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RER, AEZ, FHE, LM, HHeT
(R B TR 2 A3l TR B, =~ R 650500)

W IR TP TR 25 ) R SO0 12 13 72 A W U (absorption ) | 43 Bt (distribution) | f{;35f (metabolism) | FEiit
(excretion) . 71 (toxicity ) 55 J& £ (9 UM ik 7, £ i) —Fh 0 2L 259 2 T 4544 ~ADMET Mk B Fti A 5. 15 5%,
AL G ) 3 —F A R A AT Hh 3 32 LW ADMET P2 AA 52 A 319 AMFRIEAE 5 S8 ), LLZ % 1 (Logistic
Regression, LR) . #M2 Ul i-187 (Naive Bayes, NB) | 6 J& $2 F ¥ 56 #% ( Gradient Boosting Decision Tree, GBDT)
i ADMET 732 B0 ) o A6 8 , i 1 1) GBDT K2 B e LA B 5 i, 14 GBDT A AL Il 5k it A 4 v 119 7]
B, A B R AR R LA 8 S8 TS B Z M i ¢ & (R BABRIAY) #4  GBDT*HE Y. 25 L L 7R, GBDT*
ey ) W R R R BUR AR, MERRR R IER . RIME . AUC 18457001115 90%. 88%. 89%. 0.95 LA L, 4t %
T 15%, W] GBDTEE MU &% I AU AE B L I 16 VAL 5 4 ) ADMET M S 150 )y T B R 47 1 1 e

FHEIE): THRLN ;SRR T 5 RRAE TR SR DU 2

hESAS:TP399  CEMFEE:A

FEPUFLIRIE 2 it R FE v, B TR
Yy i) — L 254X 50 J) 2% M it (ADMET) JG 5 13 UL,
BP 2599 W W ( Absorption) |, 43t ( Distribution) | 1Y
14 (Metabolism) . HE il ( Excretion) . #1175 ¥ ( Toxi-
city), AT AE S FEAR LW & R0%, 1 iR 2 1Y) 95
TR 2R 12108 B AR 50 Ty vk R AR v S L
FERT R B4, Bl 5 25015 B BRSO IR A2 i AR
MIANWT & R, 1L BRI 254 S 3 4 2E 1 7 ADMET
P T AR AT PR X e A A kA T Ak BRI ) ),

BIL#S 2% > PR B A R0 4R A 42 1 B50Hie i 9 7
U, I 2211 ADMET $i4f 2% 2 {2 2544 5 2
BEE B RHR, 1R 25 A 2 E S R R e iR Ak
Py I T ] A5 Fr— 4> E 22 5 94671, Chi S5
7R 15 75 (Support Vector Regression, SVR)
fiff R T 25y R AT I B e A R S =z 1] A ek
[ R 2 8 5 8 X A/ W ot o e e 375 3o
%2/~ ADMET FHICHIPE BT, 1 <417 AL (Sup-
port Vector Machine, SVM) 435Il 5736 FH T /N F
AW R TS A (H SVM X 2 500 5 LR bR 8K
1) e 49 A > UK, 0 o 5 W) T A 32 B A )

Fs HER:2022-01-15;  $552 H#A:2022-05-24;
ESWE: z A sCBREARHEF LT H (YCIC-YF-2021-05).

NEHS:0258-7971(2022)06-1127-08

X ARFEWR RIS 5-HT, 32 AR5 BT =4 e fE )
% 5% & (Quantitative Structure-Activity Relationship,
QSAR) 4 M S« ADMET # & ot i #i i, FHF %
TRFEGT 245 W 1 W 5 7 16 . Tsou S5 O % B A 28
W 4% (Deep Neural Networks, DNN) H F = [ PE#,
[l 985 (Triple-Negative Breast Cancer, TNBC) #l! il
2510 EFUTR %, BT DNN Z548 B R 2 H & ool
A LR LT Re I UL, AIHSAY, 5
SHSHER K. Feinberg 21 F A1 & 24K
ERIZME SRR M2 MM &Y+ K
(4 & 78 A RRAE 1] B2, 52 H] T ADMET 4 ot i,
BAS T &g vER M. Dahl 25021 fd B 43 T4 8 4
284 A48 BUE R 4 R AE, DI SR0FF T 5 T
FfiALAE MK (Random Forest, RF) F13% 4 [7] 5 (Logistic
Regression, LR) ) ADMET i Jll] #< ! . Dong %5 [13]
F I 22450088 P4 30 00 1 1 A5 W0 B , 0 il
#7 I FFM K DU (Naive Bayes, NB) il 5 4
(Decision Tree, DT) F) LA A, 2% B HH 7 1 X
253 AT 55 B IR AR B A I, NB #5581 RE % 3R 0
R AP SR, DL B 2 A 2 LA

4% b H #A: 2022-07-15

EBEN MR (1972-), L, WIr A, Wi, #08%, FERRAR L4 #5852, E-mail: ginyagin@kust.edu.cn.
w* BIEVEE VTR (1994-), B, HA, T, RHFBIRE, FEAFR SR BET . RFE ARk, E-mail: xiejiming@kust.edu.cn.


mailto:qinyaqin@kust.edu.cn
https://doi.org/10.7540/j.ynu.20210642

1128 SRR CHRBI M)  http://www.yndxxb.ynu.edu.cn

44

2f SRR BRI SE R ] LAk SR Ak DL S g g Ak
Y1) ADMET J& P Fii A% 45

BT, A SCNEHR A SRE AR AR &,
FIEE 5T LR, NB. GBDT B f#) ADMET 1 Ji i
DAERY, Jf- Pkt ) Fe AR GBDT. [R] i 2% & ik
25 MURE TR v R 2 B0 R TIUINORG B | 1 S ] 4%
(520, B R e LA R GBDT*. £ X L 3 iE,
RIS EORIL R T AR 7095 GBDT*A A
S ACTERE, B 5T R A BT Bt 2L i 4 18 25 W 1)
ADMET 4 il

1 ADMET ‘4 J&5 F i 4= B g9 1% it

BE XL MR TS AL & W ADMET 4 i i
MR, 75 W — R AVE T 2L IE YT AR 1k
E B, SRIG LML S YITE 250 F a5 iR A
W A B, YEB ADMET 1 5 h 6 iE AR XL &
Y1533 WOICRE ST 1Y Caco-2 PR . RIFALSWITEN
TR N AR T 1 CYP3A4 P . R AF 464t
OIEREEIAE FH % hERG 1 JREA T 45, I UL &
&R I R IR B O — 4 AR i, il 4N Caco-
=10/ b e a3z A W B B 15
BWILHE ST, ‘Caco-2=0"13R/Ng I Bz 4 g %tz 4k
BB EWIRE 18225 ‘CYP3A4=1"10 8 A AR}
AL A Y EACEEE T, cCYP3A4=0" 1R F X1k
AWTCARBIRE /15 hERG=1" R FZALS W EA L
E#E 1, ‘hERG=0"fCFR %L & IO, BT
I, A6 3 T8 i L A AL RS 24 2] kb & 4
ADMET Tl 58 A1, i v th Fe LAY, R i =

ADMET#(¥ 52

BOMAL BT DL T AT DA AL T, A B 2
() ADMET 1 570 JE UM AL, AT LR 1 1k
&Y ADMET PTG, AEAUAEZANIA] 1 f.

2 ADMET 4% ¥ 4& 5

W AL P (09 N LG ) 0 TR A R
XnPE R AR, LASCEE ADMET 4 57 1 1.

K= (R38R R XF) )
Lo, XEEE NEE WA g &0 F R AFEL
i, &G = (3,8 R ) TR R RN R A
A, ALHG AN 3 B i BRZK 73T R 4L LogP., &
SRALARECR ST, 2R e TCRE, BN 73 BTt
7K 73 Tie 240 LogP . U MR R 45720 15 (1 U
QB DA B AR A B

1% %5 [ 5 (Logistic Regression, LR)! {2y —
BT 0053 S0 [0 5 B AR 3l g AR e [l )5
9 il 1= 38 hi— > Sigmoid pRAIHST, 5B P
5 (A R A 2R DLy (Naive Bayes, NB)!'S)
2ok 25 5 AT Y B AR (R R PR 2 (R AH AR, fBE
AL f) 25 B AR S AP 0 A, AR AR AR kA T
SRR I S B W T N Y o - DN < S U
SERRL TN T 3OS L A=A | R i2
T 48 4l 1O, i A R B 2 2] AR U i T
I FH , 66 2 $2 DR 56 B (Gradient Boosting Decision
Tree, GBDT)!!7) JE T4 B 412 T2 > S W, X SR B
o ] AR B ARG, SRR AR SRR AR, ST
R PRAR S AR, SR ARk — MR A

TR R ik

1%
HERPEGE 9T | |5 E AR ST ADVETHE 7 0 e =
H
HUHE AT R
¥ ¥
(‘ﬁi?ﬁ@ﬂ' Egit) [ﬁﬂ%&iﬂﬁ%‘ BRVEA i p ) HEMAAL
LR, NB, GBDT ~

1 ADMET 14 RN & B AEL
Fig. 1 A predictive modelling framework for the nature of ADMET
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B SEEALE BRI 22 S A% R, A SCREHR
LR B NB B & GBDT £ # ik 17 ADMET 4
JoT 532 T ASE A g A 2.

Ik, BT bR e A v A TR S A
(2 2] R ZEUL R 2 B R 4T B S0
Xof TN 1 P S I K, I e ] A U8, Ay (i 5
PR UM RE, SR A SR AT AL L5 240 x
SHAERE y Z 8 R (RIBAEBAL), fid %
£ PR EL Y RBUHE 4 D = {(n1,31), (62, 02), (X3,53), -
Cons Y ) VT RIS, BT A B TR 1) )5 36 o0 A, LB
B o3 A HANSG A T LS A A, AT L A e A A
M A S48k, e A% 2 nT B ) S s ),
PETFREIRY ) 25

3 ZWRERSN

301 HIEALIE ST R Ok IR T A IR B AR
“2021 4P A 5T AR BCE AT TR, Bl AR
Oor FHBRFF: 1974 MEE W) 729 45> F ik
FHE B, TR — R I TR S Wi 45
FRPE T RIE R S5, s P B2 I S fh s
P4 5 AIF 25 5 @ ADMET 1 i : 1 974 4k & 91 11
ADMET 1% J5 (Caco-2. CYP3A4. hERG) %R, %
P AT AR L 25 W) 7E AR5 B R0 24
EIMIES i

R4 DAL (58 T, 2 e S e B AR
BN 974 ACEWD), 7 F R AF (729 A FRAEAR
W) RREIUAY, A A RS IE A I L M DL B
I SE P A5 A OL el ad i AR M ST, SRR
JE AR EE <0 EREAR, QN3 1 s SR IG AW
PSR B, s b 700 220 W6 AN [) i 20 46 B A Tk A
T, FIH Z B AL 2 W20 AR 0 —fb b P A
J5 %, %ot B R 2 Uk I Ak B 43 AT 5 e A 729 A
A3 TR S, %k X ADMET i HL A 52 1

R 1RSI SRR

Tab. 1 Example of descriptive statistical analysis results

THIRTT N RME R S bRz

nAcid 0 4 0.11 0.35
ALogP —23.11 5.18 1.11 1.43
ALogp2 0 533.84 3.29 12.83
AMR 54.07 517.43 11656  31.57
1974

apol 30.66 359.66 60.63 19.45
nH 5 180 22.65 10.78
nB 0 0 0 0

Zagreb 62 748 150.72  41.45

(4 319 MRRIEAS i, A 1k & 41 ADMET 4 it
LA 7 PRI AT R0 A5 S .
32 #MEWMMERSH NFEEH TR A R
32 RSB TR SR, 48 R AR Ah R K B
il FH R, SRR/ NELEC A28 Y & 3728 XCRIE Ty 75
Xt 4% TR AL B0 U . AR 3Gl 1B B S Xl oA 5 9T,
R REAEE Sy S M, BEREERR | IPREARE TR
UE, BRI A 4 Gy REARE T I0.
3.2.1 Caco-2 M i Ml £ X  ADMET 14 Jit
Caco-2 PEFT MR B B W& 2 s, 5635 2 71
DL PR, NB 558 %F Caco-2 14 5 A% 70 250 5 75 T
K (Accuracy, P B T R ) | K R (Pre-
cision, Sz W T A4 RS B ) . R SR (True Positive
Rate, TPR) . 1%k X (False Positive Rate, FPR) J5
TP, M GBDT AU T LR F1 NB A A,
HACRE, GBDT FAIH b LR #ER7E fERG %
R . RE | RWE T EAKKEET T 3.9%.
5.8%. 3.3%. 4.2%; GBDT #5 %I 4 [, NB #5% % 7F i
B ORGSR R CR WK TE T 11.7%.
20.5%. 22.3%, R REIR T T 5.4%, (Hd1i5 5]

e
(a) LR

T
(b) NBA 74

THME
(c)GBDTH B!

TR
(d) GBDT*iAY

2 Caco-2 M RBTMIEE R B
Fig.2 Confusion matrix of each prediction model of Caco-2
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F2 1RBEMERRXTEL(Caco-2)
Tab.2 Comparison of model indicators (Caco-2)
el HER/% HEHEAR% RIBE /% AR/ % AUC-0 AUC-1
LR 86.0 79.7 85.4 13.6 0.86 0.86
NB 78.2 65.0 94.1 31.7 0.85 0.85
GBDT 89.9 85.5 88.7 9.4 0.96 0.96
GBDT* 91.2 88.1 89.1 7.5 0.97 0.97

7 FRIZLE/RLR, NB, GBDT = #FH &L 4558, BRI A AR AR P45 5, AUC-OMAUC- 1SRN T R b

T 85% LU b, [R5 SR R 44, R B GBDT
PRI ADMET 4 5 7 A9 Caco-2 4 J5t ) 1 000 A i
R4F, HE et B BT GBDT ) ADMET 14 & il
B X AT S B )5, 56T GBDT*1)
ADMET 4 5 75 300 455 7 (%) 7 1 2R 35 2] 91.2%. HiAH
L GBDT BEAITE R | R, REUE | iR
25 1 WAR KA TE T 1.3%. 2.6%. 0.4%. 1.9%.
GBDT*B B i R 1 i — 25 b T, BAiE T A& S0
SRUAL T EE A R . R i GBDT* &
FF ADMET 1 J5 fi) i 00 v 2.

% &5 ADMET 4 J5it 7900 ] 25 rb A AR 5040 45
g AN 2 X RS TR (1 T A5 SR A R T T AR
P:H£E (Receiver Operating Characteristic curve, ROC)
REUS LR 2 WA F RS AR B R ARV i, AT ke S
) 7 O 1 T, N 32 B AN 3575 T S R 05
PRI, b 7 WU 2 I A 751 1 0 44 B, £ ROC £
k1 ADMET £ 5 500 505 B it — 25 PEA F5 4. 7F 2
FEAKE R 0.05 BITEHLT, A ROC HI 2R T i
(Area Under Curve, AUC), WIF 5% I A4 5 i 90 A 754
S 7538 JH T ADMET S [m) 1 o 3 591

M 30 LI, 75X} Caco-2 14 J5 47 Fi il
iif, % F GBDT fy ADMET i illl #¢ £ AUC # K
(AUC=0.96). H1Lt LR 1 NB B0 HillEAl, GBDT
BEAS AUC $8 4R 70 5485 1 0.10 F1 0.11. F 5]
FEXT 5 F AR AT EAE AT 5 — W VEAL B 55 1F T
KT GBDT B4 H i ADMET 4 Joi 34 i A5 75 %of
Caco-2 P T HL 75 Bt 1 10000 68 7 . [) At 156 1 3
F GBDT /) ADMET 5l 45 78 5 3% A 4b PR AIG 24t
SR M 0 BT T R A B X LR T S AL
GBDT*5 GBDT BRI AUC fEARmAHZE A K, {H
W R R RO RICR A SR T, B
B E, T GBDT*H. %4 # () ADMET 4 it i
AR TEY i A AR T TUNORG B, HAT v A T ADMET
P T v .

100 ”—-_—“/;:-___/—

80
60
&
1
=
ficzyd
w40
20
1 1 1 ]
0 40 60 80 100
R /%
AUC-0 —LR — NB -~ GBDT — GBDT*
AUC-1 -—LR -~ NB - GBDT  ---GBDT*

3 Caco-2 HREFMER ROC Hi%k
Fig. 3 ROC curves of each prediction model of Caco-2

3.2.2 CYP3A4 M FEFMER CYPIA44ERY
Caco-2 5L, W3 3 pin. BAARIA: 5ET LR
() ADMET £ 5 1100 45 50 AH He, GBDT 76 7 1 2K |
KR RUE | RICE T R T T 3.2%.
0.4%. 4.2%. 0.6%; 5% T NB iy ADMET 14 Jiit fii
DUBLTYAH L, GBDT B2 7645 M SR AR R T 148
55, %42 KON IR BESE T CYP3A4 FEARZGIIARY
flir, TTAREIRE J1 IFEAR (CYP3A4=0) (i A Rl RE
IREA (CYP3A4=1) 1Y 35%, 5Bk AU AR g
TIREAR (CYP3A4=0) FI T AN HER 5 (H AR Y G {4
TR J7 T8, GBDT 7 14 1 R 4 NB A $i
4T 5.8%, AUC Zi 51T a4 It 1 0.07, Jf HAF
HEZR R AL WA B T Kk, W42 R% R, 1)
EH GBDT #AUWE A LR AL, 1T ADMET 5t
T, AE X AT S 5k L )5, GBDT*S
GBDT #5 7Tt 8 br AH 22 A K, (B A 348 08 1 3 T
GBDT ) ADMET 1 5 15 I 5 28 4 1| 5 Fsf 1]
3.2.3 hERG ¥ Ji #l Ml 45 & hERG 14 Jit H] 5l 45
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®3 REUEIRIEL(CYP3A4)
Tab.3 Comparison of model indicators (CYP3A4)
i HER /% RHER/% RAAE /% WA/ % AUC-0 AUC-1
LR 90.0 94.7 91.6 14.6 0.91 0.91
NB 87.4 96.9 85.7 1.8 0.91 0.91
GBDT 932 95.1 95.8 14.0 0.98 0.98
GBDT* 93.3 95.0 96.0 14.4 0.98 0.98

Bl FRE, 1% 4 iR, 78 hERG 1 5 1
iR, SR 2 )7 i GBDT A% T LR B AL 5
NB BERUAEAER R R ER G T Y IUS T
S5 R, on PR, H GBDT*4: GBDT 7E i

TR RS R SRR T T 0.9%.
1%, 0.5%. 1.4%; 1£ AUC L& VA 16 45 5 1 $2 7+
T 0.01, 3 H 3 T GBDT*HY ADMET i ] A5 7!
AR A

4 1RBUEFRIIEL (hRERG)
Tab. 4 Comparison of model indicators (hRERG)

s HERH/% KR/ Y% RELE% BRI Y% AUC-0 AUC-1

LR 85.4 87.2 86.4 159 0.86 0.86

NB 83.2 84.5 85.4 19.7 0.88 0.88

GBDT 89.7 89.4 924 137 0.96 0.96

GBDT* 90.6 90.4 92.9 12.3 0.97 0.97
3.2.4 ADMET M R 6y ff it JETHRAENERE 3.3 GBDT*REMRUFIRESHT Nit—LRIEA

AYHT, PR FEAR VRS A1 GBDT T8 I A5 445 58 R [) 4
EAS T XF 4 ADMET 1 5 (549 52 1), R FH 28 56 g {1
CRRIEAEE R T 0.015 (978 & ) i i 1 1 3 A0 o ¢
B A 4 K B AMKCHE Y, 25 5L an &1 4 fir
TN 2R R )RR AR AR A R R T AR
A TR —Fp el LA AR & L 40 Caco-2 FRAE T
B bR, KT 00150945 kA 8, Hh
ECCEN $FHEX} Caco-2 P ke 21 46 % ¥ il 7, o5

It 50.30%. CYP3A4 45 FE A 8 B 48 b5, VP-7,

Zagreb, SP-6 J&: X} CYP3A4 51 T BF 45 K i 7248+,
23 505 HE 27.00%. 13.97%. 10.97%. hERG 4% 45 fiF
HEEFE bR, ECCEN & 521 hERG i il i) ¢ £k
FRIEAS 5L, 5 T 31.40%.

A W, ADMET 14 5 52 /N [A] A (K 25 5% 1 25 57
K, T LR 0 BEALYE. 1% 58 0 B A E 5
{871 HRERVE T ADMET 1 5 4 BH AR A0F, 17T e
DA 52 B A0 B AR AR f . DRI, AR SR FHAER AR
PRI 2805 TONRS B = R OC R (B AR
BT, Ko B R SR S A S50, AR IUA SRR A
T, LT R 451 S5 B4 3 5 oK

X GBDT*HEIE ML, 1% & GBDT*HE Al Kkt
UHCK 30 K, SHOMFETEEN: BEHEEN (0,1 200),
225N (0,1), e RFHEECH (0,100), &S EA
s FARSE, 45 Rk s proR. [ R RS A
Caco-2, CYP3A4, hERG il illl i) 45 250 45 fiF %504 53]
49, 14, 36 1~ S AL R AN & 5 frR, AT
DI H, GBDT*Xf Caco-2 ¥ i f1 hERG 4 Jii i ]
R AR 3, K CYP3A4 1 Jo Tl A5 284 )
ALK 59, 7T BE R BRFEA RN A BURHE
SR TR S Ok, GBDT*HE B RE A% 41 %) A []
0N e R i SR, PR T RS R E R
] ADMET 5 (978 FEFE, 78 R0U0GE B s FR 1A
B e 5 s S USRI SO AR S S O, R T
ZROES
4 Z5ig

ARSCA UL IR LA Y 1) ADMET 14 it
I AR B AR Y A S T R 5T T
$2& 3 T GBDT*R. 75 19 ADMET 4 J5it 7 J7 v .
SR R FLR R IS PRI A W 0 ) SRR 2 R T L 4R
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SsCH3 | 1.67 12.5
minHBa [ 1.68 12.0
maxHBint10 p 1.83 = 115
I MDEC-22 s 2.12 X 1o
ES MLFER L [=3.76 S 105
heich minaaO = 4.56 ﬁ: 10.0
SaaO == 4.94 <
® 95
ECCEN 1 1 1 1 1 ]
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 9.0
R M /%
(a)CaCO*Zﬁ?JEEB;‘TEE 0 2 o B 2 25
i T A B
ng;{H?a :g?g S BRI RIRE o WIHE /N 282
ybokatio [® . B b 7772%" = i 4 S f
ETA_dEpsilon D = 2.26 o HAERESY O f/MEEESH
I8 ETA_dEpsilon_C [m= 2.28 (a) GBDT*EALEEZ M AT (Caco-21 )
® ATSc2 [=2.54
§ VP-4 = 2.69 70
= WPATH [ 4.25 .
SP-6 [r— 10.97 /, \\\,“\‘
Zagreb |= 13.97 & A [\ oo
VP-7 1 | 1 1 I 27|00 W@ 65 [HRSS . '. ,'9“ ,o—*‘f‘r‘)/)
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 o A
RS ZAE /% = L
(b) CYPSA4HHE B4 5 oor e 1 1
i Lo
nRotB [ 1.51 \ i
minssCHZf 1.53 quiq<<<<<44<
maxHsOH =212 5.5 1 1 L I 1 j
ﬂg minHBd = 2.16 0 5 10 15 20 25 30
i minsssN = 2.34 IR
% CrippenMR | 3.08 i S
MDEO-11 == 5.22 O fE RN SR T KRN IIRE
Kier3 s 8.05 B f (g 0 B/MREBSH
WPATH [ 8.62 2140 o BERREH
ECCEN : R SRRt (b) GBDT* A5 Bkt Z 4 LA A2 (CYP3A4YE5T)

1 1 ]
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35

SR /% 17.0 1
(c) hERGHFAIE F T2 16.0 1
i
4 ADMET M REBEEEM o i
Fig. 4 Characteristic importance of ADMET K 140F 1‘
= 130
\ = |
#5 GBDT*fLLER z 120r|
Tab. 5 Hyperparameters tuning results of GBDT* Eonop V-««\
10.0 b 3 eccha,
ADMET‘@ Bi é%ﬁ ﬂgjﬁ%% 9 0 I % Too@o<]><\0 ’_r?w ﬁ OO0 ﬁ
WO 499 0 s 10 15 20 25 30
ESANYIE
-2 o) 0.005 B s S i s
Caco AR o MR S5
BRFER 49 o BB D B/NREREH
R 13 (c) GBDT+HE A 2 H Ak i #2 (hERGHE:J5T)
CYP3A4 23] AR 0.071 5 GBDT*REESHMUTIETRNK
o . Fig. 5 Visualization of hyperparaments optimization process
TR 14 for GBDT* model
g H’:JW = A N YHe 4 Y o == NES
PR 54 SR 5 BRI I YA, B B8 RS
hERG Sk 0.005

%8, #%H LR, NB. GBDT £y ADMET 425 Fijll
BOCHIEEL 36 F4) A S A AR, A ok 42 SHL B2 D11 e i A e 1) ) A
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X} GBDT AT S8 S, #E i ADMET 1 i
Ay T IAR R Ay e R R GBDT*, A ik 3% 7% )2
MLgs2f PSR A L R e/ M A i P04 45

BRFE,

RE S MR /IVEEAS | 2R T 20 14

WAFAR Xt ADMET £ Sk A7 Hiil, A B THisLig
T 1 245 00 11 R FUADR BB AR 5 . AR SCHE T s S LA 43
FHERTFRHEVE R A AR i, AR LA H R RN
K, HE7 B A H RS E 1) ADMET 5 Fi A5,

5% 3k
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of anti-cancer drug candidate ERa inhibitor[J]. Journal

Predictive modeling of ADMET properties of anti-breast cancer active compounds

QIN Ya-qin, XIA Yu-lan, LU Meng-yuan, Wang Jin-rui, XIE Ji-ming"*
(School of Transportation Engineering, Kunming University of Science and

Technology, Kunming 650500, Yunnan, China)

Abstract: A quantitative structure-ADMET prediction model is proposed to improve the prediction of
absorption, distribution, metabolism, excretion and toxicity of anti-breast cancer drugs in the virtual screening
process. Firstly, 319 variables are selected from the molecular descriptors of the compounds. Then Logistic
Regression (LR), Naive Bayes (NB) and Gradient Boosting Decision Tree (GBDT) are used to predict the
properties of ADMET. Finally, in order to address the problem of high training cost of GBDT models, the GBDT*
model is constructed by fitting the relationship between hyperparameters and prediction accuracy (i.e. black box
models) with the help of a probabilistic agent model. The results show that the GBDT* integrated learning model
performs best overall. The results show that the overall performance of the GBDT* integrated learning prediction
model is optimal. The accuracy, precision, sensitivity and AUC of GBDT* reach over 90%, 88%, 89%, and 0.95,
respectively, and the false alarm rate is less than 15%, indicating that the GBDT* integrated machine learning
model has good performance in predicting the ADMET properties of anti-breast cancer active compounds.

Key words: computer applications; integrated learning; feature screening; hyperparametric optimization; anti-
cancer drug candidates
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