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dodle

3yt oslital o gme b J1S 3T A5 gl esle Ol 4 WIS o' 5 oS ol 0303 0L Soladllas NAY Y aas
(SenS 30 S Oby S 2l o 31 [AlOiZOu, et al., 2020; Zhu, et al., 2020; Ravula & Yenugu, 2021]
S o 2> [Aznar-Alemany & Eljarrat, 2020] ol al axe 55 1484 Jle 53 45 ol "l s 5w S <ol )
[Shafer& .5 o 513 eslizal 5,50 St 5 35l la OV se 3 53 a8 ol Il ¥ 51 r s 5 ola
[Casida & Gary, 1998] ..l esls olawstl 55 w0 1, Ol sls 35 o8> 5L dw s %Yo 5 Crofton, 2005]
Lz lS 5 il o Ll 5l 5 S L pbend I 5148t b Sl 5 8 e Sle ST TS5 5 o e
[Schleier 11, et . ls L jiSazy 5 s o sla gl dile (Sl Y guames 5 (Sdals (55,5058 mbaoys 6305
S 8518 dzea b 0 5 b sl S 0l o 5 el 5 0 Sse . A1L,2011; Zuluaga & Peterson, 2016]
Lol Ok 5 e Sluil (gl a5 i el 5 il a5 L s S el sl i(.,)yswlj;,,, el
[Katsuda, 2012; Wl eas ba bl S 5 s Slaws 5851 s IS 5851 aile 5 SU st 5 5 eods OV gemmes 501
s dsd e Sl o ols 5 ol Cycon & Piotrowska-Seget, 2016; Khambay & P. J. Jewess.2005]
glils Lls OVLS 5 0 o (gt s D358 (5l 5 il Ok (gl (oS o el co ST .uyls ol S ols3
s b5 50 . [Chrustek, et al., 2018; Marettova, et al., 2017] 6,13 56 Je (s A5 o L
L s Jr.,.wz%,,;‘x)by,w,gu S dlasl gl VU S 5 e s sla iS e Sl (ol @
cdas a3 0 e | Gua i gl Sl 5 K e St 5 lae (6558 (Sl el 5 g e a5
055 ot 3 5> St Sled LS 05 & S Sl 7 ol U s [Palmaquist, et al., 2012]
— S polsE o e e sat 5 ob) Slels sled s, Jw UL [Breckenridge, et al., 2009] .k ,ls o i
G s LS o 15 eslinad 3550 sskite cul oS ola (Bas 5 Laslil as sems 4l 0 3158 s 2S5 6 i land
ol o oS 4l b (QSAR) ¢l —jlle oS daly Wil bl latss 3 S e sl
D ilate BLEL B s g0 ol b b b IS0 50 (slaeiisS o 55 (5 G 358 0 2 (QSPR)Y ool
b e ol >1e s QSPR/ QSAR  wlle.. [Toropov, et al., 2015; Cappelli, et al., 2015] 5 £
S Lo S X J S0 sla S i g aalone ¥ DLS 5 Caolt b Sl s b e e sl o3l (55T e )
o e S 2l e bl s oL 0 cle Je sl Lla esls 5 s S a5 o BLET I3 8 S gla
a0 QLIS WS sk 4 |y JSse golitle Calie glaacs oS Ao (ol islis ((J S g0 slacdiSan 5 5l sk
S ot SUS 5 5050 sla Ko 5 gl sl sl e Ol Y SU- 0l Sl Gy b Sl 5158 e
b e e Sl S e ey pl il e B e b Sio 5 g b QSAR/QSPR (sl Je ot &35 35, 8
S plerd OS5 gle (S adllas Sl @ a5 LS 8 eslinad 550wt bl bbb olend b (S350

' pyrethrin

2 pyrethroidi

3 Pyrethroid

4 Tanacetum Cinerariifolium

5 Quantitative Structure Activity Relationship

6 Quantitative Structure Property Relationship Ya49
7 Hartree — Fock
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(MLR) 6B rx ot 05 S5 oy, LSS 0l 51 S [Amir, et al., 2020; Mudasir,et al., 2016] . S | 3
Gl » 0556 6oL QSAR/QSPR L & 5 L= olls [Souyei, et al., 2019; Zapadka, et al., 2019] «...i
[Bermudez-Saldana & Cronin, =i, PLS s MLR (sla sS 5laslinal b (28 3T 6 5 V0 F0les (55 Y
dooed Sl )l oK A sla el )T 5l glazas gl slul— skl WS 4k, [Vacondio, et al., 2010] s s
5 bt Glalase o3 T LT b bl S o Jos o Aol dsl V55 (slaodiiS lge Ol e 4 oS
bt OS5 (0PI ils| s 5 (s [Vacondio, et al., 2009] ws S 135 asdlas 5550 S5 50
s d il la gy 4 Ll e aS 5sd e e ol Lyl s d]jd]dujujﬁ ol chale cad Ol ge
s, L[ Bahmani, et al., 2017; Valko, 2016; Lopez, et al., 2021] —alss (sla )l 53! 5SS b o
0GP x5 sl ialesl o sy 253 oS o310 [ Lanevskij & Didziapetris, 2019] 0,508 Sl sl
o ed B s (HPLCY NL 1S L 2l SIS 5bs S 5 S 56 L LY S 5l S (Sl Skl
[Wang, wu; o b w g5 00 el it LS 5 10gP Lslis 5L (gl Slosloes gla i, 5l eslizad o) ol 51 izes
logP e &l L, "ANN 5 PLS MLR sl 5, s S et al.,, 2021; Bouakkadia, et al., 2017]
o el Sl 5 was lasblyls b 55 Kls o ANN Jis &5 3 8 a5 305 13 andllas 5550 JT LS 5
(SSles)l OS5 sl s bt = (S sl el Sl eslizad b [Golmohammadi, 2009] ast asls 1 p5Y
- [NIshimura, s1s s 55 Wl 5 280 i oaB b 35515 sl JS 03 0Lz Jowily o o alaily &5 A3 jasle
ool gls ST 51 oS 5 b M 5 S=0bs il = by gla (35S o i (gl bkl alal et al., 1991]
Ls\fwb‘ﬁjhﬁjjﬂjﬂ&&duuj)) Qﬁﬁ)‘}@b})jﬂ&\)&ﬂjb)f .]a...u); J}ﬁjﬂd)bdb}bﬂ&}:
[Ford, etal., «:3 )l 5 eslizel 5,50 OLS 5 J5S g0 Slos gt 0303 LS 6l Koo 55 3laia 5 (gl 48 yazes doslous
o3l Jolo 5 il LSS L LK 0l sl S ()50 slalis 5 LS5 5 0 (6w KOS o300 . 1989]
MQ\J.:.;-J.\:.SQ:JMJ.:JJ( LSJSJ” wﬁwﬂji)wﬁa&ﬂg\.ﬁ:‘ g,clwbu.x.;eﬂ)‘jg; Q:wafs@b A 6]‘;

N S 0 VI PSP S FERCIN [P P O K O Y T RC g B NS PRV ES PSP RCH PRy Py

" Multiple linear regression

2 Bermudez-Saldana

3 Cronin

4 oncorhynchus mykiss Walbaum

5 Partial least squares regression

6 Vacondio

" High Performance Liquid Chromatography
8 Artificial Neural Network
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Sl dal, WS SO SS L g 0K 5 (gl [Matsuda, et al., 1991] ol sVU 55 mas sl e
g axaly SVYM) olis s, gls oeile s MLR gla s, 5l eslinad b (3S o i oS 5 8F G5, 2 Cawls
oy 5,8 rass nl Saa [AMIn, etal., 2019] w3ls 1 o jied 581 280 i 81 LSOl e 0 iy
l0gP o i 12 SPSS il ¢ 5 by MLR w8 st 05 S5 Jite S5 L QSPR ool it o8

Aile b Koo 5 0 e Dol sl (S5 0 S (6,851 5 ol S Sl Sllonn 3l el L U35 5 Sline
U8 Sy

oIl LS b 5l ealinal b sl SheeS 525 0l 3 5 S (5l jral s 51 (G55 S 002 £ 3 TE Sl L
L Al g sl esls sl oKL G T IOgP s 5 s S -1 sl hittps:/fwww.sigmaaldrich.com.
Al ol s ) o 3 DS 5 nl 08P s slis 5 L http://chem.sis.nim.nih.gov/chemidplus

J._Sj;ﬁ Qli:.:.alogP dﬁﬁﬂé&»‘gru -\JJJ‘?

Table 1. The name and logP values of pyrethroid pesticides

No Compound logP No Compound logP
1 Cyclopropanecarboxylic acid 0.63 18 Bioresmethrin 4.79
Cyclopropanecarboxylic acid, 1.43 19 Prallethrin 4,94
1(phenylsulfonyl)-, methyl ester
3 Levomilnacipran 171 20 Tralomethrin(Scout) 5
4 Cyclopropanecarboxylic acid, 1- 1.77 21 Transfluthrin 5.46
((4methylphenyl)sulfonyl)-, methyl
ester
5 Cyclopropanecarboxylic acid, 1- 2.03 22 Fenpropathrin 5.7
((4chlorophenyl)sulfonyl)-, methyl
ester
Cyclopropanecarboxylic acid, 1- Cyclopropanecarboxylic acid,
6 ((4methylphenyl)sulfonyl)-, ethyl 223 23 2,2dimethyl-3-(2-methyl-1-propenyl)-, 5.87
ester (3ethoxyphenyl)methyl ester, (1R,3R)-
7 Cyclopropanecarboxylic acid, 1- 2.32 24 Pyrethrin | 5.9
((4bromophenyl)sulfonyl)-, methyl
ester
Cyclopropanecarboxylic acid, 1-
8 ((4methylphenyl)sulfonyl)-, 2.52 25 Cyfluthrin 5.95

1methylethyl ester
Cyclopropanecarboxylic acid, 1-
9 ((4chlorophenyl)sulfonyl)-, 2.64 26 Bifenthrin 6
1methylethyl ester

Cyclopropanecarboxylic acid, 1-

10 ((4chlorophenyl)sulfonyl)-, 2.68 27 Phenothrin 6.01
1,1dimethylethyl ester

11 Imiprothrin 2.9 28 beta-Cypermethrin 6.05

12 Cyclanilide 3.25 29 Resmethrin 6.14

13 Methyl 3-(2,2-dichlorovinyl)- 3.63 30 Deltamethrin 6.2

2,2dimethylcyclopropanecarboxylate
Cyclopropanecarboxylic acid,
2,2dimethyl-3-(2-methyl-1-propenyl)-
14 , 3.83 31 Cyphenothrin 6.29
(3-(methylsulfonyl)phenyl)methyl
ester, (1R-trans)-

15 Pyrethrin 11 4.3 32 Permethrin 6.5
16 Tetramethrin 4.73 33 Cypermethrin 6.6
17 Allethrin 4,78 34 Cyhalothrin 6.8

' Support Vector Machine

AR
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[Frisch, wus ave 5 eow s asdlan 3550 OLS 5 aen olad Jbtla 704 e S 51 000 g5 oS 1530 o5 Sl eslizal L
6-4L 45 ses s e 5 [TSUNEDE, 2014] "B3LYP _axlsS ol 5w L olS 5 g5l < £t al., 2009]
0,8 081 L3l o 4 OS5 eled sld wng sltle e [TSUNeda & Hirao, 2014] s 8 pl=311G*

Gl Larle il J S5 sls Ko gl b ad sy JUsl JTodeschini, et al., 2005; Mauri, et al., 2006]

o3linal b J o050 ol rioman 5 JloNbl ( Sians 52 (Gulay o 5 53 owdid a Spslme Loy pslie (solrle

[Todeschini & Consonni, 2008; Y1V (e S5l o5 4 wdd gl seal sla Sio s 535 2l sl b ol

hren pa oS bl sla S 5 (S5 o) S S L s 0 0315 JLisl Todeschini & Consonni, 2010]

2 (S5l e 6l e (15l S5 ) S s S B DL 5wl palie b le oS o 5 55 5 Ll

ool s (S5 JelSS a5l (oS gl op reslis o)Al sl el slaws Ol Blus 4 5 b Sis s
LS o oliel QSPR (g5l Jute s e sle Ko 5 Sl 6l s o e i psge 515 ol 4 S oLl S8

Ax . [Lin, et al., 2018; Niazi & Leardi, 2012; Sarkhosh, et al., Leardi, 2003; Niazi & Leardi, 2012]

[ Randic & ™YYuis ool ol o ol ol i3l e L QSPR (Gl Jae s S 5 2l gl
S S Bk s 0 S, S S5 SGSS ) eslil L Basak, 2000; Hocking, 2013 ]

23 8 el GA-BWMLR

S s Og B B
CS e plal  dtely it SO Sl s i 40 45 Sl (6ol ol le USG5l SO Al o O e S o
J}Q}A&Lﬁ&j}@\jwa‘j@ Lo 5 e oliis logP 2ole (Fash ol 53 050 e e e Lom L
slas L{)jszj\)'.élpjm.wllm >)fp15;ty34 ol g el JUE! Sl L e s | s Gl e 2
S 53 VY 8, S0 S5 s 5 i aal r SaS il sl S 55 i el iy J iS00 Ko 5 100
G 18 5 Wl o O S5 i 0l ol o el U1 05 e s QSPR (g5ledie sl 48 s S ol s
Shodel oy Jte 1 216 Il ke 51 b Ss 5 5ltss sl s 4 018 w0 pl8 g5 5 eslial L Jite o3 )lgr Lk 4 S
SaS Lol s (gla Joto aen (g andllas 3550 LS 5 50T w0 by e (bl (sl el )b il 2als Koy @ 4 VY

> [Seber & Lee, 2003; Shanmuganathan, 2016] R? * . o :Jols ul ol oy ol i3l o5

' Gauss View (5.0)

2 Gaussian (09)

3BsLYP

4 Dragon(4,5)

S MATLAB 2010a

6 Statistical package for social science(22)

7 Genetic Algorithm - multiple linear regression analysis returned

8 Genetic Algorithm Y.y
“Coefficient of determination
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sl « [Chai & Draxler, 2014] Sig ‘s lstae o F 7ot 6 5LT RZ%gj el s ot o R Sian
U NS eJ)}I (Y) J_}J&- B (RMSE) -\CJLUJA J:i;l.:a éUa:- )J} 9 (MSE) ou,:i.:l.:a C)ija

SPSS i3l ¢ 5 5l eslizal L 0GP sl s sl o (ool ol 5 Y J s
Table2. The statistical coefficients of obtained models by using SPSS software

Model | Independent variables R R? R2adj RMSE MSE F Sig

1 BLTF96, X2A, R3m, IVDE, MEcc, HATSe, 986 | 0.971 0.914 0.534 0.285 16.924 0.000
HOv, G1m, ZM1V, Mor08v, Mor13u, Mor25u,
BEHv2, GATS4p, HATS3v, HATS4v, Mor31u,

HATS4u, Vindex, PW3, Hlv, S3K

2 BLTF96, X2A, R3m, IVDE, MEcc, HATSe, .986° 0.971 0.921 | 0.510 0.261 19.323 0.000
HOv, G1m, ZM1V, Mor13u, Mor25u, BEHv2,
GATS4p, HATS3v, HATS4v, Mor31u,
HATS4u, Vindex, PW3, Hlv, S3K

3 BLTF96, X2A, R3m, IVDE, MEcc, HATSe, .986° | 0.971 0.927 | 0.492 0.242 21.933 0.000
HOv, G1m, ZM1V, Mor13u, Mor25u, BEHv2,
GATS4p, HATS3v, Mor31u, HATS4u, Vindex,
PW3, Hlv, S3K

4 BLTF96, X2A, R3m, IVDE, MEcc, HATSe, 9859 | 0.971 0.932 | 0.474 0.225 24.821 0.000
HOv, G1m, ZM1V, Mor13u, Mor25u, BEHv2,
GATS4p, HATS3v, HATS4u, Vindex, PW3,

Hlv, S3K

5 BLTF96, X2A, R3m, IVDE, MEcc, HATSe, .985¢ 0.971 0.936 | 0.460 0.212 27.839 0.000
HOv, G1m, ZM1V, Morl3u, Mor25u, BEHV2,
GATS4p, HATS3v, HATS4u, PW3, Hlv, S3K

6 BLTF96, X2A, R3m, IVDE, MEcc, HATS1e, 985" | 0.970 0.938 | 0451 0.204 30.524 0.000
HOv, G1m, ZM1V, Mor25u, BEHv2, GATS4p,
HATS3v, HATS4u, PW3, Hlv, S3K

7 BLTF96, X2A, R3m, IVDE, MEcc, HATS1e, .984% | 0.969 0.940 | 0.446 0.199 33.190 0.000
HOv, G1m, ZM1V, Mor25u, BEHv2, GATS4p,
HATS4u, PW3, Hlv, S3K

8 BLTF96, X2A, R3m, IVDE, MEcc, HATS1e, 983" | 0.967 0.939 | 0.448 0.201 34.992 0.000
HOv, ZM1V, Mor25u, BEHv2, GATS4p,
HATS4u, PW3, Hlv, S3K

9 BLTF96, X2A, R3m, IVDE, MEcc, HATSle, 981" | 0.963 0.935 | 0.463 0.215 34.907 0.000
HOv, ZM1V, Mor25u, BEHv2, GATS4p, PW3,
H1lv, S3K
10 BLTF96, X2A, R3m, IVDE, MEcc, HATS1e, 981 | 0.962 0.938 | 0.455 0.207 39.107 0.000
HOv, ZM1V, Mor25u, BEHv2, GATS4p, PW3,
Hlv
11 BLTF96, X2A, R3m, IVDE, MEcc, HOv, | .979% 0.959 0.936 | 0.460 0.212 41.239 0.000
ZM1V, Mor25u, BEHv2, GATS4p, PW3, Hlv
12 BLTF96, X2A, R3m, IVDE, HOv, ZM1V, .978! 0.956 0.933 0.470 0.221 42.966 0.000
Mor25u, BEHv2, GATS4p, PW3, Hlv
13 BLTF96, X2A, R3m, HOv, ZM1V, Mor25u, .976™ 0.953 0.932 | 0474 0.225 46.330 0.000
BEHv2, GATS4p, PW3, H1lv
14 BLTF96, R3m, HOv, ZM1V, Mor25u, BEHV2, 976" 0.952 0.934 0.468 0.219 52.718 0.000

GATS4p, PW3, Hlv

' Correlation coefficient

2 R2 adjusted

3 Fisher

4 Significance level

5 Mean Squared Error

6 Root Mean Squared Error

Yoy
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O W

LogP =-2.990+ 0.006 ZM1V —12.726 PW3 + 1.032 GATS4P + 1.740 BEHV2 + 1.17 Mor25u +
4.476 HOV —5.464 H1V - 0.570 R3m — 0.578 BLTF96 (\ 4Jslxs)

R= 0.976; R?=0.952; R?4j=0.934; RMSE=0.468; F=52.718; DW=1.634; MSE=0.219;
Sig=0.00
sl Kas s 5 10gP - dlasly 48 sls 0L sdtel ooty Jilo 5 51 (65kns O 520 4 (S1Q) <0.05 (5 lskns o
Sl s 33 ho polie ol £ 6 jas o (DW) o sasly cusss oolel ol ois 6l b LB ldie .ol lsbims (g bl
[Kim, 2022; WLAJ{%@}S QLQ.AJL.AL;" .A};“ B g S ‘QA;»L;:...?AA@,\;A> ol 55 4
F=52.718 ,:s.lLl s DW=1.634 jluis Y Jsu> 3le Mohammaei, & Mohammadinasab, 2018]
Sl (RZ) O S5 s gy polie wuj@fwﬁw;f Sy pde okas ol gr.hé)l.@_? RIS

Uoﬂﬁ)JmémwomRz)\m.wM«;W.l)ﬁ;;»);l)w;ki)ljg,@j.u,\cﬁombowﬁjd.u

S e e Gl s sl IS Sub G a s R? e ol ply sl G o sl e3ls o310 e
J\f;l.g).b- (Omzman Kl edss S bl sus a4 Jde w e il L;La,(&.:.pji S sls oLz R2=0.952 Sl el
oslinel gy s Al (gl 5 515 0L O g S5 ot 1 1 Laesls SuSTy iy o b (RMISE) st wley e
A S

L5 g e p3lie s b Sl s Gla ikt o s ddal) s Sho 5 Snen axlite, Yiite
s Ko 5 & 5w (PCC) s SKreens )5 5 [Kelley & Lai, 2011; Khan, et al., 2021] (VIF)
Rl @l 235 3 ) n 3,5 [Goodarzi, et al., 2013; Chirico & Gramatica, 2011] ) ahslae s ool
L ol enls OLES € )Y’ dﬁ‘g\;-)J thiﬂc.pj; e R

b Ko 5 iy 5 i 5l o p3lie ¥ g
Table 3. The values of variance inflation factor and tolerance of descriptors

Model Model Model Model Model Model 1 Model
1 2 v £ 0 v

Descriptor Tolerance VIF VIF VIF VIF VIF VIF VIF

ZM1V 4y YA Y 2.299 1.799 1.741 1.405 1.190

PW3 qY.4q e Y 2.913 1.586 1.537 1.102 1.088

GATS4p qy.1 oYY LYYQ 3.676 2.016 1.593 1.101 1.100
BEHv2 4y, yYay AL 4.002 3.093 3.093 - -
Mor25u qYqes T4YIVe AALY 7.495 - - - -
HOv Qv YYVYQ Yeer 2.399 2.044 1.343 1.251 -
Hlv avarq T - - - - - -
R3m 4y vy AMAD AMAD 2.317 2.316 - - -
BLTF96 414 Yy yYwy. - - - - -
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Table 4. The values of pearson correlation coefficients between descriptors

Descriptor BLTF96 PW3 R3m HOv GATS4p BEHVv2 ZM1V Mor25u Hlv
BLTF96 1.000
PW3 -0.248 1.000
R3m 0.314 -0.221 1.000
HOv 0.312 0.045 -0.309 1.000
GATS4p 0.368 -0.430 0.427 0.007 1.000
BEHv2 0.401 -0.491 0.048 0.469 0.049 1.000
ZM1V 0.734 -0.324 0.112 0.321 0.423 0.259 1.000
Mor25u 0.175 0.617 -0.016 0.295 -0.562 -0.031 -0.103 1.000
-0.545
Hiv -0.367 -0.146 0.047 -0.852 0.080 -0.547 -0.328 1.000

Cowds s Ko 55 o (658 (Smad ol ol o33 QLS E 5 ¥ Ul 534S Luilly 5 O o (Stens ol plal
e 534S WS Bl (6 S s Ml 3 S s Ko 5l o w al o Bl B I o5 3 gm s e 2 s skl
Ll s bl Dl e 5V sl o ol S0s sle Ko 5 L ) O (Stmsed a5 5L oSS
BLTF96 H1V HOV Mor25u BEHV2 :3l asile 5 w0 ol Gl gla Ko 55 45 L5 5 asie odel fos
el s 3 T % 26 Jhe Osem S5l o Lol an ool Cns ol doles 0l ol R3M
LogP=5.197 + 2.193 GATS4P + 0.012 ZM1V- 20.371 PW3 (¥ dslas)
Nwotai=34; R=0.928; R? =0.862; R%qj= 0.848; F= 62.296; DW= 2.006; MSE=0.503;  Sig=0.00
SLl> S Sheo 5 2lass (23l 2 53 o e T dalas 313 0L sl Ko 56 Bl b odlal sy 05 S5 ol 2
2 s 6 ZMIV 5 GATSAP Siio s jlie Sl eis o sl 0L dhslee ol A5l o ol i i U158
hn Ladle oS Jl 3 358 e sl wa [0GP lie b Ko 5l Sl 2531 L 5 axdliS a5 5 linta IOGP 50
AL e andlas 5550 LS 5 HOQP Jlaie (55, 2 Sho s cpl osSne il odias Ol S doles 53 PW3 Sis
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Table 5. The name, block and explanation of final descriptors

/:.‘ }: CJ‘:' gi.’}."t);
PW3 path/walk 3 - Randic shape index Topological indices
GATS4P Geary autocorrelation of lag 4 weighted by polarizability 2D autocorrelations
ZM1V first Zagreb index by valence vertex degrees Topological indices
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Table 6. The values of validation coefficients

Total Train Test
MLR MLR MLR
N 34 25 9

R! 0.862 0.880 0.931
Ra2adj 0.848 0.862 0.890
0.340

MSE 0.503 0.482
0.583

RMSE 0.709 0.694

Q? (date set) 0.861 - _
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Table 7. The values of experimental, predicted and residual logP

No logPexp logPpred logPres
1. 0.63 1.35689 -0.72689
2 143 1.81889 -0.38889
3 1.713 2.84732 -1.13432
4, 1.77 1.96995 -0.19995
5 2.03 1.91053 0.11947
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6. 2.23 2.4156 -0.1856
7. 2.32 1.74199 0.57801
8. 252 2.92078 -0.40078
9. 2.64 2.85039 -0.21039
10. 2.68 3.33364 -0.65364
11. 2.9 4.35472 -1.45472
12. 325 1.84256 1.40744
13. 3.63 2.82471 0.80529
14. 3.83 4.60674 -0.77674
15. 43 4.88026 -0.58026
16. 473 4.61315 0.11685
17. 478 4.44819 0.33181
18. 479 5.442 -0.652
19. 4.94 4.58735 0.35265
20. 5 453902 0.46098
21. 5.46 5.17396 0.28604
22. 5.7 6.34068 -0.64068
23. 5.87 5.29243 0.57757
24. 5.9 4.92927 0.97073
25. 5.95 6.81063 -0.86063
26. 6 5.38761 0.61239
27. 6.01 6.1665 -0.1565
28. 6.05 5.89548 0.15452
29. 6.14 5.442 0.698
30. 6.2 5.01002 1.18998
3L 6.29 6.33236 -0.04236
32. 6.5 6.90894 -0.40894
33. 6.6 5.89548 0.70452
34. 6.8 6.69294 0.10706
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Fig 1. The curve of the experimental versus the predicted logP
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Abstract

In this research, predicting the logP of 43 types different pyrethroid derivatives was studied using
guantitative structure-property relationship. The logP of studied pyrethroids was modeled using the
genetic algorithm based on linear regression method (GA-MLR). It was found that the three effective
descriptors GATS4P, PW3 and ZM1V have a reasonable correlation with logP, and led to the creation
of a model with the highest regression coefficient and the lower error. The evaluation of GA-MLR
model predictive ability for test set was performed by statistical parameters such as R?= 0.862, R?%j =
0.848, F=62.296 and MSE = 0.503. Also, the value of Q% 0o= 0.861 using the cross-validation method,
and the values of R? =0.880 and 0.929 for the training and test sets respectively, in the external
validation method showed a very good correlation between experimental and prediction values. It was
specified that the MLR model was reliable for predicting the logP of pyrethroid insecticides, and had
sufficient accuracy with the lowest error.

Keywords: ‘logP"; "Multiple linear regression method"; "Quantitative structure-property relationship";
"Genetic Algorithm" ; "Pyrethroids".
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