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Identification and molecular docking of odorant-degrading
enzyme genes in Hylurgus ligniperda

Li Xiangchun Tao Jing Li Xinyu Zong Shixiang
(School of Forestry, Beijing Forestry University, Beijing 100083, China)

Abstract: [Objective] This paper aims to screen, classify, and analyze the tissue expression of odor
degradation enzyme-related genes in Hylurgus ligniperda. The results of this study will provide a theoretical
foundation for utilizing molecular biology techniques to effectively regulate the behavior of Hylurgus
ligniperda. [Method] Key odor-degrading enzyme genes were screened from the whole-genome data of
Dendroctonus longipennis. Phylogenetic analysis of the genes and tissue expression analysis of the adults
were conducted. Homology modeling was used to predict the three-dimensional structure of the odor-
degrading enzyme genes. After the rationality of the model structure was evaluated, molecular docking
simulation was performed using Autodockl.5.7 software. [Result] The analysis revealed a total of 65
potential odor degradation enzyme genes within the complete genome data of Hylurgus ligniperda. Among
them, 11 were identified as glutathione S-transferase genes, 46 as cytochrome P450 genes, and 8 as esterase

genes. The phylogenetic analysis displayed a relatively conserved nature of odor degradation enzyme genes
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in Hylurgus ligniperda. Furthermore, the gene expression distribution in adult beetle tissues indicated that
odor degradation enzyme-related genes were predominantly expressed in the antennae, with higher levels of
expression observed in the glutathione S-transferase and cytochrome P450 gene families. Notably, the
molecular docking results demonstrated that the binding energies between the odor degradation enzymes of
Hylurgus ligniperda and various odor molecules were consistently low and exhibited minimal differences,
indicating a stable intermolecular interaction force. [Conclusion] The significant expression of glutathione
S-transferase and cytochrome P450 genes in antennae of Hylurgus ligniperda reinforces their vital role in
odor degradation. Furthermore, the molecular docking results confirm the universal ability of odor
degradation enzyme genes of Hylurgus ligniperda in breaking down odor molecules, with similar
intermolecular binding modes observed.
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K W/ B (Hylurgus ligniperda) 3 J& T 453 H
(Coleoptera), % H F} (Curculionidae), /) %% W #}
(Scolytinae), /N &k J& (Hylurgus), 35 5 FE W &
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BOME o 75 22 R SR 23 1 2 0 52 AR OR 1 45 2 )
B TREX R AR A R G R Y. 78 R A fil
FR IR VR R PR SO B A 1 S A e H RS-
fif (glutathiones-S-transferase, GSTs)+ 4l & 2 P450
AL I8 JF B (cytochrome P450 reductase, CYPs). &
iR Bs M (carboxylesterase, CXEs)Fl [ %A fb i
(aldehydeoxidase, AOXs) %5 . fEMHH H (Helicoverpa
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AutoDock4 &7 1217 5E e, AE Rk dig SO, Hp
T TS AR T 10 MrEW S ERE SR
5 /N IR GFEAT S T AR 1Y B s, A8 Pymol
4.6 B 3Ton R R 45 AT BRI AL AN SEA
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2.1 BMHK-S-HBEHNEESRGHELLEN
R 11 F KM E R DEH IR S Fe# i
FEIR, JER I 5K FEAE 264 ~ 696 bp 2 [, B A H
SE ) FF T8 2 HE Copen reading frame, ORF), 4fi%
R A K AR 87~231 NMEIERRIRIE 0] (R Do il
W53 1IN 10.1 ~ 27.1 kDa, 5 # S 38 TNME
M 4.50 ~9.70. BLASTX Lbxf4h R IR, 9 Kk
&k A W H IR -S-He B2 g 2 DR 5 b RO R R/
(Dendroctonus ponderosae) ] 3 K B A & 1 7]
W, ¥ 60% LL L . HligGSTel 5 F& /K % H
(Lissorhoptrus oryzophilus) 1] [A] Y5 1% 5 155 (82.2%),

HligGSTe2 5K 5 (Sitophilus oryzae) W] [R] Y51 & &=,
N 53.3%.

f81 FH A MegaX #4) 8 K Ak /N & HligGSTs 1
fih B U R RR-S- RS Bl R g B P A
RGERBHMEWWERSERTE D, KANED
11 26 & Bk H Bk -S-He # By 2% R v Bt o 3l 4 F
GSTs 1 3 MK EH . H A, 2 25 7E Epison I 5
R, 6 24E Sigma WKW, 3 %1E Tau WK% . /4T
# B, HligGSTs1 5 4 1l ¥ K /)N & (Dendroctonus
armandi) ) DaGSTs4 %~ — 3, HligGSTs3 5 4£ 1l
Fa K/ & ) DaGSTs75% 8 — 3¢, 5 HligGSTs2 [A]
J&AH A )43 3 ; HligGSTs4 ~ HligGSTs6 [ & T 4 I
() 4y 3, H o HligGSTs6 5 1 BR (h #4 K /) 2% 1
DponGSTsl % ;8 — 3, ¥t B H 8t 1% I & ks
HligGSTel 5 % 111 ¥ K /) & ) DaGSTel0 %N —
X, HligGSTe2 5 11#A K/ &) DaGSTe7 5H—
3 ; HligGSTul. HligGSTu2. HligGSTu3 ¥R A —/]\
£ b, HE L RA K /N E K DaGSTt2, DaGSTt3 %
HN—X
22 HEBEEPSONEESRGHALZEN

FL Rk 46 2% KK MK /N & ) 48 L (1 3R P450
(CYPASOOHE K, B[R /7 %) K B AR 7E 1 071 ~
2 088 bp [0, ¥ A A 56 % 1) ORF, 4ihd (1) & H &K
[ 356 ~ 695 A2 B R Ak Ak . TR0 IR 4 1 R N
40.5 ~ 79.0 kDa, %% L 5 B8 T A 5.30 ~ 10.25
(£ 2). BLASTX Luxt 25 R B oR, KA/ 240 i
 P450 B:[K 44 25741 5 R @ 8533 B B4 L Fa R
NG BR AR K /N & B TR . HIigCYPAb6.
HIigCYPM?2 5K 57 51 1) [RIJG P 5 i o R 2E ALY
(B 20 51, KAL) 44 2 CYP450 22K 5y )8 T

x1 KMNESHERK-S-HBBEERRELIER
Tab. 1 Best comparison results of glutathione-S-transferase genes in Hylurgus ligniperda
Blastx f £ L X 25
B KEEbp SN /aa Sy FRE/KDa SR
L x4 /e WMl HRUEZ%
HligGSTul 696 231 27.1 6.75 FRRR LKA K /N8 Dendroctonus ponderosae 382 8.1873 76.5
HligGSTu2 489 162 18.8 6.51 HHIKILEA K/NEE D. ponderosae 263 5797 80.4
HIigGSTu3 507 168 19.9 8.74 WKL K/NE D. ponderosae 277 1.227% 76.2
HIigGSTs3 687 228 26.1 9.08  HHEKILIFAK/NE D. ponderosae 208 42771 69.0
HligGSTs4 624 207 23.5 9.06  HERILAAK/INE D. ponderosae 331 17378 773
HIigGSTs5 453 150 17.0 6.61  HEILFAKR/NE D. ponderosae 243 1317 78.8
HligGSTs6 264 87 10.1 9.70  HHEILIFAK/NE D. ponderosae 117 4297 61.3
HligGSTs1 618 205 232 543  HEWLAAK/NE D. ponderosae 360 3917 82.4
HIigGSTs2 621 206 23.1 492  TERLIFA K/NEE D. ponderosae 236 2977 57.6
HligGSTel 678 225 25.3 457  FBIKGHF Lissorhoptrus oryzophilus 390  3.2871%¢ 82.2
HligGSTe2 672 223 25.6 450 KR Sitophilus oryzae 227 3787 53.3
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W B A Th e PR AR L, 2 B MO B 40 i 3R
P450 & H 577 A 1% (Tribolium castaneum) 5 N —
3, 38 £ P B ¥ L . HligCYP6DF1 5 HligCYPénl
AJET CYP W FKMEMATAT 433, Hagt A% fH 3 A
BRI, R B IX AN 2 D Re A 1R Atk 1 240 P £
K P450 £,
23 BEEMHNEESRFEHKLER
JL ik 8 4% K RN BE 1 R IR R B (CXEs)
e, LR IR EE 1296 ~ 2 031 bp, ¥ EA 2%
(] ORF, a1 FKJETE 431 ~ 676 RS TR A
2 6] T4 F i 84 43.0 ~ 67.1 kDa, 25 H f5 H
WM N 5.93 ~9.22(5& 3), BLASTX Hb X} 45 R i
N, T AN KR &R R T = DR 5 e Ll R /N B
(02 It H IOk -S- 1 % it ik TR LA 3 v 1 R, 3897
63% LA 1. HligCXE8 5K —H M i,  68.4%-
5 H A O %558 B SR R D R (R 0 Mok 1 R
ik B W4 R (B 3R R : HligCXEL ~ HligCXE7
5 i 32 W ik (Spodoptera exigua 1] SexiCXE13 FAE
A — 4, RUIH B AMALK Dyhe, 8% BB i
HligCXE8 i [{ A—3¢, K H L HAh 7 MRIREE
HE R

24 KNESHKERBEENARARESH

I d RT-PCR J B3 i ide H K bR/ B 23 A
BLH, Hb s 19 MR G R P450 R 4 M
e H IR -S-EL FE Bg L A . A qRT-PCR £ AR B 501X
23 N RE PR/ B R U 4 B A () 40 2R Cfis A
SR BB RIRE D A 2RIK o K SkER 1 Rk B AR X
B, 25 ) <Ok % il 19 A G 5 DR 1) A SRk o
(K 4. 85K EIR: 4 DA H K-S #2 B R v,
HligGSTul. HligGSTel. HligGSTs3+ HligGSTs6 1E fil
ARk EY S T Sk, Ho HligGSTs3 . 1E
g #8 A2  R G5, HIigGSTs6fE I8 i A & ik,
HIigGSTul. HligGSTel 1£ JIF i Al & ¥ 3 1K & 5K s
194~ CYP450 3t K] 1, HligCYP6a8 HligCYP12a4.
HligCYPAb1. HligCYP6a6. HligCYPAa5. HIligCYP9a2.
HIigCYP12a6 fE it A I R B & 7 T k&, H
HligCYP4a5. HligCYP6a6 5 HligCYP12a6 1E i £
RIENIL R 2% HligCYPAD3. HligCYP4aT{E 4 1)
F ik 5%, HligCYP4a5. HligCYP12a6. HligCYP9a2
TE & B IE B35 o A RS 28 B, KAR/NEE )
GST #:H'5 CYPA50 R R 2 AL 5 85 B Rk
2.5 (RBUEIRAIERE

5 HligGSTul 2 E MR 7 51— BN i B AR 2
FER LA K/ NEE ) GST B, B4 5 J3JYS3.1.A,
¥ 5 — BN 77.83%, 1R 5 R 100%; 5
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Tab.2 Best comparison results of cytochrome P450 genes in Hylurgus ligniperda
Blastxf {3 L X 45 5
BEPH 42 F5 KE/op  JFREENE /a2 AT R/kDa  SHE
Ll A By Wil MUE%
HligCYP6h3 1587 528 61.1 9.16 WA K/NE: Dendroctonus armandi 881 0 81.7
HligCYP12al 1452 483 55.5 8.17  HRKILFA K/NEE D. ponderosae 858  6.55°° 85.9
HIigCYP12a2 1557 518 58.9 8.34 MM K/NEL D. armandi 853 0 86.8
HIigCYP12a3 1578 525 60.5 8.98 MM K/NEL D. armandi 962 0 91.4
HIigCYP12a4 1536 511 58.6 8.64  HEKILIFAK/NE D. ponderosae 863 1.77°" 86.3
HIigCYP12a5 1596 531 61.4 8.58  HFAK/NE D. armandi 922 0 84.9
HIigCYP12a6 1761 586 67.4 8.63  HREKILFAK/NEE D. ponderosae 992 0 85.0
HligCYP4al 1545 514 58.4 630 U K/NE D. armandi 912 0 88.3
HligCYP4a2 1182 393 453 6.53 BRI K/NEE D. ponderosae 605 21172 77.7
HligCYP4a3 222 73 84.4 1025 HBRWLFAK/NEE D. ponderosae 57 3.07°% 66.7
HligCYP4a4 1515 504 58.2 8.54  HERILIFAK/NEL D. ponderosae 335 107 36.4
HIigCYP4a5 1314 437 50.1 8.59  HEKILIFAK/NE D. ponderosae 665  3.607 72.7
HIigCYP4a6 1692 563 64.8 7.02  HFAK/NEE D. armandi 1006 0 87.7
HIigCYP4a7 1692 563 64.5 7.64 AR K/NE D. armandi 1036 0 90.6
HligCYP4a8 1485 494 57.2 9.04  PECLFAR/NE D. ponderosae 743 7.9477 74.6
HligCYP4a9 1491 496 56.8 8.74 UM K/INE D. armandi 701 9.407%! 76.5
HligCYP4b1 1515 504 58.4 8.48  HRKILFAK/NEEL D. ponderosae 795 3.097% 78.5
HligCYPAD2 1548 515 59.2 7.54  HERILFAK/NEEL D. ponderosae 828  6.637% 79.0
HIigCYP4b3 1521 506 58.6 8.74  HREKILIFAK/NEE D. ponderosae 849 5207 76.9
HIigCYP4b4 1 467 488 56.3 870  HRKILIFAKR/NEL D. ponderosae 730 2.9972 73.0
HIigCYP4b5 1509 502 58.1 9.00 I K/INE D. armandi 774 4.8477 74.1
HlIigCYP4b6 1509 502 58.4 6.77 K% Sitophilus oryzae 500 5.67 52.8
HligCYP4b7 1491 496 56.8 9.06  HEKILIFAK/INE D. ponderosae 742 1.8672 74.6
HligCYP4b8 1332 443 50.3 6.44 KA K/NEE D. ponderosae 604 4.507" 67.9
HligCYP4b9 1491 496 57.2 7.62  HAFAK/NEE D. armandi 783 1427 78.3
HIigCYP6al 1551 516 59.7 8.57  HEKILIFAK/NE D. ponderosae 700 3.197%% 67.5
HIigCYP6a2 1137 378 437 7.01  HEKILFA K/NEE D. ponderosae 499 1.85 67.4
HIigCYP6a3 1518 505 58.6 9.16 I K/INE D. armandi 889 0 85.7
HligCYP6a4 1071 356 40.5 8.78 UM K/INE D. armandi 521 2257 69.6
HligCYP6a5 1533 510 58.1 9.10  FERIWAAK/NE D. ponderosae 893 0 85.6
HligCYP6a6 1452 483 56.4 8.58  HRKILFA K/NEE D. ponderosae 685 2.852% 66.5
HIigCYP6a7 1524 507 58.1 9.17 WM K/NE D. armandi 816 1.337%° 71.7
HIigCYP6a8 1569 522 60.3 9.08  HEKIIFAR/NEE D. ponderosae 772 14577 71.8
HIigCYP6D1 1242 413 46.2 6.79  HEKILFA K/NEE D. ponderosae 732 2,197 88.1
HligCYP6n1 2088 695 79.0 530  HURSK/NE D. armandi 1321 0 93.4
HligCYP6a9 1503 500 58.3 8.65  HRKILFAK/NEEL D. ponderosae 863  2.047" 81.0
HligCYP6b1 1491 496 56.9 8.98  HRKILFAK/NEE D. ponderosae 796  8.817% 76.3
HligCYP6b2 1503 500 57.3 9.01  HEKILIIAK/INEE D. ponderosae 855 3.237°" 81.2
HIigCYP6b3 1086 361 41.4 7.10  HFSK/ANE D. armandi 602 1.857°" 80.6
HIigCYP6a9 1611 536 62.4 8.95  HREKILIFAK/NE D. ponderosae 770 1.86°° 74.2
HIigCYP6h1 1572 523 60.5 8.84  HRKILIFAK/NE D. ponderosae 802 2.747% 74.9
HIigCYP943 1587 528 61.3 9.04 WA K/NEE D. armandi 930 0 83.1
HligCYP9al 1437 478 55.7 6.69 A K/NEE D. armandi 689 1.747% 74.8
HIigCYPM]1 1224 407 473 6.67  HRKILFAK/NEE D. ponderosae 560 9.05'"7 68.5
HligCYPM?2 1584 527 60.3 6.73 K% Sitophilus oryzae 942 0 86.9
HligCYPM3 1470 489 55.2 8.79  HRKILFAK/NEE D. ponderosae 738 5.77°¢ 72.5
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Fig.2 Phylogenetic analysis of HligCYPs in Hylurgus ligniperda
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Tab. 3 Best comparison results of carboxylesterase genes in Hylurgus ligniperda

Blastxfp 3 Lo Xt 45 1

HNLHE KBEbp B2 5 FE/kDa SN
ot Le By WEE HEBE%

HligCXE1 1707 568 64.5 5.93 THRR LA K /NEE Dendroctonus ponderosae 864 1.817°"7 72.5
HIigCXE2 1707 568 57.4 6.74  HEKILFAKR/NEE D. ponderosae 766 15777 65.3
HIigCXE3 1548 515 51.4 6.16 HHER LA K/Na: D. ponderosae 785  7.157% 74.0
HligCXE4 1515 504 43.0 8.53 PR ILEA K/INEE D. ponderosae 785  4.657% 74.0
HIigCXES 1521 506 57.9 574  HEKILFAKR/NEE D. ponderosae 728 8.047% 63.3
HIigCXE6 1296 431 49.1 7.20 HHER LA K/Na: D. ponderosae 665  2.607%¢ 73.7
HligCXET 1698 565 64.6 9.22 PR ILEA K/INEE D. ponderosae 948 0 80.2
HligCXE8 2031 676 67.1 8.66 K% Sitophilus oryzae 863 0 68.4

HligGSTs3 % & W2 /7 41 — £ 1 5 & (2 4 ¢l
(Nilaparvata lugens)[¥] GSTS2 & H , 1 K 9w =
ShS1L1.A, FF 5 — 80t N 48%, Wik 7 55 % 88%; 5
HligGSTs6 % 3 R 177 41 — 2501 5 & 11 42 I 7 28
(Haemonchus contortus)W] GST & H , ¥ K % =5
2ws2. 1A, 5 —F kN 44.74%, B TS o5 K 87%;
5 HligGSTel &R 7 91— Bt e i I 2 Fi K R
] GSTel & H, B 4% 5 AOA2R4FXDS.1.A, ¥ 5
—EME N 82.22%, BiMRFE 552 100%; 5 HligCYP6a8
RIETR 7 51 — BV S 12 A R R oK/ BT
CYP6BXI1 & M, #M S5 11VI44.1.A, 55— E i
N 72.66%, PR TE 75 R 98%; 5 HligCYP12a4 & I
12 7 41— B0 B e IR AR S KN BE 1) CYP450

T A, B %5 AOAOM4HS94.1.A, 7 5 — 8 1%
83.6%, TR 7 i % 98%; 5 HligCYP4bl & K 7
B — S0 A v R R R L L R K /NEE CYP4L1al B
F, B 25 11VI30.1.A, F41— 8N 78.82%, B
BB 7% % 97%; 5 HligCYP6a6 & R 7 51 — s ik
5 A 12 N 2R CYP3ad & H, #iMk 445 8s01.1.B,
A — BN 29.07%, B B & K 94%; 5
HligCYP4a5 2 5L 1R 7 41 — BUE 5t i AR 2 5
6¢93.1.A, JF 5 — 3N 21.67%, HRMR 7 5 5 96%:;
5 HligCYP9a2 & FL 8 7 51— 5 M & v 1) =& AR BR L
Fa K/NEE ) CYP450 & H, Biik 4% 5 U4UD90.1.A,
75— BN 76.20%, 1R B 5 100%; 5
HligCYP12a6 2 IR T 51— B 3 v 1042 H RR L
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KNk () CYP49al H H, Btk 45 11VI3L.LA, ¥
H|— B 88.68%, R 7 75 % 98% (K 4). 11 4>
HEEMEEEE 5 iR,
2.6 RENFMER

%f Procheck v 75 EI (1147 I R B (B 633k 4T 7
MK B : HligGSTul )2 HE Rk AE T, 93.8% fir T3
RMIX I, 5.7% &b TR UFIX K, 0.5% 15 RVFIX IR, &%
HHRIEEA L IX 45K ; HligGSTs3 HIBRFIEH, 92.6%
AT ERAR X I, 6.8% TEEUF XI5, 0.6% fEA RVFIX
1 ; HligGSTs6 I 5% 2k 1, 91.9% 7 T 3 48 X 45,
6.5% TERIF X3k, 1.6% TEA 701 X 35k HligGSTel
HIFRFE R, A 94% £ T AR X 3, 69% 75 5 4 X 35k ;
HligCYP6a8 {1 5% 3 1, 91.6% fir T FEAH X 45k, 7.6%
TEELUF X3, 0.4% 15 VP X 3K, 0.4% TEA LT X
I HligCYP12a4 )5k 5 1, 89.9% {7 T ¥ AH [X 45,
8.3% TERUF XK, 1.1% TERVFIX IR, 0.7% 1EA LT
[X 15; HligCYP4b1 H5k 1, 92.4% £ T #AH X 45,
6.5% TERUT X3, 0.4% TE FLVFIX K, 0.7% TEA VT
X 35 ; HligCYP6a6 [1) 5% 5 1, 919% i T # A5 [X 35,
8% TERLUF XK, 0.2% {E FLVF X I, 0.7% (EA fu¥F
X 38; HligCYP4aS HI5% 1, 89.2% {7 T HLAH X 3,
8.7% TERLUF XI5k, 0.5% TE VT X3, 1.6% 1EARVF
X 35; HligCYP9a2 K5k, 90.1% i T HE A8 [X I,
9.5% TERUF Xk, 0.2% TEFRVFIX K, 0.2% TEA VT

X 3 ; HligCYP12a6 [f] 5%k 1, 84.9% fif T~ B AR [X
B, 12.6% AR X8, 1.7% 78 o VF X8, 0.8% fEA
VX . L8 & LR EHE, B 7 HligCYP12a4,
HligCYP4a5 Al HligCYP12a6 2 4, HAhE H 41 1)
Pz DAL G P 53 2 B AR X b I 90% (23K, X R
AR 1 B R B 25 ) A2 B Y o

FIH Verify 3D vE VPl 85 1 5T (1) =425 10 5 H
RIEMFH—FEE 7. — BN 80% i
RIEMA KT 02 /9 3D/1D {8, N AL () iR & &
¥ . 4 % GST & A, HligGSTul KT 0.2 (&R
i 79.57%, HligGSTs3 KT 0.2 KRR A 63.98%,
HligGSTs6 13 4> K T 0211 & 2 R A 74.34%,
HligGSTel KT 0.2 (N Z MR A 58.22%. 7 s 40l
62 450 2 A 4, HligCYP6a8 KT 0.2 AR E
85.24%, HligCYP12a4 KT 0.2 MR WA 61.60%;
HligCYP4b1. HligCYP6a6. HligCYP4a5. HligCYP9a2
F1 HligCYP12a6 KT 0.2 (& IR 2 54 77.08%-
80.54%- 73.87%- 73.18%- 76.24%. %7 I, HligCYP6a8
5 HligCYP6a6 [ FEiRhR I 5 H— R BNTTE

Errat ¥ 38 1 ¥F i € 0.35 nm 5 & N A [F &
TR ) f AE B AH EAE R, LR A A
FE A B SRR A, DA TF B 2R ) o R R 2 1
— AR KT 85 S MIFRIR o T AR BAT o 45
(K 87, B HligCYP6a6 15 7> 1 /N T 85 4, H
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Tab. 4 Modeling information of odor degrading enzyme genes in Hylurgus ligniperda

st

B A R B 2 ' eS| foymen — 8t/ % ik BIEPRE  REIHE MUE BEER%
HligGSTul J3JYS3.1.A Glutathione S-transferase 0.96 77.83  AlphaFold v2 Monomer 0.55 100
HligGSTs3 ShSL1.A Glutathione S-transferase S2 0.76 48.00  X-ray,2.00 A Homo-dimer  —0.82 0.44 88
HligGSTs6 2ws2.1.A Glutathione S-transferase 0.72 4474  X-ray,2.01 A Homo-dimer  —0.74 0.42 87
HligGSTel AOA2R4FXDS5.A Glutathione S-transferase el 0.93 82.22  AlphaFold v2 Monomer 0.57 100
HIigCYP6a8 11VJ44.1.A Cytochrome P450 CYP6BX1  0.85 72.66  AlphaFold v2 Monomer 0.53 98
HligCYP12a4 AOAOM4H594.A Cytochrome P450 0.86 83.60  AlphaFold v2 Monomer 0.56 98
HligCYP4b1 11VIJ30.1.A Cytochrome P450 CYP411al  0.89 78.82  AlphaFold v2 Monomer 0.55 97
HligCYP6a6 8sol.1.B Cytochrome P450 3A4 0.61 29.07  X-ray,2.05A Homo-dimer  —3.20 0.34 94
HligCYP4a5  6¢93.1.A Cytochrome P450 4B1 0.57 21.67  X-ray,2.67 A Monomer —3.78 0.32 96
HligCYP9a2 U4UD90.1.A Cytochrome P450 0.88 76.20  AlphaFold v2 Monomer 0.54 100
HligCYP12a6 11VI31.1.A Cytochrome P450 CYP49al 0.81 88.68  AlphaFold v2 Monomer 0.58 98

ERSEEAIE

A. HligGSTul; B. HligGSTs3; C. HligGSTs6; D. HligGSTel; E.
HligCYP6a8; F. HligCYP12a4; G. HligCYP4bl; H. HligCYP6a6; 1.
HligCYP4a5; J. HligCYP9a2; K. HligCYP12a6

Bl 5 KARNEERT R E I = 4 A i R
Fig. 5 Three-dimensional structure model of docking protein in

Hylurgus ligniperda
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HligGSTul 5 FM A o- R 4 5 Fe 4 S 9
FToR o AT KA/ 8 HligGSTul K o-M2 e ik
25 G N, =3 2 0 EEIE R Alkyl 4. Pi-Alkyl
B, AR AL S B K R R IR LEUCA:
143) . LEUCA: 182). TRP(A: 186)F1 LYS(A: 185).
o-TEIE AL T KA /NG HligGSTul 1 B-42 e I i (1) 45
AW, ZFH Z ML K Alkyl £ Pi-Alkyl #E1E
FH A A £ 8 K 1 3 R ik 2 LEUCA:
115). CYSCA: 111). PROCA: 12). PHE(A: 119).
PHE(A: 12001 ALACA: 10

HligGSTs3 5 %Ki fll a-JiJs F 0 245 R an & 10
Fios o B AL T KM/ Z HligGSTs3 1 o-12 jig &
R 45 A s N, A 2 ) B R Alkyl B Pi-
Alkyl B, FAE H AL 23 1 B8 K P 2R IR ik ik
LEU(B: 39), LEU(B: 184). LEU(B: 188). ARG(B:
124)F1 PHE(B: 127) o o-JRMA T-KANEE HligGSTs3
1 o-MBBE T B S A s N, =& 2 18 2B K
Alkyl ##. Pi-Alkyl 8 1F F, HAF R AL S 57K 1 2
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Fig. 6 Ramachandran plots of protein models in Hylurgus ligniperda
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Fig. 7 Verify 3D results of protein models in Hylurgus ligniperda
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Tab. 5 Binding energy of odor compounds and odorant degrading enzymes in Hylurgus ligniperda kJ/mol
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