactions with Lys67 and the conserved water
molecule. However, the high predicted binding affinity (−10.879 kcal/mol) and presence
of any form of interactions with the three residues (Gly45, Pro123, Asp131) and HOH334
led to its incorrect classification as a potent PIM-1 inhibitor.



Life 2023, 13, 1635 16 of 20

Figure 11. Predicted molecular interactions between selected ligands and PIM-1 kinase. (A) Predicted
interactions for the TP ligand; (B) predicted interactions for the FP ligand; (C) predicted interactions
for the FN ligand; (D) predicted interactions for the TN ligand.

An example of a false negative (FN) result is represented by a PIM-1 kinase inhibitor
with an entirely different chemotype (CHEMBL1782530, 7-[(4-aminocyclohexyl)amino]-
5-bromo-1-benzofuran-2-carboxylic acid). The carboxylate moiety formed a salt bridge
with Lys67 and a water hydrogen bond with HOH334, similar to the α-phosphate of
AMP-PNP, and a hydrogen bond with Asp186. Moreover, the benzofuran scaffold formed
several nonpolar interactions, such as pi–sigma interactions with Val52 and Ile185, and
pi–pi stacked interactions with Phe49. However, the positively charged 4-aminocyclohexyl
moiety failed to interact through attractive charges with Asp131 due to an unfavorable
orientation of the substructure (Figures 9C and 10C). However, the latter interaction is not
essential for PIM-1 kinase inhibitory activity, as revealed by the crystal structure used in
this study. The erroneous classification of this particular ligand can be attributed to the lack
of contact with Gly45, Pro123, and Asp131, and a relatively low predicted binding affinity
(−7.825).

Lastly, we further examined the predicted interactions between PIM-1 and a true
negative (TN) ligand, which is also a carboxylic acid derivative (CHEMBL4086292, 7-(2-
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carboxyethylamino)-1-cyclopropyl-6-fluoro-8-nitro-4-oxoquinoline-3-carboxylic acid). The
TN ligand is based on a 4-oxoquinoline scaffold and has two carboxylate moieties. The
oxoquinoline derivative formed two water hydrogen bonds with HOH334 but failed to
form a salt bridge with Lys67, showing only weak van der Waals contact with this residue.
However, the second carboxylate moiety interacted with Lys169 through attractive charges,
similar to the γ-phosphate of AMP-PNP, but also exhibited an unfavorable acceptor–
acceptor interaction with the same residue. Nonetheless, the main scaffold formed nonpolar
interactions with Val52, Ile185, Ala65, and Leu174, similar to other ligands. Considering
that the predicted binding energy was higher than the values for the majority of potent
inhibitors (−8.362 kcal/mol) and that no contacts were made with Pro123 and Asp131, the
ligand was correctly predicted as inactive.

4. Discussion

Analyzing the two compound sets in their entirety, the difference in terms of chemical
structures between the decoy set and the PIM-1 inhibitors can be easily observed when tak-
ing into account chemical descriptors, as the descriptive data suggest that the compounds
in the inhibitor set have larger molecular weights, higher lipophilicity, increased potential
for hydrogen bonding, larger surface areas, higher complexity and flexibility, and a greater
presence of non-carbon atoms and rotatable bonds compared with the compounds in the
decoy set. This aspect could be further explored in further similar studies, which could
investigate PIM-1 inhibitors compared with other protein kinase inhibitors in order to
observe the differences in interaction between the protein kinase inhibitor classes. For the
current study, the decoy set was intentionally formed to contain molecules that do not
target a specific protein, as this kind of approach is mostly used when training a predictive
model, such as for the probability of being active in this case.

An important aspect to cover is the pharmacophore groups of the inhibitors and their
impact on the binding affinity towards the protein. The majority of decoy compounds
do not possess the pharmacophore groups needed for inducing a stable affinity towards
the binding site of the PIM-1 kinase. Several key features, described further, have been
identified in the literature by various pharmacophore-based screening studies [21–23]. One
of the key pharmacophore groups in PIM-1 kinase inhibitors is the hinge-binding motif,
which typically consists of a hydrogen bond acceptor and a hydrogen bond donor, needed
for interaction with key residues in the kinase’s hinge region. The hydrogen bond acceptor,
often an oxygen or nitrogen atom, forms a hydrogen bond with the backbone amino group
of the hinge residue, while the hydrogen bond donor, such as an amino or hydroxyl group,
interacts with the backbone carbonyl group. These interactions help stabilize the inhibitor
within the kinase active site. Indeed, a quick statistical analysis confirms that 2504 out of the
2546 inhibitors (98.35%) possess at least one hydrogen acceptor and one hydrogen group,
compared with the decoy molecules with only 1321 structures (52.13%). Additionally, a key
feature in PIM-1 kinase inhibitors is the presence of a basic nitrogen atom, which serves as
a pharmacophore for interactions with acidic residues in the kinase active site. This salt
bridge or electrostatic interaction contributes to the binding affinity and specificity of the
inhibitor. In total, 1636 of the inhibitors (64.26%) display at least one basic nitrogen in their
molecule, compared to 894 molecules (35.28%) in the decoy group. Another important
group is the hydrophobic moiety, which enhances the binding affinity of PIM-1 kinase
inhibitors. This hydrophobic group, often an aromatic ring or aliphatic chain, interacts with
hydrophobic residues in the kinase binding pocket, contributing to the overall stability
of the inhibitor and improving selectivity and potency. As expected, 2545 (99.96%) of the
inhibitors possess an aromatic ring in their molecular structure, whereas in the decoy group
aromatic rings were present in only 1415 cases (55.84%). Undoubtedly, these aspects are of
great importance when identifying or designing a PIM-1 kinase inhibitor, as these features
have a direct impact on interaction patterns, conditioning the affinity and stability of the
ligand with the active site of the target protein.
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In order to observe the manner in which the docking algorithm estimates interactions
between the ligands and the targeted protein, we compared the binding energy values of the
Autodock4 docking study with the results obtained using the AutoDock Vina algorithm. In
terms of discriminating between decoys and inhibitors, data suggest that the two docking
algorithms are similar, as indicated by the ROC curve analysis. However, AutoDock4
behaved less successfully in predicting the correct binding pose, also estimating a higher
number of interactions with the binding pocket. Therefore, interaction and regression
analyses were performed only using the data generated by docking with Vina.

Several binary logistic regression models were trained based on binding energies and
interactions with amino acid residues. We further selected a regression equation that used
as dependent variables activity classes derived from a pIC50 value of 5 M as a threshold,
which is a consensus for defining relevant biological activity. The model yielded satisfactory
true positive and true negative rates and estimated the probability of PIM-1 inhibitory
activity based on binding energy values, and the presence of interactions with three amino
acid residues (Gly45, Pro123, and Asp131) and the structural water molecule (HOH334).

In terms of interaction patterns, it can be easily concluded that the two identified
clusters correspond to the two binding modalities in which the inhibitors and the decoys
interact with the protein. The cluster separation silhouette value suggests that the clustering
solution captured meaningful patterns in the data, an aspect that was also highlighted by
the regression equation for Class 5 and Class 6, by including amino acid residues with a
high contribution in the cluster classification. One notable residue that stands out is Pro123,
which exhibits one of the highest predictor importance values. Pro123 is particularly
significant as it is part of the hinge region and is specific to PIM-1 kinase, playing a crucial
role in disrupting the formation of one of the two hydrogen bonds typically observed
between the ATP molecule and the hinge regions of other protein kinases [24]. Asp131 and
Gly45, residues also present in Class 5 and 6 equations, appeared to have a lower impact on
cluster formation, with predictor importance values of 0.0025 and 0.02, respectively. This
could be attributed in part to Gly45’s tendency to form weak van der Waals interactions
with most of the ligands (with some exceptions when forming carbon–hydrogen or halogen
interactions), and Asp131’s weak salt-bridge interactions with some ligands. In our study,
we chose to keep the structural water HOH334, as it can mediate hydrogen bonding
between inhibitors and Glu89, a key residue located in the αC-helix. In contrast, other
authors chose to delete all the water molecules within the active site prior to performing
virtual screening [15]. Overall, the data highlight the variability in residue interactions
within the inhibitor set. While some residues show high occurrence and strong interactions,
others exhibit lower frequencies, indicating less prominent or less stable interactions with
the inhibitors. It is important to consider these variations in residue interactions when
analyzing the structural and functional aspects of the protein–ligand interactions, and this
aspect is individually applicable to most of the target proteins.

Nonetheless, it is not about a single key interaction with a certain residue, but rather a
combination of interactions and lack of interactions with certain amino acid residues that
are responsible for good binding of the ligand to the targeted protein, as the current research
attempts to explore. High-throughput screening campaigns rely on visual inspection of
top-scoring ligands for candidate selection and mostly have success rates of approximately
20% on average after experimental validation [25]. The binding energy can be strongly
correlated with the number of heavy atoms and can often prove to be a poor predictor on
its own since the establishment of certain molecular interactions with the target binding
pocket is essential for the desired activity. Therefore, rescoring of molecular docking results
based on predictive models that integrate both docking scores and interactions with key
amino acid residues could potentially speed up the selection of promising drug candidates
and heighten the success rate for hit discovery.

One possible limitation of the current study is the inclusion of a certain amount of
bias in the docking protocol. The optimization steps of the co-crystallized protein–ligand
complex prior to docking eventually impact the screening experiment by favoring certain
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chemotypes which resemble the crystal structure of the known inhibitor. In addition, the
regression model could potentially recognize only the predicted strong binders that interact
with the binding site in a similar fashion to the ligands used for training. The inclusion
of one structural water and optimization of the hydrogen positions could be especially
responsible for this outcome. Since the presented docking optimization protocol can be
suitable for high-throughput virtual screening, a strategy for overcoming this limitation
could be considered. Such strategies could imply repeating the screening on a set number of
interesting hit molecules, by performing a more precise docking procedure, using induced-
fit (flexible residues) approaches. Following the induced-fit approach, the investigators
should visually inspect the binding pose of the ligand and decide whether the outcome
warrants a repeated experiment with the exclusion of structural water molecules.

This research suggests current docking methods and virtual screening protocols could
be further improved by making use of the widely available data provided by online
chemical databases in order to better apply and adjust docking protocols and to interpret
the results more deeply, further obtaining richer information about potential hits or leads.

5. Conclusions

The current research may be promising for the statistical identification of certain
chemical structures for which binding-affinity results obtained from docking studies may
be adjusted to better predict the biological activity, depending on which key interacting
residues a ligand binds. By identifying and focusing on these key residues, further in-
vestigations and experimental studies can be conducted to explore their functional and
structural significance in the binding process.

Our findings suggest that these key residues may serve as potential targets for design-
ing compounds with enhanced binding affinity or specificity towards PIM-1 kinase protein.
This approach may be further applied to diverse drug targets, possibly improving current
knowledge about ligand–protein interaction in certain cases.

Supplementary Materials: The following supporting information can be downloaded at:
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/life13081635/s1, Table S1: Predictor importance for all 50
binary variables representing the participating amino acid residues of the protein and their interaction
with a ligand. Values range between 0 and 1, with 1 representing the highest importance, meaning the
presence of an interaction with the importance of 1 has a very high impact on the clustering solution,
while the interaction or lack of it with a residue with predictor importance close to 0 does not very
much affect the placement of a case into one cluster or the other. Figure S1: Clustering analysis model
view of cluster cells, as generated by SPSS two-step clustering classification analysis, with cluster
center value (left) and relative distributions (right) for the binary value of the respective cell. The
table is continued in the next two pages, with a repetition of the last row for easier reading.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, G.M.N.; Data curation, G.N.D.I.; Formal analysis, D.P.M.,
G.N.D.I. and G.M.N.; Methodology, G.N.D.I. and D.P.M.; Supervision, G.M.N.; Validation, D.P.M.;
Writing—original draft, G.N.D.I. and D.P.M.; Writing—review & editing, G.M.N. All authors have
read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This article was published with the support granted by the project entitled “Net4SCIENCE:
Applied doctoral and postdoctoral research network in the fields of smart specialization Health and
Bioeconomy”, project code POCU/993/6/13/154722.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Data regarding ChEMBL IDs of the 5080 compounds and their re-
spective docking results, interaction coding, and logistic regression model results can be found in
Supplementary File S2.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/life13081635/s1


Life 2023, 13, 1635 20 of 20

References
1. Padma, V.V. An overview of targeted cancer therapy. BioMedicine 2015, 5, 19. [CrossRef]
2. Kannaiyan, R.; Mahadevan, D. A comprehensive review of protein kinase inhibitors for cancer therapy. Expert Rev. Anticancer.

Ther. 2018, 18, 1249–1270. [CrossRef]
3. Bracht, J.W.P.; Karachaliou, N.; Berenguer, J.; Fernandez-Bruno, M.; Filipska, M.; Pedraz-Valdunciel, C.; Codony-Servat, C.;

Codony-Servat, J.; Rosell, R. PIM-1 inhibition with AZD1208 to prevent osimertinib-induced resistance in EGFR-mutation positive
non-small cell lung cancer. J. Cancer Metastasis Treat. 2019, 5, 22. [CrossRef]

4. Tursynbay, Y.; Zhang, J.; Li, Z.; Tokay, T.; Zhumadilov, Z.; Wu, D.; Xie, Y. Pim-1 kinase as cancer drug target: An update. Biomed.
Rep. 2016, 4, 140–146. [CrossRef]

5. Arrouchi, H.; Lakhlili, W.; Ibrahimi, A. Re-positioning of known drugs for Pim-1 kinase target using molecular docking analysis.
Bioinformation 2019, 15, 116–120. [CrossRef]

6. Mohs, R.C.; Greig, N.H. Drug discovery and development: Role of basic biological research. Alzheimer’s Dement. 2017, 3, 651–657.
[CrossRef]

7. Pantsar, T.; Poso, A. Binding Affinity via Docking: Fact and Fiction. Molecules 2018, 23, 1899. [CrossRef]
8. Sacan, A.; Ekins, S.; Kortagere, S. Applications and Limitations of In Silico Models in Drug Discovery. Methods Mol. Biol. 2012,

910, 87–124. [CrossRef]
9. Deng, Z.; Chuaqui, C.; Singh, J. Structural Interaction Fingerprint (SIFt): A Novel Method for Analyzing Three-Dimensional

Protein−Ligand Binding Interactions. J. Med. Chem. 2003, 47, 337–344. [CrossRef]
10. Da, C.; Kireev, D. Structural Protein–Ligand Interaction Fingerprints (SPLIF) for Structure-Based Virtual Screening: Method and

Benchmark Study. J. Chem. Inf. Model. 2014, 54, 2555–2561. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
11. Bouysset, C.; Fiorucci, S. ProLIF: A library to encode molecular interactions as fingerprints. J. Cheminform. 2021, 13, 1–9. [CrossRef]
12. Mendez, D.; Gaulton, A.; Bento, A.P.; Chambers, J.; de Veij, M.; Félix, E.; Magariños, M.P.; Mosquera, J.F.; Mutowo, P.; Nowotka,

M.; et al. ChEMBL: Towards direct deposition of bioassay data. Nucleic Acids Res. 2019, 47, D930–D940. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
13. Gaulton, A.; Bellis, L.J.; Bento, A.P.; Chambers, J.; Davies, M.; Hersey, A.; Light, Y.; McGlinchey, S.; Michalovich, D.; Al-Lazikani,

B.; et al. ChEMBL: A large-scale bioactivity database for drug discovery. Nucleic Acids Res. 2012, 40, D1100–D1107. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

14. Sander, T.; Freyss, J.; Von Korff, M.; Rufener, C. DataWarrior: An open-source program for chemistry aware data visualization
and analysis. J. Chem. Inf. Model. 2015, 55, 460–473. [CrossRef]

15. Pierce, A.C.; Jacobs, M.; Stuver-Moody, C. Docking Study Yields Four Novel Inhibitors of the Protooncogene Pim-1 Kinase. J. Med.
Chem. 2008, 51, 1972–1975. [CrossRef]

16. Land, H.; Humble, M.S. YASARA: A tool to obtain structural guidance in biocatalytic investigations. In Protein Engineering;
Springer: Berlin, Germany, 2018; pp. 43–67. [CrossRef]

17. Trott, O.; Olson, A.J. AutoDock Vina: Improving the speed and accuracy of docking with a new scoring function, efficient
optimization, and multithreading. J. Comput. Chem. 2010, 31, 455–461. [CrossRef]

18. Morris, G.M.; Goodsell, D.S.; Halliday, R.S.; Huey, R.; Hart, W.E.; Belew, R.K.; Olson, A.J. Automated docking using a Lamarckian
genetic algorithm and an empirical binding free energy function. J. Comput. Chem. 1998, 19, 1639–1662. [CrossRef]

19. SPSS Statistics for Windows, Version 26.0. Statistical Software Suite. IBM Corp.: Armonk, NY, USA, 2019.
20. Kumar, A.; Mandiyan, V.; Suzuki, Y.; Zhang, C.; Rice, J.; Tsai, J.; Artis, D.R.; Ibrahim, P.; Bremer, R. Crystal Structures of

Proto-oncogene Kinase Pim1: A Target of Aberrant Somatic Hypermutations in Diffuse Large Cell Lymphoma. J. Mol. Biol. 2005,
348, 183–193. [CrossRef]

21. Li, W.; Wan, X.; Zeng, F.; Xie, Y.; Wang, Y.; Zhang, W.; Li, L.; Huang, N. More than just a GPCR ligand: Structure-based discovery
of thioridazine derivatives as Pim-1 kinase inhibitors. MedChemComm 2014, 5, 507–511. [CrossRef]

22. Ren, J.-X.; Li, L.-L.; Zheng, R.-L.; Xie, H.-Z.; Cao, Z.-X.; Feng, S.; Pan, Y.-L.; Chen, X.; Wei, Y.-Q.; Yang, S.-Y. Discovery of Novel
Pim-1 Kinase Inhibitors by a Hierarchical Multistage Virtual Screening Approach Based on SVM Model, Pharmacophore, and
Molecular Docking. J. Chem. Inf. Model. 2011, 51, 1364–1375. [CrossRef]

23. Swellmeen, L.; Shahin, R.; Al-Hiari, Y.; Alamiri, A.; Hasan, A.; Shaheen, O. Structure based drug design of Pim-1 kinase followed
by pharmacophore guided synthesis of quinolone-based inhibitors. Bioorganic Med. Chem. 2017, 25, 4855–4875. [CrossRef]

24. Bogusz, J.; Zrubek, K.; Rembacz, K.P.; Grudnik, P.; Golik, P.; Romanowska, M.; Wladyka, B.; Dubin, G. Structural analysis of PIM1
kinase complexes with ATP-competitive inhibitors. Sci. Rep. 2017, 7, 13399. [CrossRef]

25. Bender, B.J.; Gahbauer, S.; Luttens, A.; Lyu, J.; Webb, C.M.; Stein, R.M.; Fink, E.A.; Balius, T.E.; Carlsson, J.; Irwin, J.J.; et al. A
practical guide to large-scale docking. Nat. Protoc. 2021, 16, 4799–4832. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.7603/s40681-015-0019-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/14737140.2018.1527688
https://doi.org/10.20517/2394-4722.2018.111
https://doi.org/10.3892/br.2015.561
https://doi.org/10.6026/97320630015116
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.trci.2017.10.005
https://doi.org/10.3390/molecules23081899
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-61779-965-5_6
https://doi.org/10.1021/jm030331x
https://doi.org/10.1021/ci500319f
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25116840
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13321-021-00548-6
https://doi.org/10.1093/nar/gky1075
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30398643
https://doi.org/10.1093/nar/gkr777
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21948594
https://doi.org/10.1021/ci500588j
https://doi.org/10.1021/jm701248t
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4939-7366-8_4
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcc.21334
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1096-987X(19981115)19:14&lt;1639::AID-JCC10&gt;3.0.CO;2-B
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmb.2005.02.039
https://doi.org/10.1039/C4MD00030G
https://doi.org/10.1021/ci100464b
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.bmc.2017.07.036
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-017-13557-z
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41596-021-00597-z

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Creating the Compounds Dataset 
	Molecular Docking 
	Ligand Interactions Analysis 
	Logistic Regression 
	Data Clustering by Residue Interaction 
	Control Docking Study 

	Results 
	Datasets Generation 
	PIM-1 Kinase Inhibitors 
	Decoy Set 

	Physicochemical Descriptor Analysis 
	Molecular Docking 
	Interaction Analysis 
	Binary Logistic Regression Analysis 
	Clustering Analysis of Interaction Data 
	Case Study of Predicted Binding Interactions for True Positive, False Positive, False Negative, and True Negative Ligands 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

