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RNA is a fundamental class of biomolecules that mediate a large variety of molecular processes within the cell. 
Computational algorithms can be of great help in the understanding of RNA structure-function relationship. 
One of the main challenges in this field is the development of structure-prediction algorithms, which aim at the 
prediction of the three-dimensional (3D) native fold from the sole knowledge of the sequence. In a recent paper, 
we have introduced a scoring function for RNA structure prediction. Here, we analyze in detail the performance 
of the method, we underline strengths and shortcomings, and we discuss the results with respect to 
state-of-the-art techniques. These observations provide a starting point for improving current methodologies, 
thus paving the way to the advances of more accurate approaches for RNA 3D structure prediction.  
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Introduction 

RNA molecules carry out a large number of functions 
within cells, ranging from gene expression to gene regulation 
(i.e. riboregulation) and to catalysis. An increasing number 
of recent studies suggest that mutations in RNA-binding 
proteins and in non-coding sequences of the genome 
corresponding to RNA regulatory elements play an important 
role in many genetic diseases [1,2] such as in autoimmune 
diseases [3,4]. Additionally, changes in the level of non-coding 
RNAs have been observed in various cancers [5] and other 
pathological conditions such as cardiomyopathy [6] and 
neurodegeneration [7]. These diseases are typically associated 
with anomalous down- or up-riboregulation or with abnormal 
RNA molecules concentration [8]. Consequently, it is 
common to use specific RNA molecules as tumor markers [9] 
or for viral micro-RNA to be recognized as etiologic agents 
causing disease in humans [10]. Furthermore, RNA 
interference is considered asa new alternative in the 
therapeutic treatment of genetic and autoimmune diseases 
[11,12]. 

It is therefore of paramount importance to understand at a 
molecular level the function of RNA molecules. As for 
proteins, the function and mechanism of RNA molecules are 
intimately related to their three-dimensional structure – 
which is dictated by their sequence. A large suite of 
experimental approaches for determining the sequence and 
the secondary structure of RNA molecules exists. However, 
the atomic-detailed determination of the three-dimensional 
(3D) structure via X-ray crystallography or nuclear magnetic 
resonance (NMR) experiments of RNA is still very complex 
an expensive. This motivated the development of 
computational algorithms to model and predict RNA 
structure [13].  

Many RNA 3D structure prediction algorithms typically 
rely on two ingredients: i) a sampling scheme, that generates 
putative RNA 3D structures (also called decoys), and ii) a 
scoring function, that, in the ideal case, makes it possible to 
identify among the decoys those with a native-like 
conformation.  

RESEARCH HIGHLIGHT 
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In a recent publication, we have shown that relative 
nucleobase positions and orientations are sufficient to 
describe RNA structure and dynamics [14]. Additionally, we 
have introduced a knowledge-based scoring function that can 
be used for RNA structural prediction (ESCORE). 

In this research highlight we scrutinize the prediction 
capabilities of the ESCORE. We consider the cases in which 
our approach successfully and unsuccessfully predicts 
near-native RNA structures, and we analyze in details the 3D 
structure of the best predictions.  

Results 

The relative positions and orientations of nucleobases in 
folded RNA molecules display very specific geometrical 
propensities, that are dominated by the presence of stacking 
and base-pairing interactions, as shown in Fig. 1.  

To each point of the space around a nucleobase can be 
therefore assigned the probability of observing a neighboring 
base in that specific position and orientation. In other words, 
given a pair of bases, it is possible to quantify to which 
degree their relative position and orientation is compatible 
with the expected distribution observed in known RNA 3D 
structures. Since ribosomal RNA is the one for which the 

largest and most complex structures are available, we base 
our analysis on a high-resolution structure of the large 
ribosomal subunit (PDB code 1S72 [15]). For example, in this 
structure, observing two stacked bases, or two 
complementary bases forming a Watson-Crick basepair, is 
highly probable, while it is very unlikely to find two bases in 
very close contact (clashing). Recently, we have introduced a 
measure, called ESCORE, which makes it possible to 
quantify the accordance of any arbitrary RNA 3D 
conformation with the local, three-dimensional probability 
map obtained from the large ribosomal subunit shown in Fig. 
1. The ESCORE serves as a scoring function for RNA 3D 
structure prediction. More precisely, given a large number of 
conformations of an RNA molecule (decoy set), the 
ESCORE ideally ranks these conformations from the closest 
to the furthest from the native state, without prior knowledge 
of the native state itself.  

We benchmark the ESCORE on 20 different decoy sets 
generated using the FARNA algorithm [16], which is a subset 
of the decoy sets we analyzed in our previous work [14]. This 
subset is particularly meaningful as a structure prediction 
exercise, since here the decoys were sampled without 
including any information about the actual experimental 
structure. For each decoy set, we assess i) if the known, 
native structure has the best score among all the decoys; and  

Figure 1. Three-dimensional distribution of nucleobases obtained from the crystal structure of the large 
ribosomal subunit. Different colors correspond to the different interaction types: Watson-Crick pairs in red/orange, 
non-canonical interactions in blue, stacked pairs in green. 
 



RNA & DISEASE 2015; 2: e544. doi: 10.14800/rd.544; © 2015 by Sandro Bottaro, et al. 
http://www.smartscitech.com/index.php/rd 

 

Page 3 of 6 
 

Table 1. Summary of ranking and decoy screening capabilities of ESCORE 
PDB code Ranka RMSD best (Å)b Min RMSD (Å)c 

157D 0 3.54 1.46 

1A4D 0 23.57 4.06 

1CSL 0 3.96 3.28 

1DQF 0 3.04 2.39 

1ESY 0 3.70 2.75 

1I9X 0 4.79 3.0 

1J6S 0 10.66 2.94 

1KD5 2 4.22 2.52 

1KKA 151 4.15 3.53 

1L2X 0 13.62 3.81 

1MHK 0 9.03 4.68 

1Q9A 0 4.74 4.22 

1QWA 0 4.24 3.52 

1XJR 0 8.81 6.94 

1ZIH 0 1.84 1.63 

255D 0 1.90 1.72 

283D 0 3.12 1.73 

28SP 0 3.73 2.80 

2A43 0 4.78 4.52 

2F88 0 3.87 2.74 

For each decoy set, we report a) the number of decoys scoring better than native, over a total of 500 structures per 
decoy set; b) the RMSD from native for the best-scoring decoy; c) the distance of the closest-to-native structure within 
the decoy set. PDB codes relative to solution NMR structures are highlighted in gray. 

ii) the deviation between the native state and the best-scoring 
decoy. The latter test is more stringent, as in a real 
structure-prediction experiment the best-scoring decoy 
represents the putative native structure.  

The results, summarized in Table 1, show that for almost 
all decoy sets (18/20) the native state has a better (higher) 
ESCORE than any other structure in the decoy set (rank=0). 
Additionally, in these cases, the best-scoring decoy typically 
displays a similar secondary structure compared to the native 
state (Fig. 2), indicating that in a blind prediction test results 
would be satisfactory. 

For two decoy sets, however, a non-zero number of 
decoys score better than the native structure. The most 
emblematic example is shown in Fig.3. As in the previous 
case, the native and the best-scoring decoy both share the 
same secondary structure.  However, we notice that the 
ESCORE relative to the stem region is higher in the decoy 
when compared to the native structure. By close inspection, 
we observe that this discrepancy is due to a significant 
difference in the base-base vertical distance between 
consecutive, stacked bases (3.66±0.53 Å for the decoy and 
4.00±0.45 Å for native, considering the helix region only). 
More generally, it can be seen that the vertical distance 

between stacked bases in A-form helices of NMR models 
can deviate considerably from the typical distance observed 
in crystal structures. As an example, the vertical distance is 
3.42±0.32 Å for the crystal structure of the large ribosomal 
subunit and 4.17Å ± 0.45 Å for the NMR structure of the 
nucleolin-binding RNA hairpin (PDB code 1QWA [17]). This 
point is of particular importance when considering that 
ESCORE, as well as many other structure-prediction 
algorithms such as FARFAR [18] and RASP [19], are trained 
on high-resolution crystal structures. Therefore, it is not 
surprising that all these algorithms perform better on decoys 
relative to X-ray structures compared to NMR models, as 
also observed in the study of Bernauer et al. [20] 

Finally, we inspect the results obtained on the challenging 
decoy set relative to the loop D/loop E arm of E. coli 
5SrRNA, composed by a long stem with one terminal hairpin 
loop(PDB code 1A4D [21]). In this case, ESCORE correctly 
assigns to the native structure a good score (Fig. 4). 
However, the best scoring decoy is completely different from 
the native, featuring not one, but two hairpin loops. In    
Fig. 3 we also show that the secondary structure          
of  the  second-best  scor ing decoy i s  s imi la r  to           
that of the native state. Two items should therefore be 
addressed: i) why the two-best scoring decoys, that      
are completely different, have similar ESCORE; and ii) 
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why is the best-scoring decoy so different from the native. 

The answer to these questions can be found in the 
observation that the number of favorable base-base 
interactions in hairpin loops and in helices is very similar. 
Since the ESCORE can be considered as a weighted count of 
base-base interactions, good scores are assigned to both 
decoys, irrespectively of the presence of one or two hairpins. 
It is well known from secondary-structure studies that the 
presence of hairpin loops is energetically unfavorable with 
respect to helices [22]. This effect is not explicitly taken into 
account in the ESCORE, and is thus an important ingredient 
that could be used to improve the method. This explanation 
is also supported by the fact that the very same issue affects 
other scoring functions that heavily rely on local-contacts, 
such as FARFAR [18] and RASP [19]. 

Conclusions 

The ESCORE can correctly discriminate and rank decoy 
structures among most of the cases examined in this Paper. 
When compared with state-of-the-art, all-atom methods such 

as FARFAR or RASP, ESCORE consistently performs 
equally well and in some cases better, thus demonstrating the 
validity of the approach. We examined in detail two decoy 
sets for which ESCORE (as well as FARFAR and RASP) 
fails in identifying the closest-to-native decoy or in assigning 
the best score to the native structure, and we identified two 
major sources of errors. Firstly, we observed that it is more 
difficult to obtain good scores for RNA structures solved by 
NMR. This is likely due to significant differences in the helix 
geometry between X-ray crystal structures, which are used to 
parameterize ESCORE, and NMR models.  

Furthermore, we have shown that the ESCORE does not 
penalize to a sufficient degree the presence of hairpins with 
respect to helices. This problem, affecting ESCORE as well 
as other state-of-the-art, atomistic methods, is an important 
shortcoming that should be addressed properly in the future 
in order to allow for accurate RNA 3D structure predictions.  
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Figure 2. Native structure (left) and best scoring decoy structure 
within the 28SP decoy set. Each residue is colored according to the 
ESCORE. The sum of all per-residue contributions gives the total 
ESCORE value. Note that bases in the stem regions typically have 
high ESCORE values. Conversely, bases in the hairpin and internal 
loop regions have low ESCORE values. Root-mean-square deviation 
(RMSD [23]) from native of the best scoring decoy is also shown. 
 

Figure 3. Native structure (left) and best scoring decoy structure 
within the 1KKA decoy set. Each residue is colored according to 
the ESCORE. Note that the residues in the stem give the dominant 
contribution to the ESCORE. RMSD from native of the best scoring 
decoy is also shown. 
 



RNA & DISEASE 2015; 2: e544. doi: 10.14800/rd.544; © 2015 by Sandro Bottaro, et al. 
http://www.smartscitech.com/index.php/rd 

 

Page 5 of 6 
 

References 

1. Taft RJ, Pang KC, Mercer TR, Dinger M, Mattick JS. Non-coding 
RNAs: regulators of disease. J Pathol 2010; 220:126–39. 

2. Esteller M. Non-coding RNAs in human disease. Nat Rev Genet 
2011; 12:861–74. 

3. Pauley KM, Cha S, Chan EKL. MicroRNA in autoimmunity and 
autoimmune diseases. J Autoimmun 2009; 32:189–94. 

4. Jeker LT, Bluestone JA. Small RNA regulators of T cell-mediated 
autoimmunity. J Clin Immunol 2010; 30:347–57. 

5. Cheetham SW, Gruhl F, Mattick JS, Dinger ME. Long noncoding 
RNAs and the genetics of cancer. Br J Cancer. 2013; 
108:2419–25. 

6. Han P, Li W, Lin C-H, Yang J, Shang C, Nurnberg ST, et al. A 
long noncoding RNA protects the heart from pathological 
hypertrophy. Nature 2014; 514:102–6. 

7. Salta E, De Strooper B. Non-coding RNAs with essential roles in 
neurodegenerative disorders. Lancet Neurol 2012;11:189–200. 

8. Wapinski O, Chang HY. Long noncoding RNAs and human 
disease. Trends Cell Biol 2011; 21:354–61. 

9. Loeb S. Does PCA3 Help Identify Clinically Significant Prostate 

Cancer? Eur Urol 2008; 54:980–981. 

10. Zheng Z-M. Viral Oncogenes, Noncoding RNAs, and RNA 
Splicing in Human Tumor Viruses. Int J Biol Sci 2010;6:730–55. 

11. Seyhan AA. RNAi: a potential new class of therapeutic for human 
genetic disease. Hum Genet 2011;130:583–605. 

12. Pauley KM, Cha S. RNAi Therapeutics in Autoimmune Disease. 
Pharmaceuticals. 2013; 6:287–94. 

13. Leontis N, Westhof E. RNA 3D Structure Analysis and Prediction. 
New York: Springer; 2012 

14. Bottaro S, Di Palma F, Bussi G. The role of nucleobase 
interactions in RNA structure and dynamics. Nucleic Acids Res 
2014; 42:13306-13314. 

15. Klein DJ, Moore PB, Steitz TA. The Roles of Ribosomal Proteins 
in the Structure Assembly, and Evolution of the Large Ribosomal 
Subunit. J Mol Biol 2004; 340:141–77. 

16. Das R, Baker D. Automated de novo prediction of native-like 
RNA tertiary structures. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A 
2007;104:14664–9. 

17. Finger LD, Trantirek L, Johansson C, Feigon J. Solution structures 

Figure 4. Native structure (left) and best scoring decoys structure within the 1A4D 
decoy set. Each residue is colored according to the ESCORE. RMSD from native of the 
decoys are also shown. 
 



RNA & DISEASE 2015; 2: e544. doi: 10.14800/rd.544; © 2015 by Sandro Bottaro, et al. 
http://www.smartscitech.com/index.php/rd 

 

Page 6 of 6 
 

of stem–loop RNAs that bind to the two N-terminal RNA-binding 
domains of nucleolin. Nucleic Acids Res 2003; 31:6461–72. 

18. Das R, Karanicolas J, Baker D. Atomic accuracy in predicting and 
designing noncanonical RNA structure. Nat Methods. 
2010;7:291–4. 

19. Capriotti E, Norambuena T, Marti-Renom MA, Melo F. All-atom 
knowledge-based potential for RNA structure prediction and 
assessment. Bioinforma Oxf Engl 2011; 27:1086–93. 

20. Bernauer J, Huang X, Sim AYL, Levitt M. Fully differentiable 
coarse-grained and all-atom knowledge-based potentials for RNA 

structure evaluation. RNA 2011; 17:1066–75. 

21. Dallas A, Moore PB. The loop E-loop D region of Escherichia coli 
5S rRNA: the solution structure reveals an unusual loop that may 
be important for binding ribosomal proteins. Struct Lond Engl 
1997; 5:1639–53. 

22. Mathews DH, Disney MD, Childs JL, Schroeder SJ, Zuker M, 
Turner DH. Incorporating chemical modification constraints into a 
dynamic programming algorithm for prediction of RNA secondary 
structure. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2004; 101:7287–92. 

23. Kabsch W. A solution for the best rotation to relate two sets of 
vectors. Acta Crystallogr Sect A. 1976; 32:922–3. 

 


	Sandro Bottaro, Francesco Di Palma, Giovanni Bussi

