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Table 1 The categorization of GO evidence codes

Experimental EXP IDA IPI IMP IGI IEP
Computational ISS ISO ISA ISM 1GC IBA IBD IKR IRD RCA IEA
Author TAS NAS

Curatorial 1C ND

fThaeZ (s B 1891 S2PR |, UniProt " 99% M AR INAEARVE, GO Hdli T 95% 1E A i ThRE
PR A2 B 1 B A R N RRAE (S JE I8 v B2 D7 VEHE W i >k 1~

B AR R0 AR B A W SE R S8 A R S D REAE SRR &R, GO HAE i D REFR AFA) 45 1 5% &
1) GO AR 2 MR R B B GO AniE s (GO annotations, GOA) 1] GOA SR HAEA KT
FEHT [45), I B AN B HE ) B AR 2 AN B 1 S Th REARVE (S B AN, 1 B — SeTh REAR AN D) e
RS BRI, 0 Gillis 55 B0 Sib 204 T s BRI R bR 5 B TRRE 1, KIL 20% HI&E ERALE
PIAE G — LDy REfE BA TR . RE GO HAZHZL R 2 B 16 77 R IR 50 GOA U —
S pE S EEAMRERY, BT EARRE BIERIETZ, GOA U IR E & — ek
R A BT REAREAE B (R B A B R LEThRERN B ARTE 1 IXLEThRE), A SOR X SR 1R bR )
YRS € SO E B S ThRebnyd. I 8 0T D A T AR @ & S T D e A5 2 e 4
RENHE B hee 1120 38 Sbryd g O 5 e e Dhag (18 141 RT3 0 00ASAE G T R 15181 ax
AR C RN B B 1 BT D e AR EAS SR AR IR 0, 20 1 AR A5 S 0) Ty BE T 45 SR A s i
T2 FR b, X LEng 75 D e bRt 22 5 5 SR B 1 R Th AR RUBIE 785 R (19200 an 2 s kR AN 2 s it 121
bR DRI DR B AR A AT 19200 FIAE W 28 Ay bt B S DRI, A5 R R B 5 S D Re AR,
B B T m s B st O DhREFR (S BRI SEE, 758 5 220t 78 5 M AT

GOA AR H A7 1 2 ot D REARTEAE B PJ&E 1AHHN) Edl Jg@ ik, SRR B AR U
sRECE 0 . GO HErflE A AESE S 21 Y (dnF 1 FiaR). B IEA (inferred from electronic
annotations) Ah, HoAh P UFE 2R R B ThRebnE 5 B AT GO HZe4Hi#%. Thomas 25 21 Y NyaT DU
FHAIE 38 S0 iy & 8 A B DhRE AR I m SEME e b, B Seih 204 #8 B T Experimental A1 Author
X R DR bRV S BT SE 1 BE 5. Gross 55 (221 AN [EUEHE 1 8 (0 Dh ReAn i (5 BT Ge it 70 i,
KILEAITE GO 3 N4 3Z (biological process, BP; cellular component, CC; molecular function, MF)
ATSEMEARTA]L Jones &5 231 R BUFEFHEHE A ISS (inferred from sequence or structural similarity) fZ)
REARIEAS B TN 2 9 51 Dh RE 2 3 BOH my A DR 28, DRl U AT e bt 46 R FHAIESE O 1SS I DI REFRIE.
Rogers %5 241 | F ThBebrd: (RS P-4k 28 11 50 D R 00 75 v PR e, I 7 BHAE X B AN [R) T 75 vk ik &
R JE PR AT DL G 1) 1. b AN, B B D REARIE IR 9 & Mk g FH T SR A 5 TR R SR AL
JE (25:26] 2 15 2 [ P SCORE AL FSE 368 5 8 T BOx 8 15T O DI e AR A5 RN D) BeAn 25 (] R 4546 26 R
TR BEFUER I, 1B SOMMBLRE 5 8 1502 18] (17 S ARACLRE RN 2 1 93 2 R] FR) ELAR A5 TR AR OG 7280 gk
FH 85 1153 )y e T AR 2 11 5 2 () A2 E AR FH P & 4k (29391, Benabderrahmane %5 [2°) X5 AN [ UF 4%
() Dy REARTE T BN A PAUE, FR A — P T B AR I A LE GO D) REARZE T s A B A ) o ]
THEEE BT 18] (915 SCRALRE, 43 B 2 B 45 G UE 4 & 1 mT L SE AERf R A B 1 B [A) A8 SOR &R R
ERXETVEI T T AN FERIESE DI REFRE R AT SE1E, F5 tH GO B Pe b A7 i i 8 A BT DD RE AR BARAE — E I
Nk 75 R 1) B e 7 DI RE Ay () B B (H I3 0 AT AE R TR ) GOA Hh 1) 5 D e ARV FE T AH S [ A

1) http://www.geneontology.org/page/guide-go-evidence-codes.
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Fo. EEXX —IRAS, Lu 55 BY & 1 —Fh Bz A0 e 75 DR AR U 7% (NoisyGOA). NoisyGOA B it
SRR 15 2 TR RS SCRIBUEE R GO THREAREE 2 TR F A ZRARALEE , AR5 TH I8 — AN (A R AN Th g
Pl 5 v ST A0 0 AR D REAR T I e R A AR BE , 8 J 5 3k e 408 2 1 o3 B A /)N 43 AR B
FEE (R Th RE AR 4 52 N2 B 5 IR e 75 ThREARTE. SR, NoisyGOA 7ETHEIE SCHIBURE 1IN 5 52 8 (1
JR C A M S ThRE AR M RE I, HLVAA 5 RE T REARTE R B P, TR A PR e 52 v i b R A1 2 (1
J5R M 7 T RE AR AR Ay B A AT

A GO IR ISR O 43000 4, XEETHREFRZ 2 A fE GO 3 4% (BP, CC, MF)
GG S — AN 1 TEHA B A X B T BERR 2T s A2 IR GG MR R W) FhRAE R AR S Th (S
BHE—Sa. ME AR A GO ThRehsZxt B ThReR, 3R 8% 8 B T I 2R 2
AT REARZEXT NI T RE; 10 24 8 A B AN PR ZEX0T B D BB, 1288 1 R A S AR 1% hR 28
K H T IVRZE N R B T g X —FUFRN True Path Rule 429, —ANE A R AR A B+ E
FE JUANTHREAR XS B ThRE. R, f766 R R DhRedn 5 B E AN - ThEEARZE S pR 2 — ANk
R HLA S — e M LR AR, B A5 B AVE SRR U i 5 25 5 w0 i R e v M s 0.
BN 82,33 IR vz N T EUR 2t (5 5 M AN AR 25 2] S AT 55 v B4~361 M N[5 5 2
b 1) L0, 5 A Pt 7 B 4 6 3 s B 0 5 L e G MG 7SRRI TR T8, YRR RO R B S B S B B

BT LIRFSRIER, 454 % O BF 7R B S5 0 AT, AN SCER X R R MR S T RS AR IR I IX
— AR AR R R i) AT AT, B — b IR T AR S SRR R R RS D RERRE TR T (NFA). NFA
T SRS DR AR RESE S8 AT GO ThREARZE I E IRGE MR R0 B A — DhREAR S JC IR MR k47
B FURAE IR IR B 1R FH A 2 7 v B8 1 0 2 ) PR o SRR B S R FH I AR B 22
VR B 15 PN RS THREARYE . TR B T AR RE T I P A B A b i s 8 SR AR W B 1 T 7S T e
FRERTTIR G, NFA LA RS 509% (A0 NoisyGOA B E B8 #E R b iR il 25 (5 /5 e 75 D e bRy, 21
B NFA 15U H 00 75 T REARTE R 8 225 P2 i B 1 03 D) BR TRUIA B2 . A SCHIF 90 I8 UE S 45 & B R T
REARTEAS 5 PRI IE 5 a8 1 5 18 B A RS AR ) FH A e 3 7 2 B 1 O ) ) SRR B 3 T 8 s e s

HREPME R, Baeflnest — DI miRniEE.
2 ETHIREXNERREAIREREIRA

NFA 2 i FESE R A5 - DHREARSERIKAEFEANAL, RIBHERE ER TR R R AR 2
)8 SCHIAUPE BE BT 5, DA 4l 65 P (1 3R 1 o Mg 75 SHBE AR IR 3 XA . R SR B S ik 2
RS R SRIBCHE R AL, SR 5 A RN SRR K L R B8R, SR AE T 2 #8702 IRt b 45 Y e 2%
RIS 7S Th BEARE RS 525
2.1 ETIHRENERRIGEFREMR

& A e RVITI NEA - DIRehr 8RB, N AEABRKNML, T 8 GO TR s, |T|
NIIBERRZE A EL. FERE A B L F:

‘ 1, REAT @ bRvE ¢ B80S ¢ T IMRES,
A(it) = o i
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Figure 1 (Color online) GO annotations of “UBP5” of S. cerevisiae (noisy annotations are in red rectangles)

B 5 e S D REARTE RN H AR HR . A AR BRI (BIERR B B 5 - DhRERRICORHK),
A A HAHIRCERAEA 1 BN 0, BET A BRI, B M S DhBEARE AN F T 8 g
T )R FER AR A P TR A 0 RN 1, AR IR RLER A TR 1D REAR X B
fIThfg. A E T & A BT Bo~ R A Py T ERAE M 0 SR —1, BRI R R
FUTAS B 1% D RERR 22X B [ T RE.

T I 9T 3 BHAS (R UE 3 & 1 1) 2 1t Bh ReAsyd nT SEVEAN ). GOA SO Rl sk A8 A o A i i
41 HREAETR IR Z 5 AR D RE (AR5 B, IXLE D RebR @ E PR B “EI DIRehsiE, GOA
SRS TR BRI REARTER CuEdE SR B, EE 1, BEREE TR E AR “UBPS” (H I
2015-11-09) A 3 NEBEINAEIRTE (“G0:0005634”, nucleus; “GO:0000131”, incipient cellular bud site
M “G0:0005935”, cellular bud neck), ‘EAITHIUESE & P40 A% MK 1 ) IBA F1 IDA. @ MH GO
ff) True Path Rule WJ¥IX %8 B 425X B D REAR 2 AL S An 28 bRy B8R B i b, 8l 1 R
BB AL 14 A GO DhRedsEbniE. MBI GOA SC/F (HIH: 2016-04-11), “UBP5” K LjfE
PryER A, B 1 A EHERFRR 5 MRS (“G0:00432267, “G0:00432297, “GO:00432277,
“G0:00432317, “G0:0005634") YA FHIREMZE AT L, v “UBP5” [FMER DhREbRyE. BT @4
WS I SR EUER 115 1R D BE AR I8 LU T U E 5 0 R ) Th e bmvE A e HL T A5 5 iy 21871 (R AE
YEZEAN IDA BIThREFRA: AIE B & TiEdE2E 5 IBA BIThRERRTE. R True Path Rule I 1 AR
B 45H), “G0:0005634” M 'R AEFRZ L “G0:0000131” A1 “GO:0005935” 5645 1] RE 1% 8 (A i e
FEOIRebRE, X 5B 1 FETRE 5 NSRS AN, RS R 45 A T R Y ReAR T FIE T R
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# 2 GO F 21 MiEREHNE
Table 2 Weights assigned to 21 evidence codes of GO

Experimental Computational Author  Curatorial

EXP IDA IEP IGI IMP IPI ISS ISO ISA ISM IGC IBA IBD IKR IRD RCA IEA TAS NAS IC ND

EC

Weight 1 1 1 1 1 1 06 06 06 06 06 06 06 06 06 06 06 1 0.8 0.6 04

PEFEREATIC 7 I B T VR0 e P AR

Z IR R R, iEG3R 1 IR 7 AN SCHER [25] IR TIEE TR SUMAUPEFE & A0 GO
21 MAFIPIEE SRR E T 03k 2 FisBIRLE. SCHR [21) 488 T Experimental 1 Author 1X K
FRIE FR D RERRE (S B EE LA A SE AT e, [, ASSCRE EXP, IDA, IEP, IPT, IMP, 1GI, TAS fRUE
WHEN 1. ML TAS (traceable author statement), NAS (non-traceable author statement) JA] 54 %2
fl—28, FrUAHBE R E N 0.8, (HAR T HAR A ZKALES. ND (no biological data available) HJAX
HBE N 0.4, FIR B PTA R FRESBCE A E Y 0.6. ASCRIFER SCHR [38] 2 WA E ¥
BEORIGHAT VLRI, SHRAIR 5 S WA SCSE G E 7

N TR AR O BRI BEARE 2 AR IR s U BEAT IR, Al LR 7 SO B 5t - DhReds
BRI Al

Al (i,t) = A%(i, t) x Wee(i, ), (2)

At e RVXITI 2 H GOA SCAFH & A B BT REAR (S RATUGAL I SR AT — DhREFRSE R
. Wee € RVXITI N ERRDNBEARERNESEALE (B0 2 IE). WRFE—DMEAMR - IR RE
A Z MY, A X SRS b i KA AR W

2T True Path Rule, A SCR BRI REARE B AL 3 21 e AT A L e ThRebnas, Jr i h:

Ac(i,s) = max{AZ (i,t)|s € anc(t)}, (3)

anc(t) FRox GO FINFERREE ¢ BT A M REAR S L&, RIS s B2/ HEDRERE I
Je, WK s SEEAM ¢ FORBEUE A(i,s) WENIXEREF R AME. WE 1 H “G0:0044464”
Al e BRI AEARTE “G0:00001317 AT “G0:0005634” 3T GO K ThHEARZE 8] 4544 % R HET 3R A5
“G0:0000131” FIIEHEZEHIA IDA, “G0:0005634” HIIEHEZR5A IBA. IDA HIALE KT IBA, K,
“G0:0044464” 5 “UBP5” KELK/NET IDA ALE, “G0:0044424” 5 “UBP5" [ /NI & T
IBA HIBLE, “G0:0044424” b “G0:0043326" B REN “UBP5” HIME A FRE. X Pl Bk ] LU IR 2
H 5 5 HH e D RE AR 25 1) IR B K T 805 T 5 P T AW B I DGR, AH e, WS 2 s S5 4H S b
25 BRI E /N T H 5 - PIVR 2 () SCHBL R, TIAH Sebn 20 LU - PV 28 58 AT 0T g 40 5 ORI B T
M S D RERRYE, X P B RGBT

2.2 ETRRRTIEXEUETE

BT H AR D BEARTE IS R E AT AR R TR RS D REARE, (B AR BT iA NS fE T i E H
R B B DI RERREREE, JEBCA B B AR E B M hREARIEAS 2. 8 A B 1A1E i P 7e s R AR i A
Yo Thae, A B (A A AR AR 1 RH DL 45 5 2 5T R PR SORTBLEE B TE AR 5% 127281 DRl 3
b ER R A DI REARIES S, A/NITEIER B B F 5 — DHREARZE QIR RS A EIMSEER AR
IRV SCRARALLRE , 07 {80 i 3 T Mgt 1 SO A B e 7R DO RERRVE . SR IE R B AT D4t 7
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2 T SOMVBLBE T 53773, AELIX 6 75 350 38 52 1) A A J5 A 58 2R D RE A A e P bRy ) 3 12728
BN BT ] ATE— B R B b 5w IR AR SRR R P R AE B 4, 48032 B T MG RN 15 5 B di
T AT AU, B30 i T4 R 2 E AR ) B LD RE AR B AFEA FIRR L R B R (48] A AR 0 T
A 2%, L, Ace /&AM M EUAERE. 45 &M R 78 mgEng 7= B BRI A,
FRIRE L, AT 1y-norm SR KIM 7 o 75 5 HRCH 1 18] (3 SCRIURE, 7 K T

&; = argmin||Aec(i, ) — ci Azl + Bllellr, st ai >0, (4)

Al e RW-DXITE R A BERSS i ITIRMTHERE, 8 > 0 RIEWLSE, HERFEIRETS [
WA (||ou|l) < HEZE 3 (4) BHBEXTEAR ¢ FKIBERICHE Adc(,-), HEH
Ace TR Ace(i,-) LIAMHAR AT RE D BRI B LML T Acc(i,-), o € ROV NEMREL ai())
N Ace(j,) SEM Ace(i,-) FITTHRAD RE, HEMAERAE Acc(j,) 5HE Ac(i,) BAREL, 7R
HINEE NP EL PV T PN

KT A, ), HATLMFBIN L oy, ASCRHE SLEP BAFAL B9 SRR (1), FHEE T RBR
INFRE o} T8 SCE A B IR RIS SCRALLEE. SR A BT @ A j 2 T8I TR SCRIURE T 5540 T

ai(j)a j <,
S,)={ au(G 1), j>i. (5)
0, HoAth.

S € RNN AT LA 0 0V SURIUSAERE. JotRISHERBE B IORIBREE, & S = (S+8T)/2 K
N AVE R 2 [ RO RE SURBUSAERE. 565 3R (4) B (5) 002 BT REAZ AR DL
RITABHEIR. I Yo g, SRR A5 SRR Z I L 7 524 L 0 2 A R
AR 2 1),

2.3 BEEINEERREIR

PSR — ey B EDOL A A 1 o M S D REARIE RN 5. 12 E R TR A i i SR AR A
SR D REARIEAS B AR EE BZ R F B BRI REARE 70 Bl AT 58, B A ThREFR R4S 1) S 4,
YO58 B 12 B R ARSI RRARIE 2 D RERR RS BB /D, D RERR S A P RERE MR A AL, XA O
T2 BT R B B S RERRE BN — B AN RS & 2 A oRIE K R B BT REARE SR S 104 S e
N2 FH ) B 5 R A B AR B EX 07 AR SR S P IR AN RIEEE AN R D Be AR 0 22
5. BB RIAN R BERFE L IBANAS R DhREFRTE 10 22 7 1k, NFA I ARES AL R A5 - DIREhR2E R Hk
TR Ao FNTESCHUEERERE S R B 1 B ME 75 ThRERRTE. WIRIIREARZE ¢ CAMERIE A ¢ L, B
Ace(iyt) > 0, t TRAAFRIIIINBLREE R AMRYE AR 75 305

N
V(i,t) = > 8(i,5) X Acc(j,1)- (6)

j=1
R (6) A LRI & EEAR4288. IR —ANE (ATARIE ¢, (B8 AR 08 SR E (A
SRV BRI AR ¢ SRE S BLIN Aoe (g, ) ARAE, T ¢ %28 (5% 0068 75 T B AR T 1 7T R A,
SERL V (i, ¢) BOEAR/N. NFA AR R85 207 /b 28 £ 5 8 75 ) B R e 5k T AR P R 1 72
SR, SRR T BB RS bR (R B M R Ih R ARSI 450 05 . NFA K52 LL 2 A P B 2
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Table 3 Statistics of GO annotations of A. thaliana and S. cerevisiae

Branch (|77) Annotation Noisy annotation
BP (5390) 540073 10039
A. thaliana (24314) CC (3853) 240184 1862
MF (2773) 200008 2290
BP (5161) 265224 3745
S. cerevisiae (5907) CC (1017) 109934 683
MF (2401) 70604 700

3 =
3.1 HIEE

EH T3 DR A 5 M 75 D) R e B w) T A e i S D R AR VRO SR I I e, ASCRI A
PIANASFIN A GO SCAERT SRR A Y (LR FTFIEEREET) GOA ST R H2 U 75 D g brit:
i, DASRATEE NFA MITERE. A SCA GO B 7 k2 43 51 F %k 2015-11-09 F1 2016-04-11 #4~ H 3
VAR ) GO SCHEFIX RE) GOA SCHF. 2 T GO [ B 5 HA I 5 D e bR iR S ORI TN 285 2R 1)
oM, ASCRE—FP 5 2nd CAFA (critical assessment of protein function annotation algorithms) [?) 4
AR TR AL B : X T GO hReFnA s, A A H IR I PR B 7E 2015-11 A1 2016-04 DI RERR
25, FEBRACHILAE 2015-11 87 2016-04 H DI REARSE, BIELGT 52 GO DIREFRZ S IAER GO DiRehs
ZEAS . SRR RPN B AR GOA SCHRRE T30 (1) Wiy o s E 0 — DhREds
ZERHRFERE AR (2015-11) F1 A" (2016-04). AR AP dHIELE A il R I D e bR e 7 1)
Rebnit. 2l BRI SS, GO fEH: 3 N LD REARZE S 405 il f: 28111 (BP), 3853 (CC), 9966
(MF). 3 3 giit VI AR 7R GO 3 NS I ReARTE S . a0, SUETTFY 24314 AN AR
fE BP 73 3CHAHA 540073 AN DHRERRTE, IXEERE TS 5390 FiUIREARAEAFAEREK, P 10039 /MM
& DI REARTE.

3.2 XEFZESFNE=

ks AT NFA BIPERE, AR AT 5 MR SC VAR xt BE D532, B9 9

(1) Least frequency (LF) fE&ENEE A BT A DhREARE G IAE N AN A BT U B K
DhREPRBAE 91 8 o R 75 D e AL

(2) Sparse representation (SR) N M B2 7~ R A 8 B M 75 D REbRTE. B8 e E AR IR &
B — DHREARE RIS A bt B B i 2 W) AR g il SCRIALLEE, SR8 )5 R IR RE A FI2X (6) H &
ML AR 73 A5 VA 75 D BERRVE.

(3) Evidence code (EC) {XE: TEH AL B H 5T — DREARICIRIRFERE Aqe TR 5T M A5 Ty e
FRIE.

(4) NN s —FhFE T3 SCHALURE PR 2 1 R D e T 5 32 1420, 1205 vkt mT DA T TR0 o 1 i e 75
DREARVE. NN KB E BTLAE — AN SO, KebriE 30 8 A B D e br 0 B e, e s S )
B AR (8] eh (R aal 00 (T REAR A A SCRY A 0T 2 1 R ) D) Be AR 2 EAT AL, TR GO )

2) http://geneontology.org/.
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REPRRE ] A 45 44 0% 2R I BRI SE L, 6 7 L IRINBOR B A B R A B - DO RERR RS RIBCR/NERE B 3EAT
TR A AL R AE JEUUR SR IRAR B rR IO B AR K T O 10 AR R B4 o0 I e 3R B/ R SR BRI 5 D ox
S E 5 M 7 T BERRE .

(5) NoisyGOA BU J&—Ffi Ik 15 SRR DI RERRE N T5E. ZIVELES (1) SPRIES ALK &
FUR - DHREARZERIRAERE A R AR SZARDLEE 55 8 (s (R SCRIDURE , PRI I — 3 A2
RS GO THRERRZEIAI 1 73 FARMUE, i) G — MR A BN A Dhehr s 5 Hag UL R A i 2
A THRERREE 8] (1) 7 FARBLIE , 38 5 TR A5 ARMLLIEE foc /I AR D REARTE 9 e 75 D REARTE.

ASCIR T30 (4) FHIZEL B € [0.1,1] BISEEREER, KB NFA FE1%70 Bl W4 R A€, A SCRE
B BLENZVEH A HIEME 0.5. NtN 1 NoisyGOA 1 (I ZHB B 5 JFUR 18 STl i s i 5 20— 2L
A ¢ FoREAR @ A DIREFRESH, #530 (6) T V(i) € RITT i/  MEFTSRLIZ)
BE AR 2 00N A 12 38 115 )M 75 T RE AR, AR True Path Rule, 435 — AN IIREAR NI AR

WEFS CHBEARE, 5 %I REARZE I T AR 2E CARE BNZ A 5 b, U IX 285 VPR &8 1 9 AR B 1 i Y
W 7S T REARIE.

NEALH Y B 3R ER AR M S T REARTE IR BRI ME RS, SISOk [44], A SCRA T 6 RhEREDE
W E &, 537N MacroP, MacroR, MacroF1, MicroP, MicroR, F1 MicroF1, ‘& AITH & XUl T :

TP o P (7)
Pi=arp ¥Fp,” "7 TP, + FN,’
1 & 1 &

MacroP = N ;pi, MacroR = N ; T, (8)

1 N 2XpiXT;

MacroF1 = i ;:1 P 9)
N
TP,
MicroP = NZZzl ,
Zi:l(TPi + FPi) (10)
N
TP,
MicroR = 2iz1 !

SN (TP, + FN;)’
2 x MicroP x MicroR

MicroF1 = 11
1ero MicroP + MicroR (11)

TP; 9% i ANE A A DI REARE T R KPR 25 H , FP; NS R IR IR HH , FN;
NARBERHI AR AR R . pe M ey 0 BIZRZRAESS @ AR AL AR 3R 41 0] 2.

3.3 EHRBEERINERTIRANERST

A/NAT FEEEMNKIEXS LA B NFA 78 8 5% 75 DhRe bR iR A7 T VERE. 5 CAFA2 ) drfrysk
B0V B R, A SOMSL B RIS AT R FERE 500 I, BERBEHLIZIL 85% [ HE F BT AL DI REFRIEHEAT
R, Hk RS EERELE Bid 6 NMIRUTEEE EAME. 500 RARSLISAT S5 45 R E M T5 2 IEAR
FEFR 4 F1 5 . RAE IR I 25 SRR IR 45 RAETCX ¢ ke (95% BASFE) w30 T HAh g R, 5l
AR GRING R NI EE N ZER

MIX AL P 45 R ] DU EL R, 518 7E Macro I8 72 Micro FE& I, NFA 4K ZHUF A AEFR
P A G L B2 S R SRR FL(E. BAR SR ORI NFA #FIH T #iii R Rt 5 A i 2 [ i
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Table 4 Performance of predicting noisy annotations in A. thaliana on archived GOA files

LF SR EC NtN NoisyGOA NFA
MacroP 21.184+0.39 20.89+0.39 19.48+0.34 16.7540.29 17.31£0.34 27.79+0.46
MacroR 21.3440.39 21.2540.40 36.2740.58 44.124+0.63 24.6240.45 28.564+0.47
BP MacroF1 21.254+0.39 21.05+0.39 23.58+0.39 22.10£0.35 19.48+0.37 28.11+0.46
MicroP 51.2040.58 46.5010.65 36.67+0.41 26.30+0.36 35.9040.48 60.72+0.51
MicroR 51.93+0.58 47.96+0.65 79.75+£0.42 79.08+0.38 55.71£0.68 63.55+0.51
MicroF'1 51.571+0.58 47.224+0.65 50.2440.45 39.474+0.45 43.661+0.55 62.10+0.51
MacroP 34.11+1.03 41.83+1.14 41.63+1.17 30.2540.92 38.33+1.09 46.34+1.31
MacroR 34.47£1.04 42.81+1.16 71.22+1.68 51.92+1.35 58.73+£1.52 46.66+1.31
MacroF1 34.21+1.03 42.25+1.15 46.32+1.24 35.27£1.01 42.72+1.16 46.48+1.31
cC MicroP 63.87+0.96 68.60£0.84 37.73£1.24 34.63+0.86 47.144+0.97 74.48+0.81
MicroR 64.63+0.95 71.2910.86 93.41£0.37 81.831+0.68 84.2240.69 75.5240.81
MicroF'1 64.25+0.95 69.92+0.84 53.75+1.03 48.66+0.95 60.45+0.91 75.00+0.81
MacroP 26.53+0.67 29.93+0.73 24.1740.58 26.5440.59 25.18+0.66 30.06+0.72
MacroR 26.57+0.67 30.37+0.74 50.23+1.03 56.27+1.08 31.47£0.78 30.47+0.73
. MacroF1 26.5540.67 30.12+0.74 29.0240.64 33.411+0.69 27.0740.69 30.24+0.73

MicroP 56.62+0.81 60.19+0.74 30.28+0.52 35.23+0.57 51.99£0.70 59.93+0.76
MicroR 56.8510.81 61.4910.76 83.02+0.51 83.10£0.51 68.701+0.74 62.371+0.76
MicroF'1 56.74+0.81 60.83+0.75 44.37+0.60 49.4840.62 59.19£0.69 61.13+0.76

B SCHBLEE, {H2 SR FHRF IR bR PUEYE JE M, PRI U0 8RR NFA li—2%. EC FIA T
BETER AR B T — D Re AR S SR FE R Tl 2 5 e 7S D Re AR, TR 25 RS R R A I D Re
P A5 A ER 0 2 8] B AR g 1 SORIALLRE, JLERfA AT F1 (R AE R ZHUH L MK T NFA. A S
RTERIBE AR -~ ThREARSIBAERE A R IR B3R T 588 (BR8] A3 SCRTBLEE, FAE
3 (6) I ZARALEE RN R R~ DIRERR G RIS Aoe HEAT IR THREARIE RSB, %7714,
R CRIEELRS) BT SR, HA K NFA. A SCRHA Wilcoxon £ 5 FkE 4 491 SKPPAli NFA 5ix st
Xif LA A BB Z R 2 I ZE R, SR p [/ T 0.04, NFA B2 MR T HoAth X Eb
Bk, IR SEG 45 B E A M B T A SR HE ) NFA 7588 (15 M 75 T RS b 0000 o 17 3k

NFA 7E Micro &5 % & (MicroP, MicroR, MicroF1) &5 BAEAEM T Macro R & & 145
ROHEFEFEFEZ Macro RINEEFEMNFAFEAEDR, GERENEQR R 5F A MAEDR, B
RYETMH, BEEE A B HERR . B ERA FL AN 0, MISHARAHRI Macro & & AH. 41, Micro
RYNE PSR R A D REARTE, EA1S2 AL B AT T/ e 7S D e bRy E 1) B B R /. NFA 7R
MacroR Fl MicroR HIFEFRHRIAL EC M NtN, JEF R NFA SB[ 5 ShREbRE R N (B 5
1) HFH5%5, B True Path Rule AJ AN NFA #e45% )M Dh REARTEH0R T EC M NN, AT 33 148
i MacroR A MicroR {H. X84} EL 5 5EAE GO 1 BP 4337 45 SRR R H Al #4432, JR A2 BP
oy 3 F IR AR A L Ay £

5 NtN il NFA 250, NoisyGOA A T & [ 5 [A] B8 SARBLEE, 38 F FH 7 Thaebn %5 2 [A]
(13 AL . 76 R Z BB IR, NoisyGOA Et NtN M1 LF FLA 58 s I AER R, 15 /R 58 3545 5t 1
F1 {8, X2 8 4> FEARBLRE ) 2 13 5 e 75 ThAEARIE IR A E 5Tk, SR 1M, NoisyGOA 45 5B H A K SR,
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Table 5 Performance of predicting noisy annotations in S. cerevisiae on archived GOA files

LF SR EC NtN NoisyGOA NFA
MacroP 9.25 £0.31 9.29+0.34 12.3740.40 6.9340.22 9.76+0.36 13.07+0.42
MacroR 9.32+0.31 9.70+0.35 20.7540.58 26.46+0.65 13.15+0.46 13.49+0.43
BP MacroF1 9.28+0.31 9.47+0.34 14.45+0.44 10.1140.29 10.86+0.39 13.26+0.43
MicroP 32.37£0.74 28.77+0.88 27.1440.68 15.02+0.34 26.80+0.73 41.43+0.99
MicroR 33.20+0.75 30.39+0.92 65.11+0.95 69.75+0.75 42.33+1.01 44.18+1.03
MicroF'1 32.7840.74 29.551+0.90 38.311+0.80 24.7240.51 32.8240.84 42.76+1.01
MacroP 30.53+1.50 37.91+1.73 34.1941.57 20.72+1.05 37.3+1.57 40.72+1.73
MacroR 30.53£1.50 38.59£1.77 54.75+£2.15 53.27+£2.17 52.07£1.99 41.47+£1.76
ac MacroF1 30.53+1.50 38.22+1.75 38.40+1.67 26.81+1.24 41.86+1.68 42.02+1.74
MicroP 58.93+1.53 62.89+1.35 38.98+1.56 22.60+0.91 51.93£1.19 69.56+1.40
MicroR 59.10+1.52 64.54+1.41 82.49+1.03 79.38+1.11 78.55+1.13 71.29+1.46
MicroF'1 59.01+1.52 63.71£1.37 52.93+1.56 35.18+1.19 62.52+1.14 70.42+1.42
MacroP 17.09£0.75 17.82+0.81 19.19+0.81 12.46+0.51 13.02+0.67 21.38+0.87
MacroR 17.18+0.75 18.08+0.82 30.69+1.11 40.55+1.27 14.13+0.72 22.184+0.89
. MacroF1 17.13£0.75 17.94+0.81 21.23+0.86 17.25+0.64 13.44+0.68 21.68+0.87

MicroP 36.56+1.10 36.50+1.13 22.831+0.75 17.1940.53 28.51£1.23 38.70+1.31
MicroR 37.35+1.12 36.50+0.73 60.15+1.28 62.22+1.17 35.16+1.38 43.66+1.16
MicroF'1 36.95+1.11 37.35+1.14 33.10+0.96 26.931+0.73 31.4941.28 41.03+1.15

X WY SR ADURE bE 73 AR B AE B 50 A5 DO REARiE IR T A3/ R IIE L. NFA BRI T
NoisyGOA I JE KA P T TH: (1) NFA HRHE H 57 2 8] R B 1 SCRALLRE SRR 7 NI 4R 82 1 s AN A
IR, 1T NoisyGOA FFAR X 73 B 51 2 18] (2255 (2) NFA R 1 ZhBEFRIE AL J XS
HAM - DIREARZERIBIEFFEREAT AL, 12 NoisyGOA RAFIH].

LF SEFAE N ANE 5 DU R SR AR A DI RERR RS0 3 11 B A6 75 DI RERRTE. LF FHER A F1
{E /K EE NEN T NoisyGOA B 151, 1X R W DI BEARZE AT — P e 75 Th REAR IR 790 A 5 B A T
HERFE. H5¢ E NFA, SR 1 NoisyGOA tBARIH] 11X —$F4E, "EATIAEME S ShREFME R A ¥ G it —A
A BT REARZE AR B AR SCE BB, DLW Z & A % 15 N AZAREX M52, SR
FE L FERME b AN [F]ARALLRE B3 &0 v B A R AL E, NFA #E SR RFER FXH e R — DIRe bR KIC R
WEREAT 1 TR & 2 A A

ASOE NEEAS E 5 A D REFRE  BE L B D REARE JFH W i, 207 iR A S 45 RAN K
LF, Zfi&T NFA, FUHORER PR . xS B RAERT 1 8 1 5 e 75 T REFRTE A TR, Bk
TSR AR R SCR DA BEAE B2 15T e 75 T R R TR ) P A 28

3.4 HIFREEAETNREARE X E B BRI BEFUM A TR 43 4

ASCEHAT T 53— ML RA I 708 NFA S Bk 19 75 D BEARIE X 88 (157 Dh RE T (4 Dk S
M BioGrid® T (H 17y 2016-06-01) 1 B EER AR IF PISPIR ) 8 B 5T AR, KX (6)

3) http://thebiogrid.org/.
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Table 6 Results of protein function prediction on A. thaliana with/without removing noisy annotations

BP CC MF
Historical Removed Historical Removed Historical Removed

MicroAvgF1 75.38 77.11 78.36 80.08 66.83 69.03
MacroAvgF1 70.25 68.77 71.18 71.49 54.86 58.07
1-HammULoss 99.39 99.44 98.85 98.94 99.42 99.46
1-RankLoss 98.17 98.06 99.12 99.13 99.04 98.99
AvgPrec 67.11 69.20 76.32 78.15 64.46 66.67
AvgAUC 83.05 82.25 82.53 83.42 75.59 76.81
Fmax 88.27 88.47 93.82 93.82 92.17 92.26

a) Historical 5 Removed X Lt HRBE 471 45 SR AR ROR.
* 7 EESEELNEORETNER ©

Table 7 Results of protein function prediction on S. cerevisiae with/without removing noisy annotations

BP CC MF
Historical Removed Historical Removed Historical Removed

MicroAvgF1 97.99 98.00 97.13 97.14 96.01 96.02
MacroAvgF1 95.05 95.05 95.65 95.66 93.99 94.00
1-HammULoss 99.92 99.92 99.97 99.97 99.93 99.93
1-RankLoss 99.51 99.51 99.08 99.08 99.30 99.30
AvgPrec 93.07 93.30 94.18 94.29 92.45 92.55
AvgAUC 97.19 97.20 98.04 98.04 97.30 97.29
Fmax 95.91 96.03 96.66 96.71 95.51 95.56

a) Historical 5 Removed % HH B I 45 S R AR 2R

V (i, t) {HN 0 WIDhRERRIEHE Jye 5 DhRebrE, SR (1) HIE BB - DR CHKHERE A,
FIFSCHR [46] w2k T BARAR & R SR E R R A 34T B R DR T, AR SCHLE R 2 1 S 4
HEB - IR RIKAERE A B RIAE RO SR T 2ok 0N 2 1 BT D Re A, R 2 ) SR e &5 AR AE
F 6 F1 7 H1, P Historical F1I 4 FEIETMNLE F, Removed F N 5IBR NFA R H (10 75 B REARE 5 1
T &5 5.

B DR T AT LAE AR 2 AR 10 2% 2] I g AT I AT BT 481 ARSI A MicroAveF1, MacroAvgF1,
AvgAUC, RankLoss, HammULoss, AvgPrec fll Fmax 1X 7 By SR 85 E 5 ) AE T AY i &, 1X 88
PR BE B B T VRN 2 A5 105 S AR B B D RE TN B9 vE R, HoA T 6 2 ARIC S I FEE N E X2
TLSCHR (47, AvgAUC £ AN T RERRZ 43 )15 Area Under receiver operating Curve (AUC) F{H, HX
IXEEFREE AUC WEEABRA NS R, 5 AvgAUC Z¥MUL, Fmax 2 [E bR USSR (5 Zh A Tl o7
MZH ZRHERE VAN BT 1, B I A e a2 WGk [8,9]. ANA T HAh S &, RankLoss A1 HammLoss
PIAEL R /)N 3R 7 SO0 () o Bl . PR — B0, SEEG BA 1-RankLoss /X% RankLoss, 1-HammLoss 1t
B HammLoss. X262 5 AN R 77 T VFI0 25 15T D Be 00l i) o &, — AN SRR AR MELE I A7 55 & b i
o AN

MF 6 K1 7 ISR AT LAE H, HIFR NFA R0 H K8 75 DhREARTE 5 £ 5 D s Tt (1) ot 48 22
ANVPO R ER A T RS, AU Wilcoxon £ 5 FRALS 4] SRS (Historical 1 Removed 1))
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Table 8 Different weight configurations of evidence codes. NFA sets the weights of evidence codes via List2

Experimental Computational Author  Curatorial

EXP IDA IEP IGI IMP IPI ISS ISO ISA ISM IGC IBA IBD IKR IRD RCA IEA TAS NAS IC ND

Listl 1 1 06 1 1 1 04 04 04 04 06 06 06 06 06 06 04 08 04 0.8 0

List2 1 1 1 1 1 1 06 06 06 06 06 06 06 06 06 06 06 1 0.8 06 0.4
List3 1 1 1 1 1 1 04 04 04 04 06 06 06 06 06 06 06 1 0.8 06 0.4

%9 FRIEENREAREMRET LHRFRTIRBIER »)

Table 9 Results of noisy annotations prediction on A. thaliana under different weight configurations of evidence codes

Listl List3 NFA

MacroP 20.21+0.39 27.92+0.46 27.79+0.46

MacroR 20.57+0.39 28.69+0.47 28.56+£0.47

MacroF1 20.36+0.39 28.24+0.47 28.11+0.46

P MicroP 45.1910.76 61.06+0.52 60.72+0.51
MicroR 47.1940.77 63.77+0.52 63.55+0.51

MicroF1 46.17+0.77 62.38+0.52 62.10£0.51

MacroP 44.11+£1.25 45.85+1.31 46.34+1.31

MacroR 44.454+1.26 46.18+1.32 46.66+1.31

MacroF1 44.26+1.25 46.00+1.31 46.48+1.31

e MicroP 72.40£0.84 74.07+0.80 74.48+0.81
MicroR 73.64+0.84 75.15+0.80 75.52+0.81

MicroF'1 73.0240.84 74.61+0.80 75.00+£0.81

MacroP 26.2540.69 30.04+0.69 30.30£0.73

MacroR 26.73+0.70 30.74+0.71 30.94+0.75

MF MacroF1 26.431+0.70 30.34+0.70 30.57+0.74
MicroP 49.81+0.96 59.2940.75 60.73+£0.73

MicroR 55.35+0.92 62.89+0.75 63.36+£0.73

MicroF'1 52.43+0.93 61.03+0.75 62.02+0.73

a) IO t-test K50 (95% MIEASEE) T L AF AR AR RR.

Z 5Pk, MR p fE/N T 0.002, BIGIER NFA SR H e D) REARIE RE & 25 M50 5 82 88 (1 s D RE Tl
[y o B

3.5 IEHENARRER 534

N T A3 AT AN [RIIE 3 0 AS S s %o A 1 5 M P Ay TR AR IR ), SRR 3.3 /N 1 S50 T B A S
R TALE 3 MORFEIRIIAERE (W3R 8) TR NFA [ITERE. b, Listl 2% 7 Buza %% B8 XA
FAEHE AU TT 5K, List2 XFR. 2.1 /NFTRR 2 INBURIE. HRYE Jones 25 1231 [ 5T, DAUEHE & 1
N 1SS BV REFRIFE ST R 1 B DI REANTT 58, [RIIE List3 7F List2 &4, FF 1SS &H 3 A1
2K IS0, ISA, ISM AL E A, X 3 FPAS B FUESE IR 7 2078 B2 BF o AN AL G I b 1 45 SR HRAE SR 9 A
10 .

MK LG R AT LRI, A [R] (AIE 3 A 43 B SR S 52 ) B 1 5 M 7R AR IR IR e 7R 3 FIEYE 4)

1046



FEEBE EERS 485 8

% 10 TRIEENESRNEHSE LMRFIGTARER »

Table 10 Results of noisy annotations prediction on S. cerevisiae under different weight configurations of evidence codes

Listl List3 NFA
MacroP 12.914+0.41 12.81+0.43 13.07+0.42
MacroR 13.31+0.42 13.30+0.44 13.49+0.43
BP MacroF1 13.09+0.41 13.02+0.43 13.26+0.43
MicroP 40.91£1.01 41.35+1.03 41.43+1.16
MicroR 43.77+1.04 44.224+1.08 44.18+1.45
MicroF'1 42.2941.02 42.744+1.06 42.76+1.42
MacroP 38.56+1.79 40.16+1.69 39.89+1.73
MacroR 39.18+1.82 41.13+1.73 40.86+1.76
MacroF1 38.81+1.80 40.53+1.70 40.26+1.74
oe MicroP 65.50+1.50 66.80+1.37 66.74+0.99
MicroR 67.81+1.55 70.35+1.41 70.24+1.03
MicroF'1 66.64+1.51 68.53+1.35 68.44+1.01
MacroP 17.514+0.79 20.91£0.83 21.38+0.87
MacroR 18.254+0.83 21.54+0.86 22.184+0.89
MacroF1 17.804+0.81 21.15£0.84 21.68+0.87
ME MicroP 34.28+1.28 37.57+£1.19 38.54+1.16
MicroR 39.07+1.34 42.504+1.19 44.43+1.17
MicroF'1 36.524+1.30 39.88+1.19 41.274+1.16

a) X t-test K96 (95% MIEAEIE) NS4 A4 R AR ROR.

P s ) List2 RN BAF, 1M List1 FIRIUEZE. X Ui Buza 55 B8] $2 H MUEHE B S FEANIE
F T8 A M A bRy R, 546, A SGE R I LT List2 A1 List3, TEA 7E List1 " REE R, Mk
PN TEA FITHRERRTE A P83 — Wb B (R BT C AT REARTE EL B2 e 1), DRI, R4 8 1% TEA 1
ThRe bR 1 B I8 H 520 28N PR b (0 8 10T e 7S D REARTE RO RS . 2T Listl M5 RA K
List2 1 List3 /& H T3 IEA BUE BB BAR S EIIEE R0 N, X2 RUONIERRADN TEA EH R
ThEe AR 1 A] FEME AN He A S T 5505 2R A5 ) D REARTE I T S 1 22 BT 491 List3 MR RERE KT
List2 BtHH 7T 1SS R B HAS e H2 T 35 T B3 v S0 11 0 e 75 h R i 1R IR R

4 ZERIE

I AR AR 5T 2D RE TN 7 A 78 3 B T PN 58 A R ARV B B ) D BE BN LS R T e
RIEE A BOEAT SRR D BEARE AN 2. BEE 88 1 S DD REARIEAS B AE 2 M s i 2 R, g T UH R0 1%
Xt GO b 28 P AR 5T M S D REARVEREAT HHERA A, AR A5 D REARIAXT Jim S0 7T 55 L FH AR
Wi, A FWETE T 5 A D RERRTE B TR 5 A (T AR 5 e A D RERRTE . S BLR — HAE,
ASCHE T — R B TR 1 AR 5 e A DD REFRTE IR D77 (NFA). SEIRZ5 RAIER] T 8 R e A 2
BERRVE BT TR AIE, A B A LE 592, NFA AT DL D AR 3R 0 e 75 THREARIE. I8 7 Hrid ik Wl 5
B NFA R 08 F 5 e 7 D RERRIE RENE ST B2 5T DhRE UM (KRG 5. s it 1 SCARBLBE R T BRI 1
R & PEXAT BT 5 1 5 M D REARIE A
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Identifying noisy functional annotations of proteins using sparse
semantic similarity
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Abstract Automatically annotating functions of proteins is a key task in bioinformatics. Functional annotations
of proteins are collected from multiple sources; thus, noisy annotations are inevitably introduced. However, the
current research in protein function prediction almost always focuses on predicting functions for completely
unannotated (or incompletely annotated) proteins, and seldom identifies the noisy annotations of proteins. In
this paper, we propose a method called identifying noisy functional annotations (NFAs) of proteins using sparse
semantic similarity. NFA first utilizes a protein-function association matrix to store the functional annotations
of proteins, differentially weighs the annotations using the evidence codes attached with these annotations, and
subsequently upward propagates the weights to the expanded annotations via the hierarchical structure among
the functional labels. Next, NFA measures the semantic similarity between proteins by the [1-norm regularized
sparse representation on the weighted protein-function association matrix. Finally, it identifies the noisy functions
of a protein based on the functions annotated to its semantic neighborhood proteins. The experimental results on
two model species (A. thaliana and S. cerevisiae) show that the NFA more accurately identifies noisy annotations
than other related methods. Additionally, removing the identified noisy annotations improves the accuracy of the
current function prediction model.

Keywords protein function, noisy functional annotations, sparse representation, semantic similarity, label struc-
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