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Interactive online application for the
prediction, ranking and prioritisation of
drug targets in Schistosoma haematobium
Andreas J. Stroehlein*, Robin B. Gasser, Ross S. Hall and Neil D. Young*

Abstract

Background: Human schistosomiasis is a neglected tropical disease caused by parasitic worms of the genus
Schistosoma that still affects some 200 million people. The mainstay of schistosomiasis control is a single drug,
praziquantel. The reliance on this drug carries a risk of resistance emerging to this anthelmintic, such that research
towards alternative anti-schistosomal drugs is warranted. In this context, a number of studies have employed
computational approaches to prioritise proteins for investigation as drug targets, based on extensive genomic,
transcriptomic and small-molecule data now available.

Methods: Here, we established a customisable, online application for the prioritisation of drug targets and applied
it, for the first time, to the entire inferred proteome of S. haematobium. This application enables selection of
weighted and ranked proteins representing potential drug targets, and integrates transcriptional data, orthology
and gene essentiality information as well as drug-drug target associations and chemical properties of predicted
ligands.

Results: Using this application, we defined 25 potential drug targets in S. haematobium that associated with
approved drugs, and 3402 targets that (although they could not be linked to any compounds) are conserved
among a range of socioeconomically important flatworm species and might represent targets for new
trematocides.

Conclusions: The online application developed here represents an interactive, customisable, expandable and
reproducible drug target ranking and prioritisation approach that should be useful for the prediction of drug
targets in schistosomes and other species of parasitic worms in the future. We have demonstrated the utility of this
online application by predicting potential drug targets in S. haematobium that can now be evaluated using
functional genomics tools and/or small molecules, to establish whether they are indeed essential for parasite
survival, and to assist in the discovery of novel anti-schistosomal compounds.

Keywords: Drug targets, Computational drug discovery, Schistosoma, Prioritisation systems

Background
Human schistosomiasis is a neglected tropical disease
(NTD) caused by parasitic flatworms of the genus Schis-
tosoma [1]. This disease affects some 200 million people,
predominantly in Africa, and is mainly caused by two
species, Schistosoma mansoni and S. haematobium [2,
3]. The mainstay of schistosomiasis control is a single

drug, praziquantel, which, due to its low cost, effective-
ness and safety, is being used widely in mass drug ad-
ministration (MDA) programmes worldwide [4–6].
Arguably, the reliance on a single drug can increase the
likelihood of selecting for resistant worms, given the
knowledge of rapid and widespread resistance against all
major drug classes in many parasitic worms of animals
[4, 7]. Thus, research towards the discovery and develop-
ment of alternative anti-schistosomal drugs, including
the repurposing of drugs that are approved for use in
humans, is on-going [4, 8, 9].

* Correspondence: astroehlein@unimelb.edu.au; ndyoung@unimelb.edu.au
Melbourne Veterinary School, Department of Veterinary Biosciences, Faculty
of Veterinary and Agricultural Sciences, The University of Melbourne,
Parkville, Victoria 3010, Australia

© The Author(s). 2018 Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0
International License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and
reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to
the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The Creative Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver
(http://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/) applies to the data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated.

Stroehlein et al. Parasites & Vectors          (2018) 11:605 
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13071-018-3197-6

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1186/s13071-018-3197-6&domain=pdf
mailto:astroehlein@unimelb.edu.au
mailto:ndyoung@unimelb.edu.au
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/


In this context, a number of studies (e.g. [10–12]) have
employed computational approaches to prioritise pro-
teins for investigation as drug targets, using extensive
genomic and transcriptomic data now available for
schistosomes [11, 13–15]. Similar approaches [16, 17]
have been applied to other parasites of socioeconomic
importance. Additionally, the online resource TDRtar-
gets [18], although mainly established for unicellular
pathogens, allows for the prediction of drug targets for a
number of parasitic helminths that cause neglected trop-
ical diseases [19, 20]. Another target prioritisation ap-
proach, which relies on both filtering and ranking of
weighted gene/protein features, has been applied to pre-
dict kinases as drug targets in Haemonchus contortus, an
economically important parasitic roundworm (nema-
tode) [21]. However, this refined approach has, to our
knowledge, not yet been applied to the protein comple-
ment of the flatworm S. haematobium. Here, we extend
and enhance this approach by establishing an online ap-
plication which allows for interactive weighting and
ranking of features using parameters defined by the re-
searcher. Using this application, we identified potential
drug targets in S. haematobium that could be linked to
approved drugs and inferred novel targets that are con-
served among socioeconomically important parasitic
flatworms, for which no known ligands exist.
In order to prioritise drug targets employing customis-

able prioritisation criteria, we first inferred
sequence-based features using genomic and transcrip-
tomic data, and then linked sequences to pathways and
drugs. All of these features were then integrated into an
online application.

Transcription levels
To prioritise drug targets according to gene transcrip-
tion in adult stages of S. haematobium, we recorded
transcription levels for all 11,140 S. haematobium genes
(PRJNA78265) from published data (accession numbers:
SRR6655497 and SRR6655495) [11, 12, 22].

Inferring orthologs in metazoan model organisms and S.
haematobium-related flatworms
To determine amino acid sequence similarity between
11,140 individual S. haematobium proteins
(PRJNA78265) and those of other species, we employed
the program blastp v.2.2.28+ applying an E-value cut-off
of 10-5 and considering only the best matches. We car-
ried out these comparisons using protein sequences
from WormBase (Caenorhabditis elegans, WS262,
PRJNA13758) [23], FlyBase (Drosophila melanogaster,
release FB2017_06, dmel_r6.19) [24], Ensembl (release
91.38; Mus musculus GRCm38.p5 and human GRCh38)
[25] and WormBase Parasite (WBPS9; accession num-
bers: PRJEA36577, S. mansoni; PRJEA34885, S.

japonicum; PRJDA72781, Clonorchis sinensis;
PRJNA222628, Opisthorchis viverrini and PRJNA179522,
Fasciola hepatica) [13–15, 26–28]. For each pair of
query-hit sequences obtained from the blastp analysis,
we then calculated a pairwise global alignment using the
program NEEDLE from the EMBOSS package v.6.4, to
determine global sequence similarity and coverage,
which were used to define groups of orthologous se-
quences via the user interface of the online application.

Inferring essentiality and functional annotation
Next, we inferred genes with a lethal phenotype in C.
elegans, D. melanogaster and/or M. musculus, employing
gene perturbation data and information from the
WormBase, FlyBase and Ensembl databases, respectively,
to allow for the prioritisation (i.e. selection or high
weighting) of parasite orthologs with lethal phenotypes
in one or more of these species. We then annotated S.
haematobium proteins by matching them with their
closest homologs in the Swiss-Prot [29] and the Kyoto
Encyclopedia of Genes and Genomes (KEGG) [30] data-
bases (releases 05/2017) using blastp, and by domain
searches using InterProScan v.5.15.54 [31]. To prioritise
proteins that represent pathway ‘choke-points’ (cf. [32–
34]), we inferred proteins linked to a unique KEGG
orthologous gene (KO) term within a KEGG pathway
and/or annotated with a unique InterPro identifier.

Predicting drug-drug target associations
To infer associations between parasite proteins and
known drug targets, we matched S. haematobium pro-
teins to known drug targets and associated drugs in the
ChEMBL (release 23) [35] and DrugBank v.5-0-11 [36]
databases using the program psiblast v. 2.2.26+, applying
a stringent E-value cut-off of 10-30. For the ChEMBL
database, we included only targets for which data from
at least one drug screening assay were available, as
otherwise no connection between a target (in a parasite)
and a drug could have been made. In addition, we ap-
plied the following default selection criteria (cf. [37]): we
only considered binding assays (“B”) that reported “activ-
ity” (in %), “inhibition” (in %), “Kd” (dissociation con-
stant in nM), “Ki” (inhibitor constant in nM), “IC50”
(half-maximal inhibitory concentration in nM) or “po-
tency” (in nM). For all values reported in nM, we set the
cut-off at ≤ 10,000 nM (10 mM) and, for all percentage
values, we set the cut-off at ≥ 70%, in order to pre-filter
the ChEMBL database for compounds that showed ac-
tivity against an associated target and are thus predicted
to have an effect on an orthologous protein in the para-
site. Of these 109,712 compounds, we labelled 30,169
compounds as “previously screened in Schistosoma spe-
cies”, as they were (in ChEMBL) either linked to Schisto-
soma as the test organism (n = 30,158) or had been
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screened against S. mansoni in a recent study (n = 11)
[38]. In addition, we retrieved information from both da-
tabases on the clinical phase or status of approval of all
compounds and the number of violations of the
rule-of-3/rule-of-5 [39]. We also assessed whether small
molecules in the ChEMBL database represented natural
products and inferred the ‘drug-likeness’ of compounds
in the DrugBank database based on their similarity to
compounds from the MDL Drug Data Report (MDDR)
[40].

Online application to predict and prioritise drug targets
in S. haematobium and to infer associated drugs
To enable the customisable prioritisation of drug targets
based on all inferred target/compound properties, we de-
veloped an online application (available via [41]; source
code available via [42]) using the shiny package [43] of the
R programming language v.3.5.0, which allows for the in-
clusion of 29 gene/protein features (Table 1 and Fig. 1) in
five different ways (Fig. 2). The first option is to assign a
weighting to a particular property by means of a slider
(Fig. 2a). The second option allows for a particular prop-
erty to be required by selecting a check-box (Fig. 2b), thus
removing (i.e. filtering) from the results all proteins/com-
pounds that do not satisfy the required feature. The third
option (Fig. 2b) excludes proteins that satisfy any feature
that is deemed disadvantageous for a prospective drug tar-
get (e.g. high sequence similarity to a host ortholog). Using
the fourth option, features that are (according to the in-
vestigator’s aims/priorities) deemed unimportant for the
prioritisation process can be ignored (Fig. 2b). When this
option is selected, no weightings are assigned to the fea-
tures, regardless of whether a protein satisfies them or
not. For some features, a fifth option allows for a range of
values (e.g. clinical phase of a drug; Fig. 2c) or a subset of
properties (e.g. a subset of InterPro domains of interest)
to be selected. The final score for each protein that is not
excluded from the results during the selection process is
then determined by calculating the sum of weighting fac-
tors for all individual features. Subsequently, genes/pro-
teins are ranked from highest to lowest overall scores, as
described previously [21]. In the following, we describe
and justify the weightings, parameters and cut-offs that we
selected in the online application to prioritise drug targets
in S. haematobium. The user interface of the application
developed here consists of five panels (Fig. 2d) that repre-
sent the different steps in the prioritisation process as well
as two additional panels (Fig. 2e) that visually summarise
and display the prioritised proteins and drugs.

Transcription of target genes (panel 1)
In the first panel, “Transcription”, genes can be filtered
(i.e. “required” or “excluded”) or assigned a weighting ac-
cording to their transcription level in at least one adult

stage (male and/or female) of S. haematobium. For the
present analysis, we selected the option “required”, as we
considered target transcription in at least one adult stage
to be a minimum requirement for a compound to have
an effect against this target in the parasite within the hu-
man host.

Sequence comparisons of target genes with orthologs of
other species (panel 2)
The panel “Orthology” allows for the prioritisation of
targets based on their conservation among multiple
‘model’ organisms (C. elegans, D. melanogaster and M.
musculus), flatworms related to S. haematobium (S.
japonicum, S. mansoni, C. sinensis, O. viverrini and F.
hepatica), as well as orthologs that have been experi-
mentally verified (i.e. Swiss-Prot orthologs) and host (i.e.
human) orthologs. This panel also allows for the selec-
tion of cut-offs used to define which S. haematobium
proteins have orthologs in other species. Here, we se-
lected a minimum of 80% amino acid sequence similarity
across the entire sequence and a minimum of 50% of se-
quence coverage as the cut-off for proteins to be re-
corded as orthologs.
Although proteins conserved across a broad range of

taxa are suggestive of being essential [16], this character-
istic might also indicate that the parasite protein cannot
be safely and selectively targeted by a small molecule,
which could lead to adverse or toxic effects when the
drug also targets an ortholog in a host animal (verte-
brate). Thus, here, we selected a weighting of five points
for the presence of both C. elegans and D. melanogaster
orthologs and excluded any targets that had an inferred
ortholog in M. musculus. For the same reason, we re-
quired that there was no human ortholog and that any
existing homologs were ≤ 46.2% (75th percentile) similar
to the target sequence. Furthermore, we gave seven and
eight points for the presence of orthologs in S. japoni-
cum and S. mansoni respectively, given that S. haemato-
bium and S. mansoni are often co-endemic [1, 2] and a
novel anthelmintic should be able to target all species.
In addition, we awarded six points to targets with ortho-
logs in two other flatworm species (C. sinensis and O.
viverrini) and eight points to targets with an ortholog in
the liver fluke F. hepatica, given the major socioeco-
nomic importance of this parasite [44, 45]. An ortholog
in the Swiss-Prot database was given seven points, rea-
soning that an experimentally verified and/or manually
curated ortholog provides additional confidence to the
accuracy of the annotation of a parasite protein.

Inference of essentiality (panel 3)
In the “Essentiality” panel, we gave nine points to targets
with C. elegans and D. melanogaster orthologs that ex-
hibited lethal phenotypes upon perturbation by RNA
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interference (RNAi) of their respective genes. We ex-
cluded any targets that had an ortholog in a representa-
tive vertebrate (M. musculus) that exhibited a lethal
phenotype upon gene knock-down or knock-out. In
addition, we gave eight points to targets with a unique
KEGG pathway term, reasoning that they might repre-
sent indispensable ‘choke-points’ that would lead to a
major pathway disruption if inhibited or knocked down.
For the same reason, proteins with a unique InterPro
protein annotation were given seven points.

Selection of potential targets based on annotation (panel 4)
The “Annotation” panel allows the user to select a sub-
set of proteins with a particular annotation as predicted

targets. The selection panel can be searched by simply
typing keywords into it; for example, typing “kinase” lists
all InterPro terms containing “kinase” and allows indi-
vidual terms to be selected. Multiple terms can be se-
lected and the check-box “All of selected” allows for the
selection of proteins that have been assigned to all of the
listed annotation terms. In contrast, the check-box “Any
of the selected” selects all proteins with one or more of
the listed terms, and the check-box “None of the se-
lected” excludes any protein annotated with any of the
terms listed. As we did not want to restrict our selection
to a particular group or family of proteins, we chose the
default selection (“All identifiers” and “Any of the se-
lected”) for this field.

Table 1 Ranking and prioritisation features employed to infer drug targets and associated drugs in S. haematobium

Feature Default
(cut-off) value

Ranking type Weighting

Transcribed in adult worms? Yes Require na

Sequence similarity to C. elegans ortholog ≥ 80% Weighted 5

Sequence similarity to D. melanogaster ortholog ≥ 80% Weighted 5

Sequence similarity to M. musculus ortholog ≥ 80% Exclude na

Sequence similarity to S. japonicum ortholog ≥ 80% Weighted 7

Sequence similarity to S. mansoni ortholog ≥ 80% Weighted 8

Sequence similarity to C. sinensis ortholog ≥ 80% Weighted 6

Sequence similarity to O. viverrini ortholog ≥ 80% Weighted 6

Sequence similarity to F. hepatica ortholog ≥ 80% Weighted 8

Sequence similarity to Swiss-Prot ortholog ≥ 80% Weighted 7

Sequence coverage of C. elegans ortholog ≥ 50% Weighted 5

Sequence coverage of D. melanogaster ortholog ≥ 50% Weighted 5

Sequence coverage of M. musculus ortholog ≥ 50% Exclude na

Sequence coverage of S. japonicum ortholog ≥ 50% Weighted 7

Sequence coverage of S. mansoni ortholog ≥ 50% Weighted 8

Sequence coverage of C. sinensis ortholog ≥ 50% Weighted 6

Sequence coverage of O. viverrini ortholog ≥ 50% Weighted 6

Sequence coverage of F. hepatica ortholog ≥ 50% Weighted 8

Sequence coverage of Swiss-Prot ortholog ≥ 50% Weighted 7

Sequence similarity to human ortholog ≤ 75th percentile? Yes Require na

Lethal phenotype for C. elegans ortholog? Yes Weighted 9

Lethal phenotype for D. melanogaster ortholog? Yes Weighted 9

Lethal phenotype for M. musculus ortholog? No Exclude na

KEGG ‘choke-point’? Yes Weighted 8

Unique InterPro identifier? Yes Weighted 7

One associated compound in ChEMBL? Yes Require na

More than five associated compounds in ChEMBL? Yes Weighted 5

One associated compound in DrugBank? Yes Require na

More than five associated compounds in DrugBank? Yes Weighted 5

For each feature, the default value or cut-off value, the ranking type chosen in this work and the assigned weighting are given. For the inference of de novo drug
targets (i.e. those without associated drugs), the last four listed features (i.e. those describing the number of associated compounds) were all set to “exclude”
Abbreviation: na, not applicable
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Drug-drug target associations and chemical properties of
predicted ligands (panel 5)
To select both targets with or without associated com-
pounds, we carried out two independent rounds of rank-
ing. In the first round, we linked compounds to selected
drug targets based on sequence similarity between para-
site proteins and proteins deposited in the two data-
bases, ChEMBL and DrugBank. The “Drugs” panel
allows for further prioritisation of targets based on the

presence and chemical properties of associated com-
pounds in these databases. For both databases, we re-
quired each target to have at least one associated
compound and assigned additional five points to the
overall target score, provided that five or more such
compounds were found, respectively. Additional infor-
mation about these compounds was then used to further
filter the results: for compounds in the ChEMBL data-
base, we required the drug phase to be between phase II
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and phase IV [46]. The maximum number of rule-of-5
violations was set at zero. For DrugBank, we included
only compounds that had the status “approved”.
In the second round, we excluded all targets that had

compounds associated with them in either of the two
databases by checking the “exclude” check-box for the
“At least one associated compound in ChEMBL/Drug-
Bank” features. All other parameters remained the same
as in the first round of ranking. Using these settings, we

ranked targets solely considering homology-based fea-
tures and selected proteins that might represent poten-
tially new drug targets for which no known ligands exist.

Prioritised proteins/targets (panel 6)
The “Summary and Analysis” panel contains three main
elements: a summary table (Table 1) that lists all weight-
ings and ranking modes that have been set for individual
features. All changes made to these parameters by an

a

c

b

d e

Fig. 2 User interface of the online application. The weighting of features can be set via a slider (a) or features can be excluded, ignored or
required (b). Additionally, feature restrictions/filters for associated drugs can be defined using a range slider (c) or check-boxes. Of the five panels
that represent different steps in the ranking/prioritisation process (d) and the two panels that visually summarise and display the resulting
proteins and drugs (e), the “Drugs” panel is shown here as an example
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investigator can be reset to the parameters applied in
this study by clicking the “Reset weightings” button.
Clicking the “Calculate ranking” button reveals a range
of additional elements in this panel: a histogram (Fig. 3a,
b) summarises the number of proteins that satisfy the
applied criteria and the distribution of scores for all pre-
dicted targets. The detailed score and annotation data
can be downloaded as a tab-separated text file for a spe-
cified number of proteins (default: top 10% of all in-
ferred proteins) or for all proteins by selecting a cut-off
and clicking “Download protein data”. In addition, the
applied ranking parameters can also be downloaded
using the “Download ranking parameters” button. At the
bottom of the panel, a table (Additional file 1: Table S1
and S2) lists all results, including the total score, infor-
mation on protein annotation and scores for individual
criteria. Criteria that are excluded or are required (which
means they are not weighted) are not shown in the re-
sults list, as their values would be identical for all se-
lected proteins. Entries in this table can be ordered
according to the values within individual columns using
the up- and down-arrows next to the column names,
and can be searched using the text field at the top right
of the table.

Predicted/prioritised drugs (panel 7)
The “Drug Results” panel contains two sub-panels, one
for ChEMBL and one for DrugBank, and lists informa-
tion on all associated compounds that satisfy the selec-
tion criteria chosen in the “Drugs” panel for each
predicted target. In addition to summarising the proper-
ties of the resultant compound-target relationships, the
ChEMBL result table contains patent information as well
as web-links to data sheets of compounds and associated
screening assays. Both result tables are searchable and
can be downloaded by clicking the “Download
ChEMBL/DrugBank data” button. For both databases,
the number of targets for which associated compounds

are shown can be selected (default: top 10% of all in-
ferred targets). We investigated further the top five com-
pounds from each of the two sub-panels.

Results
Predicted targets associated with drugs (‘repurposing’)
The filtering and ranking criteria applied in the first
round yielded 25 potential targets that had one or more
drugs associated with them (Fig. 3a; Additional file 1:
Tables S1 and S3). Most of these targets (76%) had a
score of < 50 (Fig. 3a). We selected the five targets that
had the highest scores (58 to 71) for further assessment.
Among them were a G protein-coupled receptor
(MS3_07429), two protein kinases (MS3_03067 and
MS3_07186), a “major facilitator superfamily” protein
(MS3_09816) and a peptidase (MS3_02082). The latter
two were excluded from the target list during the com-
pound association process because, although compounds
were linked to them, they did not meet requirements set
for the drug phase and/or rule-of-5 violations. The three
most highly ranked targets inferred were linked to 104
distinct compounds in the ChEMBL database (Add-
itional file 1: Table S3). Of all 127 predicted associations,
77 compounds were linked to MS3_07429, whereas 27
and 23 compounds were associated with the two kinases,
respectively. Of all predicted drugs, three compounds
[CHEMBL490 (paroxetine), CHEMBL607707 (pelitinib),
CHEMBL513909 (Bi-2536)] predicted to target one or
more of the top three targets showed activity against
schistosomes in vitro in previous studies [38, 47]. How-
ever, for all of these drugs the predicted targets differed
from those reported earlier. For paroxetine, a G
protein-coupled serotonin receptor was predicted to be
the target, whereas Neves and colleagues [47] reported a
serotonin transporter as the putative target. Similarly,
the two targets [a SNF-related serine/threonine-protein
kinase (SNRK) and a brain-selective kinase 2 (BRSK2)]
predicted for the other two compounds were distinct
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Fig. 3 Score distributions for inferred Schistosoma haematobium drug targets. The distributions of scores for targets with associated drugs (n =
25; a) and those without associated drugs (n = 3402; b) are shown
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from those reported earlier, i.e. a polo-like kinase 1
(PLK1) and an epidermal growth factor receptor (erbB1),
respectively [38]. In the DrugBank database, 42 com-
pounds were associated with MS3_07429, three with
MS3_07186 and one with MS3_09816 (Additional file 1:
Table S4). Of all 46 compounds inferred from DrugBank,
ten were identical to those in the ChEMBL database, in-
cluding paroxetine.

Predicted targets for novel drugs (‘de novo discovery’)
In contrast, excluding all targets with associated com-
pounds yielded 3402 potential targets (Additional file 1:
Table S2). Despite this relatively high number of selected
proteins (30.5% of the entire proteome), the score distri-
bution was clearly skewed towards lower values, with
the majority of predicted targets (n = 3034; 89.2%) hav-
ing a score of ≤ 40. We selected the top five targets that
had a score of ≥ 71 for further evaluation. Among them
were two NADH-ubiquinone oxidoreductase subunits
(MS3_05808 and MS3_02704), two ribosomal proteins
(L1; MS3_01508 and L9; MS3_07928) and a protein an-
notated as a “dehydrogenase/reductase SDR family
member 12” based on its closest homolog (11% sequence
similarity; A6QP05) in the Swiss-Prot database. How-
ever, using InterProScan, this predicted target was anno-
tated as a “transcription initiation factor IIF, alpha
subunit” (IPR008851). Upon closer inspection, this pro-
tein and its closest homolog in Swiss-Prot showed se-
quence similarity in a section of the protein that
represented a “NAD(P)-binding domain” (homology
superfamily IPR036291), explaining the difference in an-
notation between the Swiss-Prot and InterPro databases.

Discussion
Here, we established an improved approach for the pre-
diction of potential drug targets in parasitic worms, and
created an online application for the reproducible and
customisable prioritisation of putative targets of
small-molecule schistosomicidal agents in S. haemato-
bium. Prediction and prioritisation are guided by infor-
mation obtained from the analysis and comparison of
genomic and transcriptomic data sets for S. haemato-
bium and those of relevant related organisms. The cus-
tomisable nature of the prioritisation approach might be
beneficial to researchers wanting a means of prioritising
drug targets of S. haematobium based on sequence- and
compound-based criteria.
We presented one possible prioritisation strategy, as

an example, and have given reasons for the selection of
weightings, cut-offs and other parameters. Our priori-
tisation strategy might not necessarily reflect the way
other researchers might wish to prioritise targets, based
on their unique research questions and/or capacity to
further investigate drug target candidates. For example,

here, we gave eight points to potential targets for which
an F. hepatica ortholog existed, reasoning that a novel
target should be present in most or all trematodes of
major socioeconomic importance (providing an in-
creased financial incentive for companies to pursue drug
development efforts). Another example relates to the
cut-offs set for minimum similarity (80%) and minimum
coverage (50%) for a sequence to be considered an ortho-
log. These values might be more stringent, depending on
the judgements of, or considerations by, other investiga-
tors. Importantly, the interactive, online application read-
ily allows for such adjustments to be made (and saved as a
parameter file) via the user interface, thus enabling differ-
ent prioritisation approaches and parameter settings to be
compared or contrasted. Similarly, the criteria for the se-
lection of compounds considered to be suitable candidates
as anti-schistosomal (or trematocidal) drugs can vary
markedly from investigator to investigator. The current
platform provides a range of customisation options, in-
cluding setting requirements for the approval status of a
drug, patents, previous screening results and/or (bio-)-
chemical properties.
The ability to adjust the ranking and prioritisation, ac-

cording to the perceived importance of individual prop-
erties of a target or drug, is considered to represent a
‘transparent’ way to select targets for future investiga-
tions. However, although selection parameters can be
justified, they are often arbitrary and depend on a re-
searcher’s subjective notion of the importance of individ-
ual criteria, as indicated in earlier studies [16, 34]. In
practice, this means that investigators tend to adjust
their parameters, so that the number of predicted targets
match their desired outcome by heavily weighting or fil-
tering according to the most selective predictors. Choos-
ing stringent filtering options will reduce the number of
targets, reducing or eliminating the need to choose a
cut-off score. In contrast, assigning weightings to indi-
vidual features/categories does not initially exclude any
proteins, thus resulting in a large number of targets, re-
quiring a subsequent selection of a small number of the
highest-ranked targets for further pursuit. Importantly,
the ability to compare and contrast a range of prioritisa-
tion scenarios, in association with experimental valid-
ation, can objectively assess the validity of the perceived
importance of individual properties, and thus enhance
future in silico prioritisation. Experimental validation
should also inform about the reliability of different selec-
tion and ranking features and parameters, by showing
how changes to the weighting of individual features can
affect the variability of the resultant ranking, and thus
revealing features that have the greatest effect(s) on the
distribution of scores.
In this context, the visual representation of clusters of

categories for all proteins investigated (Fig. 1) is a useful
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tool to gauge the number of genes/proteins filtered
when a particular feature is set to “required”, and how
weightings given to individual categories affect the over-
all score. This representation of features also summa-
rises, visually, the relationships among and/or
dependencies of features. For example, prioritising pro-
teins which are conserved in primary sequence among
flatworms but not present in mouse and other model or-
ganisms ranks these molecules in the lower third of the
heatmap (Fig. 1) most highly; in contrast, additionally fil-
tering these proteins for those having compounds linked
to them removes most targets from the results, as evi-
denced in the last four columns of the lower section of
the heatmap (Fig. 1). On the other hand, selecting pro-
teins that associate with known drugs is more likely to
prioritise proteins that are conserved among all species
compared (including mouse and human), which cluster
in the upper two thirds of the heatmap (Fig. 1).
We emphasise that the present study presents a

tool for drug target prioritisation, but does not deter-
mine which features are verifiably the most inform-
ative for determining viable or genuine drug targets.
Such an endeavour would require the experimental
validation of a range of different prioritisation scenar-
ios via drug screening, biochemical investigations
and/or functional genomics, which is beyond the
scope of this bioinformatic investigation. However,
importantly, the present application does allow for
different scenarios to be simulated, and thus might
underpin the selection of features that consistently
enrich viable drug targets among the most highly
ranked putative targets.
A comparison of the present approach to previous ef-

forts of computationally prioritising drug targets, guided
by genomic and transcriptomic data, suggests that there
is merit in ‘data-driven’ selection of potential targets. For
example, a similar ranking approach inferred a number
of protein kinases as putative drug targets in H. contor-
tus and linked them to small molecules that were later
verified as promising lead candidates in an in vitro study
[48]. However, this finding is somewhat anecdotal and
requires a large-scale, comprehensive evaluation to show
that the present ranking approach produces a statisti-
cally significant enrichment of promising targets and/or
compounds. Additionally, some of the ranking features
applied to drug target prediction in H. contortus might
have performed well due to a relatively close genetic
similarity to C. elegans. Whether the present, enhanced
approach performs equally well for flatworms remains to
be assessed in future evaluations. In this context, the in-
ference of evolutionarily distant orthologs in flatworms
might be achieved by employing a recently-developed
taxon sampling approach [49], which can overcome long
evolutionary distances and identify putative hidden

orthologs by employing a transitive homology approach
[49].
In addition to such challenges, differences in method-

ology, data sets and applied parameters of in silico drug
target prediction approaches make it difficult to directly
compare studies, even for predictions made for the same
species, as indicated earlier [50]. For example, at the
time of in silico-drug target prediction efforts carried
out for S. mansoni or S. haematobium [10, 11, 14], gen-
omic and transcriptomic data were largely unavailable
for other flatworm species of socioeconomic importance
(e.g. C. sinensis, O. viverrini, F. hepatica). Data for these
species are now accessible, and integrating them in the
prioritisation strategy applied here had a substantial ef-
fect on the score distribution (Table 1 and Fig. 1). Add-
itionally, the quality of draft genomes is continually
evolving, mainly due to concerted curation efforts by in-
dividual curators and the scientific community [23, 51,
52]. Taken together, the differences in the amount and
quality of data that were integrated into the prioritisa-
tion approaches is likely to have led to some discrepan-
cies in the prediction of drug targets between the
present and earlier studies. In the future, the assembly of
novel and curation of existing draft genomes and their
improved annotation should enhance the accuracy with
which we are able to infer the function of proteins and
the essentiality of genes, thus making drug target predic-
tion more reliable.
Despite current challenges, some overlaps were appar-

ent in the target and compound lists between this and
earlier studies. For example, most studies reporting pu-
tative drug targets in schistosomes, including the present
investigation, consistently rank highly enzymes involved
in phosphorylation-dependent signalling, such as kinases
[10, 12, 14] and phosphatases [11]. Other examples of
commonly prioritised targets include proteases [10, 14],
proteins and enzymes with roles in G protein signalling
[10, 14], reductases [14, 50] and transporters [10, 14,
50]. For transporters and kinases, in particular, there is
accumulating evidence that they are amenable to target-
ing by small molecular drugs in schistosomes [38, 47,
53, 54]. The finding that a number of drugs predicted
here and in a previous study [12] (including dasatinib,
imatinib, pelitinib, Bi-2536 and paroxetine) have known
anti-schistosomal activity in vitro [38, 47, 53, 55] instils
confidence that a bioinformatics approach identifies
compounds that merit further pursuit. Interestingly, our
approach did not predict praziquantel as a drug in either
of the two drug databases. Although ChEMBL contains
264 results for binding assays (“B”) for praziquantel
(CHEMBL976), no activity values are recorded. Thus, in
our approach (i.e. selecting compounds for which assays
are recorded that report an activity value of ≤ 10 mM),
praziquantel entries were ‘filtered out’ and, thus, are
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absent from the candidate list, irrespective of the rank-
ing strategy. For DrugBank, the target annotation for
praziquantel (DB01058) is “schistosome calcium ion
(Ca2+) channels”, but no sequence data is associated with
this annotation, thus preventing a link between prazi-
quantel and a target sequence. These findings reflect the
need for the curation and/or correct submission of
(meta-)data to the ChEMBL and DrugBank databases, in
order to improve the accuracy and sensitivity of predic-
tions reliant on such data.
Additionally, there should be a focus on expanding the

capabilities of the present online application by includ-
ing protein structure modelling (cf. [56, 57]). Such an
approach, combined with refined structural prediction
strategies, such as the comparison of binding pockets in-
ferred for different proteins and the identification of par-
ticular ‘sub-pockets’ [58, 59] followed by virtual
screening and/or docking approaches [60], might be
employed to indicate the binding mode of a ligand to a
predicted structural element, without requiring prior
evidence of a target-compound relationship. A limitation
of such approaches is the lack of experimentally deter-
mined three-dimensional (crystal) structures for most
proteins of parasitic worms and a reliance on the com-
putational modelling based on structural homology [57].
This aspect highlights the need for structural investiga-
tions of proteins of parasitic worms to assist in assessing
their potential as drug targets. Nevertheless, the pro-
posed computational modelling approach would enable
the ‘pre-screening’ of large compound libraries against
predicted target structures (cf. [61, 62]), possibly repre-
senting a cost- and time-efficient step prior to costly and
time-consuming in vitro screening or functional genom-
ics experiments.
For schistosomes, there are numerous reports of the

successful application of RNAi [63–66] and
lentiviral-based knockdown [67, 68], and CRISPR/
Cas-9-based approaches are currently undergoing devel-
opment [69]. Extending the present study, one or more
of these functional genomics tools could be used to
study the roles and essentiality of predicted targets [66,
70]. Such experiments would provide crucial evidence to
gain confidence about essentiality predictions using
computational means. In addition to knockdown experi-
ments, the use of small-molecular chemicals to elicit le-
thal or sub-lethal phenotypes, would also have merit,
and could support essentiality and drug target predic-
tions. In this context, compounds that have been linked
to five prioritised targets in the present study appear to
represent prime candidates for in vitro-testing against
schistosomes using established methods [53, 71, 72].
Subsequently, RNA-sequencing and proteomic analyses
of treated, untreated and/or knocked-down schistosomes
might provide some additional support to the

target-compound relationships predicted here, could in-
form about possible limitations of computational predic-
tions and would likely stimulate areas worthy of
improvement.

Conclusions
The online application developed here represents an
interactive, customisable, expandable and reproducible
drug target prioritisation and ranking approach that, we
believe, should be useful for the prediction and priori-
tisation of drug targets in schistosomes and, after expan-
sion, other species of parasitic worms. Using the
established online application, we have predicted ten tar-
gets that can now be evaluated using functional genom-
ics tools and/or small molecules, to establish whether
they are indeed essential for parasite survival in S.
haematobium.
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haematobium that have compounds associated with them, their
annotation and individual feature scores/weightings. Table S2. Predicted
targets in Schistosoma haematobium without associated drugs, their
annotation and individual feature scores/weightings. Table S3. ChEMBL
compounds associated with the top five predicted drug targets in
Schistosoma haematobium, their chemical properties and drug
information. Table S4. DrugBank compounds associated with the top
five predicted drug targets in Schistosoma haematobium, their chemical
properties and drug information. (XLSX 234 kb)

Abbreviations
BRSK2: Brain-selective kinase 2; CRISPR: Clustered regularly interspaced short
palindromic repeats; IC50: Half-maximal inhibitory concentration;
Kd: Dissociation constant; KEGG: Kyoto Encyclopedia of Genes and Genomes;
Ki: Inhibitor constant; KO: KEGG orthologous gene; MDA: Mass drug
administration; MDDR: Molecular Design Limited (MDL) Drug Data Report;
NAD(P): Nicotinamide adenine dinucleotide (phosphate);
NADH: Nicotinamide adenine dinucleotide + hydrogen; NTD: Neglected
tropical disease; PLK1: Polo-like kinase 1; RNA: Ribonucleic acid; RNAi: RNA
interference; SDR: Short-chain dehydrogenases/reductases family; SNRK: SNF
(sucrose non-fermenting)-related serine/threonine-protein kinase

Acknowledgements
Not applicable.

Funding
The present study was funded by the National Health and Medical Research
Council (NHMRC) of Australia, the Australian Research Council (ARC) and the
University of Melbourne. NDY was supported by a Career Development
Fellowship (CDF) from NHMRC.

Availability of data and materials
All data generated or analysed during this study are included in this
published article and its additional file or are accessible via http://
bioinfo.vet.unimelb.edu.au:3838/TargetRankingSHaematobium/ or https://
github.com/vetscience/drug_target_app.

Authors’ contributions
Conceived and designed the study and supervised the project: AJS, RBG and
NDY. Undertook the study and data analysis: AJS and NDY. Contributed to
technical aspects of hosting the online application: RSH. Wrote the paper:
AJS, NDY and RBG. All authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Stroehlein et al. Parasites & Vectors          (2018) 11:605 Page 10 of 12

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13071-018-3197-6
http://bioinfo.vet.unimelb.edu.au:3838/TargetRankingSHaematobium/
http://bioinfo.vet.unimelb.edu.au:3838/TargetRankingSHaematobium/
https://github.com/vetscience/drug_target_app
https://github.com/vetscience/drug_target_app


Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in
published maps and institutional affiliations.

Received: 8 October 2018 Accepted: 12 November 2018

References
1. Colley DG, Bustinduy AL, Secor WE, King CH. Human schistosomiasis. Lancet.

2014;383:2253–64.
2. van der Werf MJ, de Vlas SJ, Brooker S, Looman CW, Nagelkerke NJ,

Habbema JD, et al. Quantification of clinical morbidity associated with
schistosome infection in sub-Saharan Africa. Acta Trop. 2003;86:125–39.

3. World Health Organization. Research priorities for helminth infections:
technical report of the TDR disease reference group on helminth infections.
WHO technical report series 972. 2012. http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/
handle/10665/75922/WHO_TRS_972_eng.pdf. Accessed 5 Oct 2018.

4. Bergquist R, Utzinger J, Keiser J. Controlling schistosomiasis with
praziquantel: how much longer without a viable alternative? Infect Dis
Poverty. 2017;6:74.

5. Caffrey CR. Schistosomiasis and its treatment. Future Med Chem. 2015;7:
675–6.

6. Rollinson D, Knopp S, Levitz S, Stothard JR, Tchuem Tchuente LA, Garba A,
et al. Time to set the agenda for schistosomiasis elimination. Acta Trop.
2013;128:423–40.

7. Vale N, Gouveia MJ, Rinaldi G, Brindley PJ, Gartner F, Correia da Costa JM.
Praziquantel for schistosomiasis: single-drug metabolism revisited, mode of
action, and resistance. Antimicrob Agents Chemother. 2017;61:e02582–16.

8. Ramamoorthi R, Graef KM, Dent J. Repurposing pharma assets: an
accelerated mechanism for strengthening the schistosomiasis drug
development pipeline. Future Med Chem. 2015;7:727–35.

9. Lago EM, Xavier RP, Teixeira TR, Silva LM, da Silva Filho AA, de Moraes J.
Antischistosomal agents: state of art and perspectives. Future Med Chem.
2018;10:89–120.

10. Caffrey CR, Rohwer A, Oellien F, Marhöfer RJ, Braschi S, Oliveira G, et al. A
comparative chemogenomics strategy to predict potential drug targets in
the metazoan pathogen, Schistosoma mansoni. PLoS One. 2009;4:e4413.

11. Young ND, Jex AR, Li B, Liu S, Yang L, Xiong Z, et al. Whole-genome
sequence of Schistosoma haematobium. Nat Genet. 2012;44:221–5.

12. Stroehlein AJ, Young ND, Jex AR, Sternberg PW, Tan P, Boag PR, et al.
Defining the Schistosoma haematobium kinome enables the prediction of
essential kinases as anti-schistosome drug targets. Sci Rep. 2015;5:17759.

13. Schistosoma japonicum Genome Sequencing and Functional Analysis
Consortium. The Schistosoma japonicum genome reveals features of host-
parasite interplay. Nature. 2009;460:345–51.

14. Berriman M, Haas BJ, LoVerde PT, Wilson RA, Dillon GP, Cerqueira GC, et al. The
genome of the blood fluke Schistosoma mansoni. Nature. 2009;460:352–8.

15. Protasio AV, Tsai IJ, Babbage A, Nichol S, Hunt M, Aslett MA, et al. A
systematically improved high quality genome and transcriptome of the
human blood fluke Schistosoma mansoni. PLoS Negl Trop Dis. 2012;6:e1455.

16. Doyle MA, Gasser RB, Woodcroft BJ, Hall RS, Ralph SA. Drug target
prediction and prioritization: using orthology to predict essentiality in
parasite genomes. BMC Genomics. 2010;11:222.

17. Cantacessi C, Jex AR, Hall RS, Young ND, Campbell BE, Joachim A, et al. A
practical, bioinformatic workflow system for large data sets generated by
next-generation sequencing. Nucleic Acids Res. 2010;38:e171.

18. TDR targets. http://tdrtargets.org. Accessed 5 Oct 2018.
19. Agüero F, Al-Lazikani B, Aslett M, Berriman M, Buckner FS, Campbell RK, et

al. Genomic-scale prioritization of drug targets: the TDR Targets database.
Nat Rev Drug Discov. 2008;7:900–7.

20. Magarinos MP, Carmona SJ, Crowther GJ, Ralph SA, Roos DS, Shanmugam
D, et al. TDR Targets: a chemogenomics resource for neglected diseases.
Nucleic Acids Res. 2012;40:D1118–D27.

21. Stroehlein AJ, Young ND, Korhonen PK, Jabbar A, Hofmann A, Sternberg
PW, et al. The Haemonchus contortus kinome - a resource for fundamental
molecular investigations and drug discovery. Parasit Vectors. 2015;8:623.

22. Stroehlein AJ, Young ND, Korhonen PK, Hall RS, Jex AR, Webster BL, et al.
The small RNA complement of adult Schistosoma haematobium. PLoS Negl
Trop Dis. 2018;12:e0006535.

23. Lee RYN, Howe KL, Harris TW, Arnaboldi V, Cain S, Chan J, et al. WormBase
2017: molting into a new stage. Nucleic Acids Res. 2018;46:D869–D74.

24. Drysdale R, FlyBase Consortium. FlyBase: a database for the Drosophila
research community. Methods Mol Biol. 2008;420:45–59.

25. Zerbino DR, Achuthan P, Akanni W, Amode MR, Barrell D, Bhai J, et al.
Ensembl 2018. Nucleic Acids Res. 2018;46:D754–D61.

26. Huang Y, Chen W, Wang X, Liu H, Chen Y, Guo L, et al. The carcinogenic
liver fluke, Clonorchis sinensis: new assembly, reannotation and analysis of
the genome and characterization of tissue transcriptomes. PLoS One. 2013;
8:e54732.

27. Young ND, Nagarajan N, Lin SJ, Korhonen PK, Jex AR, Hall RS, et al. The
Opisthorchis viverrini genome provides insights into life in the bile duct. Nat
Commun. 2014;5:4378.

28. McNulty SN, Tort JF, Rinaldi G, Fischer K, Rosa BA, Smircich P, et al.
Genomes of Fasciola hepatica from the Americas reveal colonization with
Neorickettsia endobacteria related to the agents of Potomac horse and
human Sennetsu fevers. PLoS Genet. 2017;13:e1006537.

29. Boutet E, Lieberherr D, Tognolli M, Schneider M, Bairoch A. UniProtKB/Swiss-
Prot. Methods Mol Biol. 2007;406:89–112.

30. Kanehisa M, Goto S. KEGG: Kyoto encyclopedia of genes and genomes.
Nucleic Acids Res. 2000;28:27–30.

31. Jones P, Binns D, Chang HY, Fraser M, Li W, McAnulla C, et al. InterProScan 5:
genome-scale protein function classification. Bioinformatics. 2014;30:1236–40.

32. Taylor CM, Wang Q, Rosa BA, Huang SC, Powell K, Schedl T, et al. Discovery
of anthelmintic drug targets and drugs using chokepoints in nematode
metabolic pathways. PLoS Pathog. 2013;9:e1003505.

33. Schwarz EM, Korhonen PK, Campbell BE, Young ND, Jex AR, Jabbar A, et al.
The genome and developmental transcriptome of the strongylid nematode
Haemonchus contortus. Genome Biol. 2013;14:R89.

34. Shanmugam D, Ralph SA, Carmona SJ, Crowther GJ, Roos DS, Agüero F.
Integrating and mining helminth genomes to discover and prioritize novel
therapeutic targets. In: Caffrey CR, editor. Parasitic helminths: targets,
screens, drugs and vaccines. Hoboken: Wiley-Blackwell; 2012. p. 43–59.

35. Gaulton A, Hersey A, Nowotka M, Bento AP, Chambers J, Mendez D, et al.
The ChEMBL database in 2017. Nucleic Acids Res. 2017;45:D945–D54.

36. Wishart DS, Feunang YD, Guo AC, Lo EJ, Marcu A, Grant JR, et al. DrugBank
5.0: a major update to the DrugBank database for 2018. Nucleic Acids Res.
2018;46:D1074–D82.

37. Preston S, Jabbar A, Gasser RB. A perspective on genomic-guided
anthelmintic discovery and repurposing using Haemonchus contortus. Infect
Genet Evol. 2015;40:368–73.

38. Pasche V, Laleu B, Keiser J. Screening a repurposing library, the Medicines for Malaria
Venture Stasis Box, against Schistosoma mansoni. Parasit Vectors. 2018;11:298.

39. Lipinski CA. Lead- and drug-like compounds: the rule-of-five revolution.
Drug Discov Today Technol. 2004;1:337–41.

40. MDL Drug Data Report. http://accelrys.com/products/collaborative-science/
databases/bioactivity-databases/mddr.html. Accessed 5 Oct 2018.

41. S. haematobium drug target ranking. http://bioinfo.vet.unimelb.edu.au:3838/
TargetRankingSHaematobium/. Accessed 5 Oct 2018.

42. Online application for the prediction, ranking and prioritisation of drug
targets in Schistosoma haematobium. https://github.com/vetscience/drug_
target_app. Accessed 5 Oct 2018.

43. CRAN - Package shiny. https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=shiny. Accessed
5 Oct 2018

44. Dorny P, Stoliaroff V, Charlier J, Meas S, Sorn S, Chea B, et al. Infections with
gastrointestinal nematodes, Fasciola and Paramphistomum in cattle in Cambodia
and their association with morbidity parameters. Vet Parasitol. 2011;175:293–9.

45. Lane J, Jubb T, Shephard R, Webb-Ware J, Fordyce G. Priority list of endemic
diseases for the red meat industries. Meat & Livestock Australia Limited.
2015;B.AHE.0010

46. The Drug Development Process. Step 3: Clinical Research. https://www.fda.
gov/forpatients/approvals/drugs/ucm405622.htm. Accessed 5 Oct 2018.

Stroehlein et al. Parasites & Vectors          (2018) 11:605 Page 11 of 12

http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/75922/WHO_TRS_972_eng.pdf
http://apps.who.int/iris/bitstream/handle/10665/75922/WHO_TRS_972_eng.pdf
http://tdrtargets.org
http://accelrys.com/products/collaborative-science/databases/bioactivity-databases/mddr.html
http://accelrys.com/products/collaborative-science/databases/bioactivity-databases/mddr.html
http://bioinfo.vet.unimelb.edu.au:3838/TargetRankingSHaematobium/
http://bioinfo.vet.unimelb.edu.au:3838/TargetRankingSHaematobium/
https://github.com/vetscience/drug_target_app
https://github.com/vetscience/drug_target_app
https://cran.r-project.org/package=shiny
https://www.fda.gov/forpatients/approvals/drugs/ucm405622.htm
https://www.fda.gov/forpatients/approvals/drugs/ucm405622.htm


47. Neves B, Dantas RF, Senger MR, Valente WCG, Rezende-Neto JD, Chaves WT,
et al. The antidepressant drug paroxetine as a new lead candidate in
schistosome drug discovery. MedChemComm. 2016;7:1176–82.

48. Jiao Y, Preston S, Koehler AV, Stroehlein AJ, Chang BCH, Simpson KJ, et al.
Screening of the ‘Stasis Box’ identifies two kinase inhibitors under
pharmaceutical development with activity against Haemonchus contortus.
Parasit Vectors. 2017;10:323.

49. Martin-Duran JM, Ryan JF, Vellutini BC, Pang K, Hejnol A. Increased taxon
sampling reveals thousands of hidden orthologs in flatworms. Genome Res.
2017;27:1263–72.

50. Neves BJ, Braga RC, Bezerra JC, Cravo PV, Andrade CH. In silico repositioning-
chemogenomics strategy identifies new drugs with potential activity against
multiple life stages of Schistosoma mansoni. PLoS Negl Trop Dis. 2015;9:e3435.

51. Bateman A. Curators of the world unite: the International Society of
Biocuration. Bioinformatics. 2010;26:991.

52. Stroehlein AJ, Young ND, Gasser RB. Improved strategy for the curation and
classification of kinases, with broad applicability to other eukaryotic protein
groups. Sci Rep. 2018;8:6808.

53. Beckmann S, Leutner S, Gouignard N, Dissous C, Grevelding CG. Protein
kinases as potential targets for novel anti-schistosomal strategies. Curr
Pharm Des. 2012;18:3579–94.

54. Morel M, Vanderstraete M, Hahnel S, Grevelding CG, Dissous C. Receptor
tyrosine kinases and schistosome reproduction: new targets for
chemotherapy. Front Genet. 2014;5:238.

55. Beckmann S, Grevelding CG. Imatinib has a fatal impact on morphology,
pairing stability and survival of adult Schistosoma mansoni in vitro. Int J
Parasitol. 2010;40:521–6.

56. Pieper U, Webb BM, Dong GQ, Schneidman-Duhovny D, Fan H, Kim SJ, et
al. ModBase, a database of annotated comparative protein structure models
and associated resources. Nucleic Acids Res. 2014;42:D336–D46.

57. Yang J, Yan R, Roy A, Xu D, Poisson J, Zhang Y. The I-TASSER suite: protein
structure and function prediction. Nat Methods. 2015;12:7–8.

58. Volkamer A, Eid S, Turk S, Jaeger S, Rippmann F, Fulle S. Pocketome of
human kinases: prioritizing the ATP binding sites of (yet) untapped protein
kinases for drug discovery. J Chem Inf Model. 2015;55:538–49.

59. Volkamer A, Eid S, Turk S, Rippmann F, Fulle S. Identification and visualization
of kinase-specific subpockets. J Chem Inf Model. 2016;56:335–46.

60. Trott O, Olson AJ. AutoDock Vina: improving the speed and accuracy of
docking with a new scoring function, efficient optimization, and
multithreading. J Comput Chem. 2010;31:455–61.

61. Ferreira LG, Dos Santos RN, Oliva G, Andricopulo AD. Molecular docking and
structure-based drug design strategies. Molecules. 2015;20:13384–421.

62. Sarnpitak P, Mujumdar P, Taylor P, Cross M, Coster MJ, Gorse AD, et al. Panel
docking of small-molecule libraries - prospects to improve efficiency of lead
compound discovery. Biotechnol Adv. 2015;33:941–7.

63. Hagen J, Lee EF, Fairlie WD, Kalinna BH. Functional genomics approaches in
parasitic helminths. Parasite Immunol. 2012;34:163–82.

64. Da'dara AA, Skelly PJ. Gene suppression in schistosomes using RNAi.
Methods Mol Biol. 2015;1201:143–64.

65. Guidi A, Mansour NR, Paveley RA, Carruthers IM, Besnard J, Hopkins AL, et al.
Application of RNAi to genomic drug target validation in schistosomes.
PLoS Negl Trop Dis. 2015;9:e0003801.

66. Rinaldi G, Young ND, Honeycutt JD, Brindley PJ, Gasser RB, Hsieh MH. New
research tools for urogenital schistosomiasis. J Infect Dis. 2015;211:861–9.

67. Hagen J, Young ND, Every AL, Pagel CN, Schnoeller C, Scheerlinck JP, et al.
Omega-1 knockdown in Schistosoma mansoni eggs by lentivirus
transduction reduces granuloma size in vivo. Nat Commun. 2014;5:5375.

68. Hagen J, Scheerlinck JP, Gasser RB. Knocking down schistosomes - promise
for lentiviral transduction in parasites. Trends Parasitol. 2015;31:324–32.

69. Ittiprasert W, Mann VH, Karinshak SE, Coghlan A, Rinaldi G,
Sankaranarayanan G, et al. Programmed genome editing of the omega-1
ribonuclease of the blood fluke Schistosoma mansoni. bioRxiv. 2018. https://
doi.org/10.1101/358424.

70. Rinaldi G, Okatcha TI, Popratiloff A, Ayuk MA, Suttiprapa S, Mann VH, et al.
Genetic manipulation of Schistosoma haematobium, the neglected
schistosome. PLoS Negl Trop Dis. 2011;5:e1348.

71. Smout MJ, Kotze AC, McCarthy JS, Loukas A. A novel high throughput assay
for anthelmintic drug screening and resistance diagnosis by real-time
monitoring of parasite motility. PLoS Negl Trop Dis. 2010;4:e885.

72. Gelmedin V, Dissous C, Grevelding CG. Re-positioning protein-kinase
inhibitors against schistosomiasis. Future Med Chem. 2015;7:737–52.

Stroehlein et al. Parasites & Vectors          (2018) 11:605 Page 12 of 12

https://doi.org/10.1101/358424
https://doi.org/10.1101/358424

	Abstract
	Background
	Methods
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Transcription levels
	Inferring orthologs in metazoan model organisms and S. haematobium-related flatworms
	Inferring essentiality and functional annotation
	Predicting drug-drug target associations
	Online application to predict and prioritise drug targets in S. haematobium and to infer associated drugs
	Transcription of target genes (panel 1)
	Sequence comparisons of target genes with orthologs of other species (panel 2)
	Inference of essentiality (panel 3)
	Selection of potential targets based on annotation (panel 4)
	Drug-drug target associations and chemical properties of predicted ligands (panel 5)
	Prioritised proteins/targets (panel 6)
	Predicted/prioritised drugs (panel 7)


	Results
	Predicted targets associated with drugs (‘repurposing’)
	Predicted targets for novel drugs (‘de novo discovery’)

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Additional file
	Abbreviations
	Acknowledgements
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	Authors’ contributions
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Publisher’s Note
	References

