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Efficient molecular featurization is one of the major issues for machine learn-

ing models in drug design. Here we propose persistent Ricci curvature (PRC),

in particular Ollivier persistent Ricci curvature (OPRC), for the molecular

featurization and feature engineering, for the first time. Filtration process

proposed in persistent homology is employed to generate a series of nested

molecular graphs. Persistence and variation of Ollivier Ricci curvatures on

these nested graphs are defined as Ollivier persistent Ricci curvature. More-

over, persistent attributes, which are statistical and combinatorial properties

of OPRCs during the filtration process, are used as molecular descriptors, and

further combined with machine learning models, in particular, gradient boost-

ing tree (GBT). Our OPRC-GBT model is used in the prediction of protein-

ligand binding affinity, which is one of key steps in drug design. Based on

three most-commonly used datasets from the well-established protein-ligand

binding databank, i.e., PDBbind, we intensively test our model and compare

with existing models. It has been found that our model are better than all

machine learning models with traditional molecular descriptors.
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Introduction

Drug design and discovery is one of the most important and challenging tasks in biological sci-

ences. However, traditional drug design approaches with Edisonian trial-and-error experimen-

tal cycles are expensive and highly inefficient. In fact, nine out of ten candidate therapies have

failed somewhere between phase I trials and regulatory approval. Since 1980, computer-aided

drug design (CADD) [1], which is to use computer-based models, methods, and algorithms from

data-mining, pattern recognition, statistic learning, as well as biophysics and biochemistry, has

been introduced to systematically analyze drug-related data. CADD has been involved in al-

most the whole pipeline of drug development, and have made a significant contribution to drug

design and drug discovery [1]. AI-based drug design, one of the most important and rapidly

evolving areas in CADD, has demonstrated great potential to revolutionized drug design and

drug discovery [2]. Impressive progresses have been made in various steps in virtural screen-

ing, including molecular docking [3, 4], binding affinity prediction [5, 6], toxicity prediction [7],

among others. Massive ambitious projects, between government agencies, researchers and bio-

pharmaceutical companies, have been initialized [8]. For instance, Pfizer is using IBM Watson

to aid immuno-oncology drug discovery; AI models are used for personalization of treatment

and early diagnosis in Obama’s Cancer Moonshot initiative; Joint research consortium from

Japanese companies and institutions use Japan’s K supercomputer to ramp up drug discovery

efficiency. AI-based drug design will bring about evolutional change with more progress from

chemical data, computational power, and learning algorithms [9, 10]. Currently, one of the great

challenges in AI-based drug design is molecular representation or featurization [11, 12]. In fact,

the design of efficient molecular descriptors, is an open problem for the analysis of molecular

structure-function relationship in materials sciences, chemistry and biology [13, 14, 15, 16].

More than 5000 molecular descriptors have been proposed, which cover a variety of properties
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from molecular structural, physical, chemical and biological information [11, 12]. Recently,

mathematical invariants from differential geometry and algebraic topology have been consid-

ered as molecular descriptors. Due to their higher level of abstraction and transferability, these

advanced invariants based learning models have achieved great success in drug design [17, 18].

As one of the fundamental concepts in different geometry, Ricci curvature characterizes the

intrinsical properties of manifold surfaces [19, 20]. More specifically, Ricci curvature mea-

sures growth of volumes of distance balls, transportation distances between balls, divergence

of geodesics, and meeting probabilities of coupled random walks [21]. For two dimensional

manifold, Ricci curvature reduces to the classical Gauss curvature. Ricci curvature based Ricci

flow model is key to the proof of poincaré conjecture [22]. Discrete Ricci curvature forms,

including Ollivier Ricci curvature (ORC) [23] and Forman Ricci curvature (FRC) [24], have

been developed. In particularly, Chuang and Yau have done the pioneering works on graph or

network based ORC [25, 26]. The properties of ORCs on various graphs have been extensively

studied [27, 21]. It has been found that ORC is “related to” various graph invariants, ranging

from local measures, such as node degree and clustering coefficient, to global measures, such as

betweenness centrality and network connectivity [28]. ORC has been used in various applica-

tions, such as internet topology [28], community detection [29], market fragility and systemic

risk [30], cancer networks [31], and brain structural connectivity [32].

Here we propose persistent Ricci curvature (PRC), in particular Ollivier persistent Ricci

curvature (OPRC), based molecular representation, and apply them in AI-based drug design, for

the first time. Essentially, molecular structures and interactions are modeled as graphs, on which

ORCs can be calculated and used as geometric descriptors. To incorporate mutliscale structural

and interactional information, a series of nested graphs at different scales are generated through

a filtration process, the persistency and variation of ORCs during the filtration is defined as

Ollivier persistent Ricci curvature. In particular, statistical or combinatorial properties of OPRC
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are considered as molecular descriptors or fingerpints, and further used in AI-based drug design

models. We combine OPRC-based features with gradient boosting tree model (GBT), and test

our OPRC-GBT model on three well-established protein-ligand binding affinity datasets, i.e.,

PDB-v2007, PDB-v2013, and PDB-v2016, from PBDbind databank. Our model can achieve

the state-of-the-art results for all these datasets.

Results

Ollivier Ricci curvature based molecular representation

As a discrete form of Ricci curvature on graph, Ollivier Ricci curvature measures the relative

“distance” between two respective neighborhoods of two vertices that form the edge. Roughly

speaking, positive edge ORC means that there are strong connections (or short “distance”) be-

tween the two respective neighborhoods, and negative edge ORC indicates weak connections

(or long “distance”). A formal definition of ORC [26, 33, 20] can be found in Method. Figure

S2 illustrates three basic types of quadratic surfaces, i.e., parabolic, hyperbolic and elliptic, and

their related graph representations [29]. For a complete graph, all edge ORCs are positive; for

a tree graph, all edge ORCs are negative, except the ones on edges connected to leaf nodes; for

a lattice graph, all edge ORCs are zero (see Methods). For all three situations, edge ORCs are

consistent with Ricci curvatures in continuous definition. Mathematically, vertex ORC is de-

fined as the average of edge ORCs from its adjacent edges [28]. For isolated individual vertices,

we define its vertex ORC as zero in this paper (see Method).

Here we employ ORC for the characterization of molecular structures and interactions at

atomic level for the first time. Four typical molecular graphs/networks are generated from

protein, DNA, protein-ligand interactions and hydrogen-bonding networks, by using Cα atoms,

non-hydrogen atoms, both carbon (C) (from protein) and oxygen (O) (from ligand) atoms, and

O atoms as vertices, respectively. Edges are formed in these molecular graphs, if Euclidean
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Figure 1: Illustration of edge and vertex ORCs for Calmodulin protein (4CLN), DNA (2M54),
protein-ligand complex (1PXO), and hydrogen-bonding network of TMAO. a Only Cα atoms
are chosen in the graph representation and cutoff distance is 20Å. b The molecular graph for
DNA is generated with all non-hydrogen atoms and cutoff distance 2Å. c The molecular graph
for protein (in blue) ligand (in cyan) complex is generated with oxygen atoms from protein and
carbon atoms from ligand, and cutoff distance is 10Å. d The hydrogen bonding network for
TMAO is generated with oxygen atoms from water molecules and cutoff distance 4Å.
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distances between the vertices are smaller than a certain cutoff distance. Figure 1 shows the

four molecular representations, and their vertex and edge ORCs, which are represented by blue

and red colors. Figure 1a is for a protein 4CLN, which has a hinge region in the middle of its

structure and two cluster domains at its two ends. Both vertex and edge ORCs have negative

values (blue color) in the hinge region and positive values in the cluster domains. DNA structure

2M54 is illustrated in Figure 1b. Other than the branching edges connected to the “isolated”

atom nodes, which have positive ORCs, all the other edges on DNA double-helix chains have

negative ORCs. In Figure 1c, a bipartite graph is generated from protein-ligand complex 1PXO.

Intermolecular interactions are represented as edges between protein atoms (in blue) and ligand

atoms (in cyan). Since the graph is well-connected, almost all the vertex and edge ORCs are

positive. Figure 1d demonstrates the hydrogen-bonding network generated with oxygen atoms

as vertices and a cutoff distance 4Å [34]. Under this short cutoff distance, an extremely sparse

graph is formed and most of the vertex and edge ORCs are negative. From the above examples,

it can be observed that edges with positive curvatures are commonly found in highly aggregated

regions, such as clusters or communities, while edges with negative curvatures usually represent

sparse connection regions, such as link, chain, or bridge regions.

As an intrinsical “geometric” measurement, ORC can quantitatively characterize molecule

structural and interactional properties. We consider two kinds of hydrogen-bonding networks

from two osmolyte systems, i.e., TMAO and urea, at eight different concentrations from 1M

to 8M [34](See SI). Figures S1 a and b demonstrate the two equilibrium configurations from

TMAO and urea, their edge and vertex ORCs and these ORC-based density distribution func-

tions. Even though the two structures have the same number of water molecules (3000), their

edge and vertex ORCs have very different distributions. It can be observed more clearly from

their distribution functions (DFs), which have highly different peaks and shapes (see SI). Fur-

ther, we consider ORC-based average DFs for all eight concentrations, and illustrate the results
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in Figure S1 c. We can see that two osmolyte systems show very different patterns in their

ORC distributions. Dramatic variation between different concentrations can be seen clearly in

TMAO ORC distribution functions. In contrast, only a slight variation is observed for urea ORC

distribution functions. The results are consistent with our previous observation from persistent

homology analysis [34].

Persistent Ricci curvature

Biomolecules usually have hierarchial and multiscale structures, from various different lev-

els ranging from atomic, residual, secondary structural, chain scale, to molecular monomer,

and biomolecular complex. Both inter- and intra- biomolecular interactions are also of vari-

ous scales, ranging from strong covalent bonds to related week interactions, such as hydrogen

bonds, Van der Waals forces, electrostatic interactions, etc. Therefore, a multiscale represen-

tation is key to the characterization of biomolecular structures and interactions. Here, we use

the filtration process, which is key component of persistent models, including persistent ho-

mology/cohomology [35, 36, 37], persistent spectral [38, 39] and persistent function [40], to

generate a series of nested biomolecular graphs at different scales. A simple way to generate a

filtration process is to set edge weight as a filtration parameter. As the increase (or decrease) of

filtration value, edges with weights smaller (or larger) than the filtration value will consistently

“appear” to form a new graph. Since each filtration value characterizes structural or interac-

tional information at a particular scale, a multiscale graph representation is obtained. Based

on these nested graphs, Ricci curvatures can be systematically calculated. Among them, some

Ricci curvature values last longer, while others change quickly during the filtration. We call this

persistence and variation of Ricci curvatures during the filtration process as persistent Ricci cur-

vature. In particularly, when we consider Ollivier Ricci curvature, we have Ollivier persistent

Ricci curvature (OPRC).
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Figures 2 a-c illustrate a filtration process from our element-specific interactive matrix (see

Method) and the associated vertex and edge ORCs. It can be seen that at the early stages of

filtration, negative ORCs (for both edges and vertices) are observed at link or bridge regions.

As the filtration goes further, positive ORCs become more and more dominant. Finally, when

the graph is well-connected, only positive ORCs can be observed. Note that different from all

previous graph or network models, in which only a certain cutoff distance (i.e., single-scale)

is considered, we use a multiscale representation and focus on the variation and persistence of

ORCs during the filtration process in our OPRC models.

OPRC-based machine learning model

OPRC provides a new multiscale molecular representation. Based on them, a series of ORC-

based persistent attributes or functions can be derived and used as molecular descriptors or

fingerprints. For instance, we can consider ORC-based statistical properties, such as maxi-

mum, minimum, average and standard deviation, during the filtration process, and call them as

ORC-based persistent maximum, persistent minimum, persistent mean, and persistent standard

deviation, respectively. Figures 2 d-g illustrate these four persistent attributes for the filtration

process. Note that the filtration value is the cutoff distance. When filtration value is smaller

than around 2.9 Å, all vertices are “isolated” and no edges are generated. In this case, there are

no edge ORCs and all vertex ORCs equal to zero. For the four persistent attributes, there are no

well-defined edge values and their vertex values all equal to zero. From the region around 2.9

Å to 3.5 Å, individual edges, i.e., no two edges share same vertex, begin to appear. For these

individual edges and their associated vertices, their ORCs (for both edge and vertex) all equal to

1.0. Therefore, edge-ORC-based persistent minimum, persistent maximum and persistent mean

all achieve the largest value 1.0, and edge-ORC-based persistent standard deviation is zero. At

the same time, vertex-ORC-based persistent minimum value is still 0.0, persistent maximum
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Figure 2: Illustration of edge ORCs (b), vertex ORCs (c), and four persistent attributes (d-
g) for a bipartite graph based filtration process (a). The bipartite graph is generated from a
protein-ligand complex (1PXO) using O atoms from protein (in blue) and C atoms from ligand
(in cyan). With the increase of filtration value, the bipartite graph inner connections (edges)
increase consistently. At the same time, more and more positive ORCs (in red color) appear.
At the very beginning of filtration (0 Å to 2.9 Å), there are no edge ORCs and all vertex ORCs
are zero. Therefore all four persistent attributes have only vertex values as 0.0. From filtration
region 2.9 Å to 3.5 Å, individual edges begin to appear. Their associated edge and vertex ORCs
are all 1.0. Thus edge-ORC-based persistent minimum, maximum and mean all achieve their
peak values 1.0 in this region. From region 3.5 Å to 10.0 Å, some general trends for the four
persistent attributes can be observed, even with some fluctuations. For both persistent minimum
and mean, their vertex and edge values decrease until 7.0 Å, and then increase to around 10.0Å.
In contrast, persistent maximum and standard deviation keep decreasing in this region. When
the filtration value passes 10.0 Å, all four persistent attributes begin to stabilized to certain
constant values.

jumps to 1.0, and both persistent mean and standard deviation consistently increase. From the

region around 3.5 Å to 10.0 Å, more edges are generated and graph structures become more
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complicated. Both edge and vertex ORCs have positive and negative values. For persistent

minimum, both its vertex and edge values are negative. They keep decreasing to around 7.0

Å and then begin to increase until reach 0.0 at around 10 Å (for vertex) and 12 Å (for edge).

Persistent mean has a similar pattern to persistent minimum, both edge and vertex values de-

crease until around 7.0 Å and then increase to reach the peak at around 10 Å. For all the other

two persistent attributes, both their vertex and edge values are in the same general trend of

decreasing, even though there are certain fluctuations. When the filtration value is larger than

10 Å, the molecular graph becomes more and more “well-connected”. Almost all the vertex

and edge ORCs are positive, or at least non-negative. With the increase of filtration value, a

fully-connected bipartite graph (with the protein partite set of 72 O atoms and the ligand partite

set of 14 C atoms) will be generated. Both vertex and edge ORCs will converge to 1
72
≈ 0.0139

(see Eq.(2) in Method ). Similarly, persistent minimum, persistent maximum, and persistent

mean, for both vertex and edge ORCs, all converge to 0.0139, while both persistent standard

deviations converge to 0.00.

Other than these simple statistical properties, we can also consider combinatorial formulas

[11], such as moments, Wiener-index, etc, to generate more complicated persistent attributes

functions (see Methods). Molecular descriptors can be derived from the discretization of these

OPRC-based persistent attributes. More specifically, we can discretize the entire filtration re-

gion into equal-sized bins. Persistent attributes from each bin can be combined together to form

a long feature vector. Note that these feature vectors are of the same unit and highly abstract.

They can be combined with machine learning models, in particular, random forest and gradient

boosting tree.
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Figure 3: Generation of the 36 types of element-specific bipartite graphs. The protein-ligand
complex (PDBID:1PXO) is decomposed into its atom-atom combinations (outer circle): N-
N(left), O-C(bottom) and C-C(right).

OPRC-based machine learning model for drug design

Here we examine the performance of our OPRC-based learning models for drug design. In par-

ticular, we study the protein-ligand binding affinity, which is of key importance to drug design

[42]. We consider three most commonly-used protein-ligand databases, including PDBbind-

v2007, PDBbind-v2013 and PDBbind-v2016 [47]. The details of the datasets can be found in

Table S1.
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In our protein-ligand interaction model, 36 types of bipartite graphs are generated based

on element-specific interactive distance matrixes (ES-IDM) [17, 18], as illustrated in Figure

3. For each type of bipartite graphs, we consider 10 different persistent attributes, and gen-

erate the corresponding molecular descriptors from them (see Methods). The feature size of

our OPRC based molecular descriptor is 108000 = 36(atom set combinations)*150(filtration

values)*10 (persistent attributes)* 2(edge ORC and vertex ORC). To take into consideration

of ligand properties, we incorporate molecular descriptors from ligands. Similarly, we decom-

pose a ligand structure into 5 sets of atom combinations, construct related ligand graphs and

extract molecular features from their persistent attributes (see Methods). The total feature size

for ligand is 15000= 5(atom set combinations)*150(filtration values)*10 (persistent attributes)*

2(edge ORC and vertex ORC).

Due to the large-sized molecular descriptor, we use decision-tree-based machine learning

models, in particular, gradient boosting tree (GBT). To measure the predicted binding affinities,

the Pearson correlation coefficient (PCC) and root mean square error (RMSE) are used as eval-

uation metrics. Our GBT model has been repeated for 10 times and median PCCs and RMSEs

for test set are used as our final results. The detailed setting of GBT can be found in Table S2.

Table 1 illustrates all the prediction results using features from protein-ligand complex (Pro-

Lig), and the combined features from protein-ligand complexes with ligands (Pro-Lig + Lig),

for the test (core) datasets of PDBbind databases. For OPRC-GBT with molecular features from

protein-ligand interaction (Pro-Lig), the average PCC is 0.812 and RMSE is 1.906 kcal/mol.

For OPRC-GBT with combined molecular features (Pro-Lig+Lig), the average PCC has a slight

increase to 0.816, and RMSE has a slight decrease to 1.891 kcal/mol. To have better evaluation

of our results, we have extensively compared with the results from all existing machine learning

models using traditional molecular descriptors and fingerprints [41, 42, 43, 6, 44, 45, 46], as far

as we know. Figure 4 shows the comparison results for PCCs. It can be seen that our model can
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achieve the state-of-the-art results.

Table 1: The PCCs and RMSE (kcal/mol) for our OPRC-GBT models with molecular features
from protein-ligand complex(Pro-Lig) and combined protein-ligand complex and ligand (Pro-
Lig + Lig). The results are based on the test (core) datasets of PDBbind-v2007, PDBbind-v2013
and PDBbind-v2016.

Pro-Lig Pro-Lig + Lig
PDBbind-v2007 0.820 (1.935) 0.821 (1.926)
PDBbind-v2013 0.781 (2.035) 0.789 (2.010)
PDBbind-v2016 0.835 (1.748) 0.838 (1.736)

Average 0.812 (1.906) 0.816 (1.891)

Discussion

Efficient molecular descriptors or fingerprints are essential not only to artificial intelligence

(AI) based drug design, and also all the learning models in materials, chemical and biological

data analysis. Unlike image, text, video, and audio data, molecular data from material, chem-

istry and biology, have much complicated three-dimensional structures, as well as physical and

chemical properties. A systematical generation of descriptors that characterizes the molecular

intrinsic properties can directly determinate the performance of learning models. As a central

concept in geometry, curvature is of fundamental importance to differential geometry and Rie-

mannian geometry. Among the various curvature definitions, Ricci curvature can characterize

the intrinsical surface properties, and their discrete forms (Ollivier Ricci curvature and Forman

Ricci curvature) provide a unique “geometric” measurement of graphs and networks. Here we

use Ollivier Ricci curvature to characterize molecular structures and interactions, and propose

persistent Ricci curvature, in particular, Ollivier persistent Ricci curvature, for machine learn-

ing based drug design. Essentially, persistent attributes based molecular descriptors from our

OPRC, can preserve the multiscale structural and interactional information, thus can signifi-

cantly boost the performance of learning models.
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Figure 4: The comparison of our OPRC-GBT model with all traditional-molecular-descriptor
based machine learning models [41, 42, 43, 6, 44, 45, 46], as far as we know, for protein-ligand
binding affinity prediction. The left subgraphs are results from our OPRC-GBT models with
combined molecular features (Pro-Lig + Lig). The right subfigures are comparison of PCCs
values on the three datasets, i.e., PDBbind-v2007 (a), PDBbind-v2013 (b) and PDBbind-v2016
(c).

The recent great success of persistent homology, persistent spectral models and our per-

sistent Ricci curvature models, has shown that advanced mathematical tools from algebraic

topology, computational topology, differential geometry, conformational geometry, etc, can

14



play an important role in structural representation, thus provide an efficient featurization or

feature engineering. Their combination with machine learning models can significantly boost

the performance of learning models. It is worthy mentioning that graph neural network and

geometric deep learning have also shown some great promising in automatic feature generation

from molecular structures.

Method

Ollivier Ricci curvature

Mathematically, Ricci curvature measures manifold local intrinsic properties, such as growth

of volumes of distance balls, transportation distances between balls, divergence of geodesics,

and meeting probabilities of coupled random walks [21]. Ollivier Ricci curvature is a discrete

formula of Ricci curvature proposed on metric spaces [48, 23], and further applied to graphs

[26, 33]. ORC is defined on an edge. It measures the difference between the edge “distance” (or

length of edge) and transportation distance of the two neighborhoods from the-edge-related two

vertices. More specifically, we can denote a graph as G = (V,E) with vertex set V = {xi; i =

1, 2, .., n} and edge set E = {e(xi, xj); 1 ≤ i < j ≤ n} (n is total number of vertices). If

two vertices x and y share a common edge e(x, y), we call these two vertices as neighbors and

denote them as x ∼ y. All the neighboring vertices of x form a set Γx, and their total number is

denoted kx, i.e., the degree of x. A vertex x related probability measure mx is defined as

mx(xi) =


α if xi = x

(1− α)/kx if xi ∈ Γx

0 otherwise.
(1)

Here vertex xi ∈ V and parameter α ∈ [0, 1]. The probability measure mx is a discrete function

that defines on the graph vertices, and has nonzero value only on vertex x and its neighbors.

Note that different α values will result in different ORCs. Usually α = 0.5 is considered as a
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good approximation. In this paper, we use α = 0.5 in all our calculations.

For two probability measures mx and my, a transportation plan from mx to my is a measure

ξ ∈
∏

(mx,my) that is mass-preserving, i.e.
∑

yj∈V ξ(x, yj) = mx and
∑

xi∈V ξ(xi, y) = my,

where ξ(xi, yj) represents the amount of mass travelling from xi to yj . The L1 Wasserstein dis-

tance betweenmx andmy, denoted byW1(mx,my), is the minimum average travelling distance

that can be achieved by any transportation plan,

W1(mx,my) = inf
ξ

∑
xi∈V

∑
yj∈V

d(xi, yj)ξ(xi, yj).

If x ∼ y, the Olliver-Ricci curvature along the edge between vertex x and y is defined as

c(x, y) := 1− W1(mx,my)

d(x, y)
,

where d(x, y) is the distance between x and y (edge distance or edge length) on the graph

G. Note that the above definition of ORC is only for edges, that is edge ORC. Vertex ORC is

defined as the average of edge ORCs from its adjacent edges. Moreover, we define vertex ORCs

as zero in this paper, for all isolated individual vertices, i.e., no two vertices share a same edge.

The edge ORC is computed via the optimizing Wasserstein distance using linear program-

ming. For two vertices x and y and associated probability measures mx and my, let ρ(xi, yj)

be the proportion of “mass” (mx value) transported from vertex xi to vertex yj . The objective

function is to minimize the total transportation distance between mx and my (on the graph G),

while the total “mass” is preserved. The linear programming can be written as follows,

min
∑
yj∈V

∑
xi∈V

d(xi, yj)ρ(xi, yj)mx(xi),

such that
∑
yj∈V

ρ(xi, yj) = 1, 0 ≤ ρ(xi, yj) ≤ 1,

∑
xi∈V

ρ(xi, yj)mx(xi) = my(yj).
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Figure S2 illustrates the edge ORC on three basic types of graphs, i.e., tree, grid, and com-

plete graph, which correspond to three types of quadratic surfaces, i.e., parabolic, hyperbolic,

elliptic [29]. For a complete graph in Figure S2 a, the edge ORC on e(x, y) can be explicitly

expressed as,

c(x, y) =
n

2(n− 1)
,

where n is the total number of vertices. Note that α = 0.5 is always used in our calculation.

For an infinitely-sized grid graph in Figure S2 b, all edge ORCs equal to zero. This is due

to the fact that the cost of moving mx to my is equal to d(x, y), which means W1(mx,my) =

d(x, y). For a tree graph in Figure S2 c, the edge ORC for e(x, y) can be explicitly expressed

as,

c(x, y) =
1

kx
+

1

ky
− 1,

where kx and ky are node degrees for vertices x and y.

For a complete bipartite graph Km,n with m vertices at one partite set and n vertices at the

other partite set, the edge ORC for e(x, y) is,

c(x, y) = min

{
1

m
,

1

n

}
. (2)

A detailed derivation of the above results can be found in SI.

Ollivier persistent Ricci curvature

A well-defined filtration process is essential to our persistent OPRC model. The idea of filtration

is originated from persistent homology and can be traced back to Morse theory. Mathematically,

with the monotonic variation (increase or decrease) of filtration value, a series of nested graphs

{Gi} can be generated as follows,

G0 ⊆ G1 ⊆ G2... ⊆ GN ,
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here i-th graph Gi is generated at a certain filtration value fi, and GN is usually a complete

graph at the end of filtration. The number of edges are consistently increasing during filtration

process. In contrast, vertices are usually kept unchanged in real application, even though theo-

retically their total number can still increase. A proper filtration parameter directly determines

the performance of OPRC. For weighted networks or graphs, filtration value can be chosen as

edge weight. At each filtration value fi, a subgraph Gi composed of all edges with weight less

or equal to fi is formed. Figure 2 illustrates a bipartite graph based filtration process.

In our OPRC model, edge and vertex ORCs can be calculated for the graph series {Gi}.

The persistence and variation of ORCs are defined as OPRC for the graph series {Gi}. Note

that it is nontrivial to visualize OPRC or apply it directly to machine learning models. In this

way, we propose a set of persistent attributes from statistical and combinatorial properties [11]

of ORCs. For instance, if we denote a set of (edge or vertex) ORC as {cj; j = 1, 2, ..., N},

we can consider maximum, minimum, summary, average, standard deviation, k-th moment∑N
j c

k
j , k-th absolute deviation

∑N
j |cj −

∑
j=1 cj|k, etc, for both edge ORC and vertex ORCs

in a filtration process.

In our molecular description, we consider 10 OPRC descriptors as follows,

• min{c1, c2, · · · , cN}

• max{c1, c2, · · · , cN}

• 1
N

∑N
i=1 cj

•
√

1
N−1

∑N
j=1(cj − c̄)2

•
∑N

j=1 cj1{cj>0} (1cj>0 is indicator function).

•
∑N

j=1 |cj − c̄|

18



•
∑N

j=1 c
2
j

•
∑N

j=1 c
2
j1{cj>0}

•
∑N

j=1 |cj − c̄|3

• log

(
N
∑N+

j=1,cj>0
1
cj

+ 1

)
(N+ is the total positive element number).

Here curvature quasi-Wiener index log

(
N
∑N+

j=1
1
cj

+1

)
is a variant of the quasi-Wiener index

[11]. The logarithmic function is empolyed to scale down the values, as ORCs are always in the

region [−1, 1].

Protein-ligand binding affinity prediction with OPRC

The protein-ligand binding affinity is used to characterize the interactions between protein and

ligand. In our OPRC models, we use the bipartite graph representation generated from the

element-specific interactive distance matrix (ES-IDM), to describe the protein-ligand interac-

tions at atomic level [17, 18]. More specifically, protein structures are decomposed into 4 atom

sets made of C, N, O and S, respectively. Ligands are decomposed into 9 atom sets of C,

N, O, S, P, F, Cl, Br and I, respectively. In this way, there are totally 36 element-specific in-

teraction types for protein-ligand complexes, and they are characterized by 36 ES-IDMs. We

denote atom coordinate as r, and atom-set from protein and ligand as RP = {r1, r2, ..., rNP
}

and RL = {r1, r2, ..., rNL
}, respectively. An ES-IDM M of size (NP + NL) × (NP + NL) is

derived from the two atom sets RP and RL as follows,

M(mi,mj) =

{
‖ri−rj‖, ri∈RP ,rj∈RL or ri∈RL,rj∈RP

∞, otherwise.

where ‖ri− rj‖ is the Euclidean distance, and mi and mj are the indexes of protein atom ri and

ligand atom rj in matrix M , respectively.
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Computationally, we only consider the binding core region or hot spot, which is composed

of atoms within 10 Å distance from the ligand. This is because protein structures are usu-

ally much larger than ligand structures. The binding core complex, i.e., protein binding core

with ligand, is then decomposed into the 36 element-specific combination sets (as illustrated

in Figure 3), which will generate 36 ES-IDMs. The filtration parameter is chosen as the cutoff

distance. The filtration region from 0 to 15 Å and a grid size 0.1 Å are considered in our model.

At each filtration value, edge and vertex ORCs are calculated. A total 10 persistent attributes as

stated above are used. In this way, the size of our molecular descriptor is 108000 = 36(atom set

combinations)*150(filtration values)*10 (persistent attributes)* 2(edge ORC and vertex ORC).

Molecular descriptors from ligand structures have been found to play a role in binding affin-

ity prediction. We consider the following 5 atom set combinations in our ligand feature gener-

ation:
{
{C}, {C, N}, {C, O}, {C, N, O}, {C, N, O, F, P, Cl, Br, I}

}
. A distance matrix can be

constructed for each atom combination as follows,

ML(i, j) =

{
‖ri − rj‖, ri ∈ RL, rj ∈ RL, i 6= j

0, ri ∈ RL, rj ∈ RL, i = j.

where ‖ri− rj‖ is the Euclidean distance. From the distance matrixes, ligand graphs and cutoff

distance based filtration process can be generated. Ligand features can be obtained from our

OPRC of ligand graphs. The same 10 persistent attributes are used in molecular feature gener-

ation. Hence, a ligand feature vector is of size 15000=5(atom set combinations)*150(filtration

values)*10 (persistent attributes)* 2(edge ORC and vertex ORC). Note that the concatenation

of Pro-Lig and Lig would have a feature size of 123000.

Code and Data Availability

The computation of Ollivier Ricci curvature for a graph network is obtained using the GraphRic-

ciCurvature library from https://github.com/saibalmars/GraphRicciCurvature. The PDBbind
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databases were obtained from http://pdbbind.org.cn. The codes implemented for the HBNs

and PerORC models can be found in https://github.com/ExpectozJJ/Persistent-Ollivier-Ricci-

Curvature. Additional data or code would be available upon reasonable request.
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Supplementary materials

Mathematical background of Ollivier Ricci curvature
Lower bound of Ollivier-Ricci curvature

Mathematically, Wasserstein distance is a linear minimization problem with convex constraints,

hence it admits a dual formulation, i.e., Kantorovich duality. More specifically, let W1(mx,my)

be the Wasserstein distance between mx and my, i.e., two probability measurements as in Eq.

(1). Then W1(mx,my) can be rewritten as,

W1(mx,my) = sup
f∈Lip1(R)

[ ∑
xi∈V

f(xi)mx(xi)−
∑
xi∈V

f(xi)my(xi)

]
.

Here f(x) is 1-Lipschitz continuous Lip1(R), if it satisfies the following condition,

|f(x)− f(y)| ≤ |x− y| = d(x, y) for all x, y ∈ R.

For a locally finite graphsG, which may be infinite size but has finite degree for every vertex

in G, its ORCs have lower bound [33, 49]. More specifically, for any pair of vertices x and y in

G and x ∼ y, it satisfies that,

c(x, y) ≥ 2α− 2 max

{
1− (1− α)

kx
− (1− α)

ky
, 0

}
. (3)

Note that here d(x, y) = 1 if x ∼ y. That means the graph has weight 1 for all its edges. From
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Kantorovich duality, one can have,

W1(mx,my)

= supf∈Lip1(R)

[ ∑
xi∼x

f(xi)
1−α
kx
−

∑
xi∼y

f(xi)
1−α
ky

+α(f(x)−f(y))

]
= supf∈Lip1(R)

[ ∑
xi∼x,xi 6=y

f(xi)
1−α
kx

+f(y) 1−α
kx
−

∑
xi∼y,xi 6=x

f(xi)
1−α
ky

−f(x) 1−α
ky

+α(f(x)−f(y))

]
= supf∈Lip1(R)

[ ∑
xi∼x,xi 6=y

(f(xi)−f(x)) 1−αkx −
∑

xi∼y,xi 6=x
(f(xi)−f(y)) 1−αky

− ky−1

ky
(1−α)f(y)+ kx−1

kx
(1−α)f(x)+f(y) 1−α

kx

−f(x) 1−α
ky

+α(f(x)−f(y))

]
= supf∈Lip1(R)

[ ∑
xi∼x,xi 6=y

(f(xi)−f(x)) 1−αkx −
∑

xi∼y,xi 6=x
(f(xi)−f(y)) 1−αky

− 1−α
kx

(f(x)−f(y))− 1−α
ky

(f(x)−f(y))+f(x)−f(y)

]
≤(1−α) kx−1

kx
+(1−α) ky−1

ky
+

∣∣∣∣1− (1−α)
kx
− (1−α)

ky

∣∣∣∣
= (1−2α)+(1− 1−α

kx
− 1−α

ky
)+

∣∣∣∣1− (1−α)
kx
− (1−α)

ky

∣∣∣∣
= 1−2α+2max

{
1− (1−α)

kx
− (1−α)

ky
,0

}
.

Hence,

c(x, y) = 1−W1(mx,my) ≥ 2α− 2 max

{
1− (1−α)

kx
− (1−α)

ky
,0

}
.

Ollivier-Ricci curvature for special graphs

From the theorem above, several results can be derived, including upper bounds found for ORCs

of some families of graphs [50, 49, 33]. In particularly, ORCs for four types special graphs,

including tree graph, grid graph, complete graph and bipartite graph, are analyzed in great

details.
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ORC for tree graph A tree graph is a graph without any cycles. For an edge e(x, y) from a

tree graph, its edge ORC is,

c(x, y) = 2α− 2 max

{
1− (1− α)

kx
− (1− α)

ky
, 0

}
.

To prove the above results, we can check its lower bound and upper bound. The lower bound

for edge ORC can be directly attained from the above Kantorovich duality as,

c(x, y) ≥ 2α− 2 max

{
1− 1− α

kx
− 1− α

ky
, 0

}
.

For the upper bound of c(x, y), we only need to consider the following two cases. i.e. 1− 1−α
kx
−

1−α
ky

< 0 and 1− 1−α
kx
− 1−α

ky
≥ 0.

If 1− 1−α
kx
− 1−α

ky
< 0, at least one of the terms 1−α

kx
and 1−α

ky
is larger than 0.5. Without the

loss of generality, we assume 1−α
kx

> 0.5. According to Eq. (1), that means all the weights for

the adjacent vertices of node x is larger than 0.5. Since the total weight is 1.0 and weights are

nonnegative, the node x can have only one adjacent vertex, i.e., vertex y and kx = 1. We have

probability measurements mx(y) = 1− α and my(y) = α. If 1− α > α, in any transportation

plan, there is at least (1−α)−α = 1−2α amount of “mass” frommx that should be transported

from vertex y to its neighbour vertices (with distance 1), thus W1(mx,my) ≥ 1 − 2α. If

1 − α < α, that means 1 − 2α < 0. It is obvious that W1(mx,my) ≥ 1 − 2α as Wasserstein

distance is nonnegative.

Further, if 1 − 1−α
kx
− 1−α

ky
≥ 0, we can define an 1-Lipschitz continuous function f(xi) as

follows [49],

f(xi) =


0, xi ∼ y, xi 6= x.
1, xi = y.
2, xi = x.
3, xi ∼ x, xi 6= y.
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Then we have

W1(mx,my) ≥
1− α
kx

(3(kx − 1) + 1)− 2(1− α)

ky
+ α(2− 1)

= 3− 2α− 2(1− α)

kx
− 2(1− α)

ky

= 1− 2α + 2

(
1− (1− α)

kx
− (1− α)

ky

)
Hence, combining both cases yields

W1(mx,my) ≥ 1− 2α + 2 max

{
1− (1− α)

kx
− (1− α)

ky
, 0

}
.

Therefore,

c(x, y) = 2α− 2 max

{
1− (1− α)

kx
− (1− α)

ky
, 0

}
.

The above theorem has been proven for the special case of α = 0.0 [49]. In our computation,

we use α = 0.5, thus we have c(x, y) = 1
kx

+ 1
ky
− 1. Note that if kx and ky approaches ∞,

c(x, y) approaches −1.

ORC for grid graph For an infinite-sized grid graph, all ORCs are zero. For a finite-sized

grid graph, other than edges with vertex (either one or two) from boundary points, all the other

edges have zero ORCs. This is due to the fact that the cost of moving mx to my is equal to

d(x, y). Hence,

c(x, y) = 1− W1(mx,my)

d(x, y)
= 1− d(x, y)

d(x, y)
= 0.

ORC for complete graph For a graph G, if ](x, y) represents the number of triangles with x

and y being vertices (of the triangles) in G, edge ORC for e(x, y) satisfies

c(x,y)≥−max

{
1− 1−α

kx
− 1−α

ky
−(1−α) ](x,y)

min(kx,ky)
,0

}
−max

{
1− 1−α

kx
− 1−α

ky
−(1−α) ](x,y)

max(kx,ky)
,0

}
+(1−α) ](x,y)

min(kx,ky)
+2α.
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Again, the inequality above was proven for α = 0.0 in [49] and its proof can be modified

similarly for all values of α. The inequality is also sharp for complete graphs. That is,

c(x, y) = (1− α)
n

n− 1
.

For a complete graph with n ≥ 3, we have ](x, y) = n− 2 and kx = ky = n− 1 for any x

and y in G. Hence,

c(x, y) = −2

(
1− 1−α

n−1
− 1−α
n−1
−(1−α)n−2

n−1

)
+(1−α)n−2

n−1
+2α

= −2 +
2n(1− α)

n− 1
+
n− 2

n− 1
(1− α) + 2α

= −2 + (1− α)
n

n− 1
+ 2(1− α) + 2α

= (1− α)
n

n− 1
.

In our computation with α = 0.5, we have c(x, y) = n
2(n−1) .

ORC for bipartite graph Recently, a closed formula is found for the ORC of weighted bi-

partite graphs [50]. Similarly, the closed formula can be adapted to our probability mea-

sure mx, which provides a special case in terms of α. Let G = (V,E) be a locally finite

weighted bipartite graph and e(x, y) ∈ E. Suppose R(x, y) is a subgraph of G(x,y) induced by

N1(x) ∪N1(y), and R1(x, y), R2(x, y), · · · , Rq(x, y) be the connected components of R(x, y).

If Ua(x) = V (Ra(x, y))∩N1(x) and Ua(y) = V (Ra(x, y))∩N1(y) for a ∈ {1, 2, · · · , q}, then

c(x, y) = 2α− 2 max

{
1− (1− α)

kx
− (1− α)

ky
− |N1(y)|(1− α)

ky

+

q∑
a=1

max

{
|Ua(y)|(1−α)

ky
− |Ua(x)|(1−α)

kx
,0

}
, 0

}
.

Note that the above closed formula is symmetric, i.e. c(x, y) = c(y, x). Edge ORC for any

e(x, y) ∈ E(G) depends only on the induced subgraph G(x,y) [50].
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For a complete bipartite graph Km,n, in which two vertex sets are composed of m and n

vertices respectively, and edges exist between any two vertices from different sets, we have the

following simplified closed formula,

c(x, y) = 2α− 2 max{1− (1− α)

m
− (1− α)

n
− (m− 1)(1− α)

m

+ max{(m− 1)(1− α)

m
− (n− 1)(1− α)

n
, 0}, 0}

= 2α−2max{1− (1−α)
m
− (1−α)

n
−min{ (m−1)(1−α)

m
,
(n−1)(1−α)

n
},0}.

Note that when α = 0.5, we have c(x, y) = min{ 1
m
, 1
n
}. Moreover, if we have m = n, then

ORCs satisfy,

c(x, y) = 2α− 2 max

{
1− (1−α)

n
− (1−α)

n
− (n−1)(1−α)

n
,0

}
= 2α− 2 max

{
α− (1− α)

n
, 0

}
.

We have c(x, y) = 1
n

if α = 0.5.

Ollivier-Ricci curvature for osmolyte hydrogen-bonding network analysis

Molecular dynamic simulation of osmolyte systems Using GROMACS-5.1.2, molecular

dynamic simulations were performed on TMAO Kast Model and urea (Model from AMBER

package) with the four point (TIP4P-EW) water model. Pure water with concentrations of urea

and TMAO from 1M to 8M are simulated in the water model for 100 nanoseconds (ns). 3000

water molecules are maintained in all cases. Using the insert-molecules utility in GROMACs,

we randomly place the urea/TMAO molecules in the configurations and apply random inser-

tion of 3000 water molecules in a simulation cube. Hence, for each concentration, the water

molecules remain the same but the urea/TMAO molecules vary. Under NVT conditions, an

equilibration is performed with temperature 300K for 10 picoseconds (ps) followed by another

100 ps under NPT conditions but using 2 frame per second (fs) timestep, Berendsen thermostats
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with τ = 0.1 ps and barostat τ = 2 ps. Constraining of bonds and its angles by LINCS algo-

rithm is used. In order to achieve the specified concentrations within the simulation time of 2

ps during the NPT phase and without constraints, calibration is performed between volume of

cube and the amount of urea/TMAO molecules. The production run is then repeated three times

for 100 ns with the Berenden thermostat (temperature 300K and τ = 0.1 ps) and Parrinello-

Rahman barostat (pessure = 1 bar and τ = 2 ps) with time step of 2 fs. Furthermore, the

Newton’s equation of motion is integrated using a leap-frog algorithm. Note that the cut-offs

for the van der Waals (vdW) interactions and the short-range electrostatic interactions are fixed

at 1.0 nanometre (nm) with a particle mesh Eswald (PME) method applied to the long-range

electrostatic interactions.

ORC for hydrogen-bonding network characterization A total 101 configurations are ex-

tracted equally from the molecular dynamic (MD) simulations for each concentration of TMAO

and urea. For each configuration, a hydrogen bonding network is generated by using all the O

atoms from water molecules and a cutoff distance 4.0Å. Vertex and edge ORCs can be calcu-

lated. Other than their statistic properties, we can also study their distributions. For a better char-

acterization and comparison, we consider a density function (DF) 1
nh

∑n
i=1K( c−ci

h
) for ORC se-

ries {ci; i = 1, 2, ..., n}. Here K is a non-negative kernel function with scale parameter h > 0.

In our computation, we use K( c−ci
h

) = 1√
2π
e−

(c−ci)
2

2h2 and h = 1.059 min{σC , IQR/1.34}n− 1
5

with σC the standard deviation of C and IQR the Interquartile Range of C. Using this density

function, we can systematically compare the behaviors of the two osmolyte systems at different

concentrations.

The comparison of density distributions of two osmolyte systems, obtained from the last

frame of MD simulations for all the eight concentrations, are demonstrated in Figure S3. Similar

to average results in Figure S1, as ion concentration increases, the peaks of urea DFs have only
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slight decrease, while peaks of TMAO DFs undergo dramatic decrease. This is most obvious in

vertex ORC based DFs.

In addition, Figures S4 and S5 shows the 3D representation of a total 101 vertex-ORC-based

DFs for all eight concentrations of TMAO and urea respectively. Again, we can see that, as ion

concentration increases, there is less variation of DF peaks for urea systems, while the peaks of

TMAO have more variation across all 101 frames. In both figures, we generally see a change in

red regions as critical peaks decreases from red to green.

Table S1: Detailed information of PDBbind-v2007, PDBbind-v2013 and PDBbind-v2016
Databases.

Version Refined set Training set Core set (Test set)
PDBbind-v2007 1300 1105 195
PDBbind-v2013 2959 2764 195
PDBbind-v2016 4057 3772 285

Table S2: The parameters in our GBT model. Note that 10 repetitions are considered in our
model.

No. of Estimators Max Depth Min. Sample Split Learning Rate
40000 7 2 0.001

Loss Function Max Features Subsample Size Repetition
Least Squares Square Root 0.7 10 times
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Figure S1: Illustration of ORC-based quantitative characterization of hydrogen bonding net-
work in TMAO and urea. a TMAO graph is generated from last frame of its MD simulation
(ion concentration 8M), with a cutoff distance 4Å. The distribution of edge and vertex ORCs are
transferred into the corresponding distribution functions (DFs) using kernel density estimator.
b The urea graph is generated from last frame of its MD simulation (ion concentration 8M),
with a cutoff distance 4Å. Their edge and vertex ORC-DFs are generated in the same way as
TMAO. c The comparison of the average TMAO and urea DFs in 8 different concentrations
(1M to 8M). It can be seen that there is a significant difference in the variation of edge and
vertex ORCs between TMAO and urea across different ion concentrations.
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Figure S2: Illustration of Ollivier-Ricci curvatures for three graph representations from three
basic types of quadratic surfaces, i.e., elliptic (a), parabolic (b), and hyperbolic (c). a Graph
from parabolic surface has only positive ORCs. b Infinitely-sized grid graph has only zero
ORCs. c Negative ORCs are found on link or bridge regions.

Figure S3: Comparisons of density distributions of edge and vertex ORCs between TMAO and
urea from the last configuration of MD simulation from concentration 1M to 8M. a Density
functions of edge ORCs of urea. b Density functions of edge ORCs of TMAO. c Density
functions of vertex ORCs of urea. d Density functions of vertex ORCs of TMAO.
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Figure S4: Vertex-ORC based TMAO density functions for all 101 frames from the MD simu-
lations. a-h corresponds to 1M to 8M ion concentrations.
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Figure S5: Vertex-ORC based urea density functions for all 101 frames from the MD simula-
tions. a-h corresponds to 1M to 8M ion concentrations.
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