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Abstract
The accurate screening of candidate drug ligands against target proteins through computational
approaches is of prime interest to drug development efforts. Such virtual screening depends in part on
methods to predict the binding affinity between ligands and proteins. Many computational models for
binding affinity prediction have been developed, but with varying results across targets. Given that
ensembling or meta-modeling methods have shown great promise in reducing model-specific biases, we
develop a framework to integrate published force-field-based empirical docking and sequence-based deep
learning models. In building this framework, we evaluate many combinations of individual base models,
training databases, and several meta-modeling approaches. We show that many of our meta-models
significantly improve affinity predictions over base models. Our best meta-models achieve comparable
performance to state-of-the-art deep learning tools exclusively based on structures, while allowing for
improved database scalability and flexibility through the explicit inclusion of features such as
physicochemical properties or molecular descriptors. Overall, we demonstrate that diverse modeling
approaches can be ensembled together to gain improvement in binding affinity prediction.
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Introduction
Molecular interactions such as protein-protein or ligand-protein interactions are fundamental processes in
biology as well as biophysics and biochemistry. Knowledge of interaction energy or binding affinity is
essential in understanding biological functions and biomedical applications. In drug discovery or
development, accurate prediction of binding affinity of a drug ligand bound to a target molecule (typically
a protein) is of central importance in identifying the most stable structure of a drug-target complex, i.e.,
the best 3-dimensional pose (geometry) of a drug in the binding pocket of a target molecule, known as
molecular docking. Along with development of molecular docking algorithms, there have been extensive
computational studies with decades of efforts to achieve better prediction of ligand-protein binding affinity
with applications to high throughput drug screening or virtual screening 1-10. This has been achieved by
various scoring functions that represent the binding free energy or stability of a ligand-protein complex and
select the best docking pose. Docking tools typically generate multiple candidate poses of a ligand and
rank them by binding affinity scores. Therefore, accurate prediction of binding affinity is critical in drug
discovery and development. Scoring functions were developed traditionally by ab initio physical force
field-based, knowledge-based, or empirical methods, or more recently by advanced machine learning or
deep learning approaches.

The predictive power of traditional or classical scoring functions is known to be very limited due to rigid or
naive underlying assumptions 1, 5, e.g. reliance on linear regression 11, 12 or over-simplification or ignorance
of desolvation and entropy contributions because of computational cost 13-15. In addition, previous
evaluation studies of more than a dozen scoring functions reported that no scoring function was consistently
better than others in all conducted tests, showing both strengths and weaknesses for different purposes
16-18. For example, the best scoring function in terms of a prediction correlation with experimental binding
affinities was not necessarily best in terms of predicting correct ligand poses (i.e., not the lowest prediction
errors). Despite those limitations, classical scoring functions (especially empirical ones) have been widely
used and implemented in several software tools such as Autodock Vina 19 or smina 20. Furthermore,
consensus scoring strategies from multiple scoring functions have shown improved performances 16, 21-24.

In continued efforts to improve prediction accuracy, advanced machine or statistical learning-based
regression methods such as Random Forests, support vector machines, or neural networks have been
successfully used to develop alternative scoring functions by leveraging large-scale databases such as
PDBbind 25 for more diverse physicochemical and geometric features of ligand-protein complexes and their
experimental binding affinities 1, 3, 11, 26-28. Improved performance of machine learning (ML) methods is
mainly due to their ability to leverage big data and engineered features to capture non-linear or
non-additive relationships in binding or docking that are likely to be missed by classical scoring functions
29. Furthermore, with the groundbreaking advancement of deep learning (DL) in computer science, its
applications in biomedicine, including protein structure prediction, binding affinity prediction, and drug
discovery, have been very successful and promising 1, 27, 30-39. Deep learning methods for binding affinity
prediction are advanced regression methods that typically generate sophisticated abstract representations
or embeddings for ligands, proteins, or ligand-protein complexes via various neural network architectures to
learn hidden patterns. Inspired by the breakthroughs in computer vision 40, 41, various DL models based
on convolutional neural networks (CNNs) have been developed using 3-dimensional (3D) structural
information of ligand-protein complexes with high prediction accuracies superior to those advanced ML
models mentioned above 42-50. In addition, methods based on graph neural networks have been successful
as well 42, 47, 51-56. On the other hand, DL methods with ligand and protein sequences alone, i.e., without
structural information, have also shown comparable performances 57, 58. In general, DL architectures are
highly diverse with a number of hyperparameters such as the network depth and width, loss and activation
functions, and a learning rate, which makes model optimization very challenging due to high computational
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cost. More importantly, fundamental issues with DL approaches have been interpretability or
explainability of their non-intuitive excellent performances 59-63. On another note, mathematically
advanced methods such as differential geometry and/or algebraic topology-based analyses in combination
with ML or DL regression have been also developed showing notably improved performances in
ligand-protein binding affinity prediction 64-71, as well as physics-based hybrid models 72, 73.

In this work, we aim to improve ligand-protein binding affinity prediction by combining both classical
scoring functions, which are built upon physical force fields, and sequence-based DL models into a single
integrative framework of meta-models (also called ensemble, fusion, or hybrid models). Meta-models are a
type of ensemble learning by combining diverse algorithms and have been successful in machine or
statistical learning for improved results with more robustness and less bias than individual algorithms
(known as stacked generalization or super learning) 74, 75. Meta-models, termed blending in associated
publications, were also very successful in addressing the Netflix Prize challenges 76-79. In predicting
ligand-protein binding affinity, ensemble models of multiple 3D CNNs have been shown to outperform
single CNNs and previous models 50. On the other hand, theory-driven physical models and data-driven
ML or statistical models are complementary to each other. The former offers physical interpretability and
constraints, whereas the latter is better at complex pattern discovery from massive data. For this reason,
hybrid approaches have been favored in recent years 72, 73, 80-83. In general, the intuition behind
meta-modeling is that different solutions to a problem could be modeling non-overlapping aspects of the
ground truth. These different solutions may be trained on data with their own systematic biases, or might
have architectures that access some limited subspace of the possible model space. When combined, an
ensemble of such solutions might serve to better represent the ground truth. We have designed a modeling
framework that allows the inclusion of structure-based classical scoring functions and sequence-based DL
models, as well as explicit inclusion of covariates such as physicochemical features of ligand, proteins, or
ligand-protein complexes (Figure 1 and Supplementary Figure S1). In this study, we first focus on 2
empirical scoring functions (ESFs), SMINA and Vinardo (implemented in smina) 20 together with
consensus docking strategies based on experimental or predicted ligand poses. For DL models, we use
sequence-based DL models of 10 different architectures with multiple training strategies, employing an
open-source DL library for drug-target interaction prediction called DeepPurpose 57 and two ligand-protein
binding databases, BindingDB 84 and PDBbind. We investigate both pre-trained models from the
DeepPurpose library and our own fine-tuned or de novo-trained models using PDBbind, which is the main
data used by the ESF models. In addition, by merging all prediction scores from repeated cross-validations
for all DL models under study, we investigate top principal components from principal component analysis
(PCA) as additional prediction scores. Finally, by taking all prediction scores from both ESF and DL
models as well as molecular weights of ligands, we build meta-models using 4 machine learning algorithms
and 11 feature sets as our final tools (44 in total) for ligand-protein binding affinity prediction.

Using a benchmark dataset of CASF-2016 7 and a small-scale virtual screening, we demonstrate that our
meta-models outperform individual base models and exhibit competitive performance to more
sophisticated structure-based DL models, serving as a potentially useful general framework for continual
future improvement of ligand-protein binding affinity prediction. The advantages offered by such an
approach over existing methods include: (1) scalability by utilizing sequence-based databases for DL
models without the need for 3D structures; and (2) flexibility by allowing different base models and
physicochemical or molecular properties to be incorporated into meta-models. We believe that such an
extensive exploration of these aspects of binding affinity prediction makes a meaningful contribution to the
discussion of model generalization.
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Methods

Dataset selection
BindingDB
We used the BindingDB ver. 2020m2 database (http://www.bindingdb.org) for the purpose of DL model
training. A total of 66,444 ligand-protein complexes from the Ligand-Target-Affinity dataset were filtered
with Kd <= 0.01M, valid PubChem IDs or InChI keys for ligands, and valid UniProt IDs for proteins.

PDBbind
We downloaded the PDBbind v2020 refinedsetfrom http://www.pdbbind.org.cn/. The dataset consisted
of 5,316 target protein-drug ligand complexes. The refined set(labeled RefinedSet) has been filtered by the
PDBbind creators from a larger dataset by the removal of complexes that have “obvious problems in 3D
structure, binding data or other aspects” 85. Of these, 285 ligand-protein complexes are in the so-called
coreset (labeled CoreSet), which are high-quality data that are used as the primary test set for the
Comparative Assessment of Scoring Functions (CASF) benchmark 7. This CoreSet was separated from the
remainder of the PDBbind RefinedSet to serve as an external test set (i.e., benchmark set) for evaluating
model performance. Thus, we consider a training set of 5,031 ligand-protein complexes and an external test
set of 285 complexes. Binding affinity values we used in this study were the natural logarithms of Kd or Ki
values. We did not distinguish Kd and Ki from each other.

Molecular docking
Implementation of ligand docking
We employ the smina implementation 20 of the AutoDock Vina method 19 for the docking component. The
smina implementation is designed to make AutoDock easier to use, with larger support for ligand
molecular formats and improved minimization algorithms. We used both the default SMINA scoring
function and another previously published scoring function, Vinardo 86, provided in smina. We note that
the italicized smina describes the program while the capitalized SMINA describes the scoring function. In
the meta-models below, we refer to this class of empirical docking methods as E. The tandem use of both
scoring functions is meant to address possible idiosyncrasies in the parameterizations of the scoring
functions. smina is run as a command-line program using a receptor structure in PDBQT format and a
ligand in 3D SDF format. Our in-house Python script includes steps for the preparation of the receptor
structures, the creation of the configuration file, and the running of smina (Supporting Information).
The output for each scoring function consists of the binding affinities for the 9 (the default option) best
docking poses. Seven complexes with multiple ligands (whose names were separated with “&” or “/”) in the
PDBbind dataset were not docked as there was some ambiguity as to which ligand to consider in the
docking. These complexes were excluded from further analyses.

Processing of docking scores
Previous studies have demonstrated the value of (a) filtering the docking poses output by empirical docking
programs based on the degree to which they agree with experimental scores 20 and (b) comparing poses
from two or more docking methods, in so-called “consensus” approaches, and filtering based on the degree
of agreement to yield a higher quality output 23, 24, 87. Accordingly, we carried out preprocessing of the
docking scores by filtering out certain complexes based on the quality of the associated poses assessed by
these two criteria. For each complex out of the available 9 docking poses, we calculated the
root-mean-square deviation (RMSD) between docking poses in two different ways (described below), and
utilized the RMSD value as a cutoff in determining the best set of binding affinities to choose in the final
dataset to the meta-models. The goal was to determine if pose quality, either relative to an available
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experimental gold-standard or relative to the results of another scoring function, would impact both the
matching of the predicted binding affinity as well as the downstream prediction process.

We choose to implement the symmetric RMSD employed by Trott and Olson 19 using Pymol’s Python
API. In brief, this RMSD is calculated between two different ligand structures as
RMSDab = max (Ra∨b, Rb∨a) where Ra∨b describes an asymmetric measure of distance:

Ra∨b =

√
1

N

∑
i

minjr2ij

where the summation is over all N heavy atoms in structure a, the minimum is over all atoms ( j) in
structure b of the same element type as atom i in structure a.

We calculate RMSDab in two ways, depending on the choice of docking poses: (1) Experimental
pose-RMSD filtering, where the RMSD is calculated for a ligand pose predicted by a docking method
relative to the experimental structure of the ligand (when available); and (2) Consensus pose-RMSD
filtering, where the RMSD is calculated between the docking poses for the same ligand-target pair as
predicted by two different docking scoring methods, Vinardo and SMINA. Details of these filtering
approaches are provided in Supporting Information. We also chose a cutoff of 3 Angstroms as
representing a reasonably good quality match between poses based on our manual inspection of RMSD
distributions (Supplementary Figure S2A). This is a more lenient cutoff relative to other analyses 20, 23

that suggest a 2-Angstrom cutoff. Our approach is a compromise between the need for higher quality
matches, and the need to have sufficient numbers of data points to train our models as stricter cutoffs lead
to smaller dataset sizes.

An important aspect of these parallel approaches to applying the RMSD filters on the data is that the
scores extracted from the empirical docking runs are different when considering the Experimental RMSD
filter and the Consensus RMSD filter. This is even the case when considering the unfiltered dataset, where
the set of complexes are identical, but the choice of poses used to extract the best docking scores differ
between the two RMSD filter approaches. Finally, we note that, in the naming of the model files, we use
the shorthand “VvS” to indicate the Consensus RMSD filtering as the comparison involves Vinardo versus
SMINA poses.

Deep Learning
DeepPurpose library
We used the Python library, DeepPurpose, for deep learning of binding affinities of ligand-target complexes
57. It offers a framework for various models that combine ligand-encoding and protein-encoding neural
networks. We modified and customized the version 0.0.1 of the library (as of July 24, 2020) for
development of our work, while all 6 pre-trained models with BindingDB-2020m2-Kd were downloaded
from the version 0.1.5 (as of June 29, 2022). The 6 pre-trained models are CNN-CNN, Daylight-AAC,
Morgan-AAC, Morgan-CNN, MPNN-CNN, and Transformer-CNN. We refer to this class of BindingDB
pre-trained models as D1.

Training of 12 DL models from the DeepPurpose library using BindingDB
The DeepPurpose library offers various embedding methods for both ligands and proteins to build
regression models to predict binding affinities of ligand-protein complexes. After initial pilot experiments,
we chose the following 12 models of ligand-protein embedding methods for downstream analyses:
CNN-CNN, Daylight-AAC, Morgan-AAC, Morgan-CNN, MPNN-CNN, Transformer-CNN,
MPNN-Quasi-seq, CNN/RNN-CNN/RNN, CNN-AAC, MPNN-Transformer, MPNN-PseudoAAC,
MPNN-AAC, MPNN-CNN/RNN, Transformer-Quasi-seq, and Transformer-Transformer. We applied the
12 models to BindingDB Kd data, which were used by the DeepPurpose library. Their 6 pre-trained
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models mentioned above were reported to achieve performances of mean 5-fold cross-validated MSE < 0.6
or Pearson correlation coefficient (PCC) < 0.8 57. Given the published results of their best models, we
re-trained or de novo-trained all 12 models from scratch to either reproduce their best models or identify
more models with similar performances for our downstream model development. We used all default
hyperparameters for each model in DeepPurpose and did not perform cross validation given the target
performance of MSE = 0.6 or PCC = 0.8. The data split for training, validation, and testing was 70%
(46,511 cpx), 10% (6,644 cpx), and 20% (13,289 cpx), respectively, with random seed = 1. Those top
models selected with the target performance are considered as crude or low-confidence deep learning
models, being a starting point in our entire pipeline for the sake of computational efficiency given limited
resources. We refer to this class of BindingDB de novo-trained models as D2.

Training of DL models using PDBbind
We also trained 10 DL models using the PDBbind RefinedSet binding affinity data (Kd/Ki) that contain
ligand-target structural data and were used by the docking tools. The 10 models come from the 6
pre-trained models and the top 6 de novo-trained models selected from above (two models in common).
This is to compare with the BindingDB-trained DL models. We excluded the CASF2016 CoreSet within
the PDBbind RefinedSet, which we use for external validation, and performed 10x repeated 5-fold cross
validation with random seed = 1701. We refer to this class of PDBbind-trained models as D3.

Fine-tuning of the BDB-trained models using PDBbind
In order to leverage the respectable performance of the BindingDB-trained models (D1 and D2), we
finetuned them using the PDBbind data excluding the CoreSet (referred as D1F and D2F, respectively).
To increase analysis robustness, we performed iterative 5-fold CV with 10 iterations, i.e., 50 validations
(using the scikit-learn function in Python, RepeatedKFold or KFold, with random_state=1701) for each of
the 6 D1F, 6 D2F, and 10 D3 models to yield 300, 300, 500 model variants or predictions, respectively. We
also performed PCA on those predictions for the 3 model classes (referred as D1FP, D2FP, D3P,
respectively) as well as on the merged 1,100 predictions (referred as DAP) for ML meta-models below for
dimensionality reduction of the meta-features (predictors).

Machine Learning Meta-Models
The fact that we have two independent approaches of quantifying the binding affinities (i.e. docking and
deep learning tools) means that we potentially have complementary sources of information in the data.
The docking tools are based on empirical scoring functions trained to match experimental structural data,
while the deep learning tools capture information on the sequences of ligands and proteins. The exact
partition of dual sequence/structure impacts on the results from these two approaches is not entirely clear,
but the expectation is that there is likely non-overlapping information contained in the predictions of these
approaches. Accordingly, we have sought to exploit any complementary information by feeding the docking
and deep learning scores into a set of linear and non-linear machine learning models to gain improvements
in prediction of binding affinities. We term these machine learning models as meta-models since they
incorporate predictions from independent tools as base models. We used linear regression, ElasticNet, and
LASSO algorithms for linear meta-models and the XGBoost algorithm for a non-linear meta-model
implemented in scikit-learn in Python. Hyperparameter optimization was done along with multiple 5-fold
cross validations. Details are given in Supporting Information.

The features for the meta-models are SMINA and Vinardo predictions with different RMSD filtering
cutoffs, ligand molecular weights (MWs), and DL predictions. We experimented with various combinations
of those features: (1) SMINA + Vinardo (with/without the filters) (2) SMINA + Vinardo (with/without
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the filters) + MW (3) SMINA + Vinardo + MW + DL mean predictions (BindingDB or PDBbind) and (4)
SMINA + Vinardo + MW + DL PCA projections (BindingDB or PDBbind). For the BindingDB-trained
scores, we used the top 6 models as described above. For the DL models fine-tuned on the PDBbind
dataset, we take the mean of the 50 CV predictions for each of the 6 models (i.e., 6 meta-model features).
For the PCA of all DL scores, we also ran an optimization over the number of principal components (PCs)
to include as features. We allowed for between 1 and 22 top principal components to be included (i.e., PC
1, PCs 1-2, PCs 1-3, . . . PCs 1-22), and the selection of the best model among the 22 options was done by
maximizing the Pearson correlation for each of the 4 meta-models separately using 20% of the training
data as a leave-out validation set for hyperparameter optimization. We chose to optimize up to the top 22
PCs to match the number of models used in all the deep learning runs in D1, D2 and D3 combined.

Each of the optimized meta-models generated above is tested against the CoreSet using the relevant
meta-model-specific feature sets. For all meta-models, the Pearson correlation, the Spearman rank
correlation, the mean-square error (MSE), and the root-mean-square error (RMSE) for the CoreSet
predictions were calculated and reported for model evaluation. A detailed description of these meta-model
features is shown in Table 1.

SwissADME and UniProt Analysis
To understand the contributions of ligand properties to benchmark performance of all the models, we used
the web tool SwissADME88to extract the properties of the PDBbind CoreSet ligands from their SMILES
strings. Also, we investigated the SwissADME features that might be associated with better or worse
performance for subsets of complexes by the different groups of tools (docking, DL, and meta-models). To
evaluate the contributions of protein features, we extracted the relevant subsets of PDBbind CoreSet PDB
IDs from our analyses and fed them into the “Retrieve/ID mapping” tool of the UniProt database 89. We
studied the resulting protein properties (e.g. pathway information) for over- or under-representation in our
predictions. Details are provided in Supporting Information.

Virtual Screening Benchmarks
To test the possibility of certain tools performing the prediction task with differing degrees of accuracy for
certain proteins or even families of proteins, we devised a virtual screening test by selecting 3 most
frequently targeted proteins by multiple ligands from the general set of PDBbind v2020 (GeneralSet)
excluding the RefinedSet we used for model training. We considered only those proteins in GeneralSet
whose sequence similarity to those in RefinedSet was found to be less than 30% by the NCBI Blastp
package 90. We also filtered out complexes in the GeneralSet that had only IC50 experimental
measurements for consistency with this study. The resulting top 3 proteins are O60341, O15151, and
P0C6U8 (UniProt Accession IDs), which are complexed with 20, 8, and 7 ligands, respectively. The
resolution of the 35 complexes ranges from 1.33 to 3.50 Angstroms with mean of 2.58 and standard
deviation of 0.69.

For a more general applicability, we also performed a virtual screening using an external benchmark
dataset, LIT-PCBA, of active and inactive ligands for 15 target proteins 91. Although our models were
neither explicitly designed nor trained to distinguish active and inactive ligands from each other (i.e., binary
classification for functional activity), our assumption was that active ligands tend to have higher binding
affinities (i.e., lower Kd/Ki) for target proteins than inactive ligands. This assumption is weak because
there is an unclear causal relationship between binding affinity (Kd, Ki) and functional activity (IC50,
EC50). We also note that we used ligand-protein complexes with Kd or Ki from both BindingDB and
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PDBbind for consistency. LIT-PCBA is a recently developed virtual screening dataset which was reported
to be less biased than previous datasets. It is based on PubChem BioAssays which includes 4 potency
types of IC50, EC50, Kd, and Ki. We point out that LIT-PCBA did not distinguish the 4 potency types
from each other. As a proof-of-concept, with the aforementioned caveat in mind, we randomly selected 10
active and 10 inactive ligands for each of the 15 proteins in LIT-PCBA (i.e., a total of 300 ligand-protein
pairs) to predict their binding affinities by our models. The active and inactive ligands were chosen from
the combined training and validation sets in LIT-PCBA. We generated three-dimensional SDF files for
each of the ligands from the SMILES strings. We also randomly selected only one of the PDB structures
(in mol2 format) for each target protein in this virtual screening exercise (further details in Supporting
Information). The evaluation was done in two ways: (1) comparisons of predicted binding affinity
distributions between active and inactive ligands for each protein with Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney U
tests for significant differences; (2) an enrichment or fraction of active ligands in the top 5 highest-affinity
ligands predicted for each protein (i.e., in the top 25% of the 20 evaluated ligands for each protein).
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Results

Docking tools
We ran smina with two different scoring functions, SMINA and Vinardo (model class E), on the PDBbind
dataset. We distinguish the PDBbind “RefinedSet” excluding the “CoreSet” (designated as
“RefinedSet\CoreSet”) from the “CoreSet” which is used as the external validation (benchmark) set in this
study. Additionally, as described in the Methods, we considered two formulations of the docking
pose-based RMSD for the 9 poses generated by the docking tools for each protein-ligand complex: an
“Experimental” RMSD relative to the experimental pose, and a “Consensus” RMSD. We indicate the
unfiltered dataset by RMSD < 101 Angstroms, as all structures will satisfy this condition based on our
set-up (see Methods and Supplementary Methods for details). We compare SMINA and Vinardo scores
against the experimental binding affinities using both RMSD filter types for the two scoring functions and
cutoffs of 101 Angstroms, 100 Angstroms and 3 Angstroms (Figure 2). The sizes of the
RefinedSet\CoreSet data satisfying the filters are provided in Supplementary Table S1.

The results indicate that the outputs of the docking tools consistently have a moderate correlation with the
experimental results (on the order of 0.5), for both the RefinedSet\CoreSet, and the CoreSet. Upon
restricting the Experimental RMSD cutoff, the Pearson correlation with the experimental docking scores
(both SMINA and Vinardo) improves to 0.58-0.59 for the RefinedSet\CoreSet at RMSD < 100 Angstroms,
while the correlation improves for the CoreSet only for RMSD < 3 Angstroms. The latter effect could be a
result of either a legitimate increase in prediction quality when restricting the Experimental RMSD for the
CoreSet, or could simply be the stochastic impact of a reduction in the dataset size. To test this, we ran
Monte Carlo simulations randomly subsetting 197 out of 266 complexes a thousand times, and calculating
the resulting correlation with experimental affinities. The empirical null distributions demonstrate that the
improvement is unlikely to be a statistical artifact of subsampling (Supplementary Figure S2B).
Overall, this indicates that constraining the pose to be similar to the experimental pose has benefits for the
quality of the docking score prediction. The results for the Consensus RMSD do not suggest any significant
improvement by lowering the RMSD cutoff (only a slight improvement is observed for the
RefinedSet\CoreSet).

Additionally, it is interesting to note that the prediction on the CoreSet is consistently better than that of
the RefinedSet\CoreSet. The most obvious explanation for this is that the scoring function for Vinardo
was trained on the PDBbind 2013 CoreSet. This dataset overlaps with the PDBbind 2016 CoreSet we are
using. The SMINA scoring function was trained on the CSAR-NRC HiQ 2010 data set 92, which includes
some structures from PDBbind RefinedSet from 2007. These overlaps will result in better performance on
the CoreSet. Another possibility is that the complexes in the CoreSet are, by design, of a higher quality in
terms of the removal of steric clashes and other structural irregularities relative to the RefinedSet\CoreSet.
Working with such protein-ligand pairs may result in a better fit to the experimental binding affinities. We
also note that the SMINA and Vinardo scores are highly correlated with each other, a fact that impacts
meta-modeling later, as two strongly collinear features compete with each other when input into the same
model.

We conclude that the overall performances of the docking results are not strong enough to make reliable
predictions. The results motivated us to explore alternative methods of binding affinity prediction or
scoring, especially deep learning tools.
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Deep learning models
Trained models using BindingDB or PDBbind-RefinedSet

As our first group of DL models, we investigated either pre-trained (i.e., published) or de novo-trained
models using the BindingDB (BDB) or PDBbind-RefinedSet (PDBb) data (model class D1, D2, or D3,
respectively) (Table 2). Based on mean-squared-error (MSE), we selected the following top 6 out of the 12
de novo-trained models for subsequent analyses, which show comparable performance to the DeepPurpose
pre-trained models with MSE < 0.6: CNN-CNN, Daylight-AAC, Morgan-AAC, Morgan-CNN,
MPNN-CNN, and Transformer-CNN (Supplementary Figure S3). As the overlap between the
published and de novo-trained models is only two, CNN-CNN and MPNN-CNN, this expanded the family
of BDB-trained base models to a total of 10 with competitive performances in this study (Table 2). In
terms of mean cross-validation (from 10x 5-fold CV), the best performing BDB-pre-trained,
BDB-de-novo-trained, and PDBb-trained models were Daylight-AAC, Daylight-CNN, and CNN-AAC
(Table 2). The model average Pearson correlation coefficients were 0.468, 0.475, and 0.746 for the
CoreSet, respectively (Figure 3A; D1, D2, and D3). The two BDB-trained models perform worse than the
docking tools (Figure 2). Full performance results are provided in Supplementary Tables S2 and S3.
We note that the PDBb-trained models performed poorly for BDB-Kd predictions with no correlations
(Supplementary Figure S4).

Fine-tuned models using PDBbind-RefinedSet

As our second group of models, we investigated fine-tuned models using PDBb for both BDB-pre-trained
and BDB-de-novo-trained models (D1F and D2F, respectively). In terms of mean cross-validation (from
10x 5-fold CV), the best performing PDBb-finetuned models for BDB-pre-trained and
BDB-de-novo-trained models were CNN-CNN and MPNN-AAC. The model average Pearson correlation
coefficients were 0.716 and 0.749 for the CoreSet, respectively (Figure 3A). Full performance results are
provided in Supplementary Table S3. As for BDB-Kd prediction, all PDBb-finetuned models
maintained good performances with Pearson correlations of 0.6–0.7, compared to predictions by the
BDB-trained models (Supplementary Figures S4and S5).

PCA of predictions

As our third or final group of DL models, we investigated PCA projections of all predictions from those
fine-tuned models for the BDB-pre-trained (D1F) or BDB-de-novo-trained (D2F) in the second model
group (6*5*10=300 D1F or D2F model instances from 10x 5-fold CV for each model architecture) or those
PDBb-trained models (D3) in the first model group (10*5*10=500 model instances). The first principal
component (PC1) shows the best performance in all PCA, Pearson correlation coefficients for D1F, D2F,
and D3 being 0.715, 0.749, and 0.747, respectively (Figure 3A; D1FP, D2FP, and D3P). We also
performed PCA on the merged set of all predictions from D1F, D2F, and D3 (300+300+500=1100 model
instances), the Pearson correlation coefficient for PC1 being 0.744 (Figure 3A; DAP). As expected, the
PC1 is highly correlated with the mean prediction with the largest Pearson correlation coefficient of > 0.99
in all cases, while the second most correlated PC was not the second PC (PC2). By looking at
performances of all cross-validated fine-tuned or PCA models, we observe that PC1 and D3 models tend to
perform better than D1 or D2 models for the CoreSet in terms of Pearson correlation coefficients or mean
squared errors (Figure 3B).

11



Comparisons among DL and docking models

Given that we have investigated the 38 DL models (6 D1, 6 D2, 10 D3, 6 D1F, 6 D2F, 1 D1FP, 1 D2FP, 1
D3P, and 1 DAP) as well as the 4 docking models, we first compared their predictions by Pearson
correlation values among themselves. Figure 4Ashows a heatmap of Pearson correlation values for all
pairs of predictions for the CoreSet. As expected, high correlations (i.e., similar predictions) are observed
among (1) the 4 docking models and (2) the fine-tuned or PC1 models (D1F, D2F, D1FP, D2FP, D3P).
The BindingDB-based models (D1 and D2) are less correlated among themselves. Correlations between the
experimental binding affinity and those predictions show that the top model is D1F|Daylight_AAC
(pre-trained and fine-tuned) and the next top 3 models are PC1 models (Figure 4B). We also performed
another comparison analysis by prediction errors or deviations from the experimental binding affinity
(Supplementary Table S3). Figures 4Cand 4Dshow a heatmap and a box-whisker plot of prediction
deviations or absolute errors for the 42 models. The fine-tuned or PC1 models tend to show lower errors
than the BindingDB models, which in turn tend to show lower errors than the docking models. The top 5
models in terms of median errors are the 4 PC1 models and D2F|MPNN_Transformer (de novo-trained
and fine-tuned). Similar but more pronounced correlations and deviations are observed for the training set,
as expected (Supplementary Figure S6).

Meta-models of docking and DL tools
We ran several versions of meta-models to cover the spectrum of input features discussed in Methods
(Table 1), with the goal of parsing the contributions of particular components of the models. The broad
feature groups included docking scores, untransformed DL scores, and PC-transformed DL scores. Early
exploratory analyses with SwissADME-derived ligand properties suggested the inclusion of molecular
weight to contend with possible biases in the docking scores. Furthermore, we examined the impact of
different DL training sets and models.

We present representative meta-model results using XGBoost in Table 3 and Fig. 5, which showed the
best performance among the 4 algorithms (Supplementary Tables S4-S6). The different panels show
the scores for the XGBoost meta-models trained on RefinedSet\CoreSet in black and the corresponding
test scores for the CoreSet in red. The panels of Fig. 5 are arranged in a manner that reflects the different
sets of features and training data: starting with meta-models constructed entirely based on the docking
methods, SMINA and Vinardo; adding in MW; the inclusion of DL scores based on BindingDB or
PDBbind trainings; and the fine-tuning and PCA. Note that, in the PC-based models, the optimal number
of PCs was obtained by maximizing the respective machine-learning scores for a leave-out validation set
(the RefinedSet\CoreSet was split 80%-20% into a training-validation partition).

We first note that the docking results alone (E ) produce a moderate Pearson correlation for the test set
(0.527). Unexpectedly, the E correlation for the training set (0.487) is lower than that for the test set.
This might be due to the more careful curation and filtering of complexes in the CoreSet, relative to the
broader RefinedSet\CoreSet. Moreover, adding in the molecular weight of the ligands (EW ) showed
significant improvements for both training and test sets. The original motivation for including the MW was
the fact that the absolute deviation between the SMINA and Vinardo predictions and the experimental
binding affinity is relatively highly correlated (r ˜ 0.3) with the MW and a few related ADME features
(such as the number of heavy atoms and molecular refractivity) than others (Supplementary Table S7).
Including MW was an attempt at addressing this bias in the docking scores. We also noticed that the MW
was correlated with the absolute deviation in the scores for some of the deep learning features, including
the top principal component. When we added molecular weight as a meta-model feature (in all the
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meta-models except for E ), we found that the deviations of the final predictions are much less correlated
with molecular weight (Supplementary Table S8).

In the next rows, it can be seen that the meta-models including DL scores significantly increase the
Pearson correlation relative to the docking-based meta-models. The fine-tuning of the BindingDB-trained
models on the PDBbind-RefinedSet\CoreSet improves the prediction performance. PCA on any of the DL
scores improves performance even more. We note here that D3 was trained on the RefinedSet\CoreSet,
while the D1F and D2F models were fine-tuned on the same set. This means that the training set for the
DL training/fine-tuning process is identical to those for the associated meta-models (ED1-F, ED1-F-P,
ED2-F, ED2-F-P, ED3, ED3-P, and ED-A-P). This also means that the leave-out validation split for the
PC number optimization is not an independent dataset. The consequence of the most overlap between the
DL and meta-model training sets is that we observe a very high correlation in the training set for those
meta-models. Nonetheless, the high performances of these models on the external validation (CoreSet)
signal good overall model robustness. The only caveat to this conclusion would stem from any systematic
bias of the PDBbind dataset as a whole: if all the complexes in the full dataset were biased, then the use of
a common training set would enable the models to learn the bias in the CoreSet as well, artificially
inflating the performance. We are, however, not aware of any such bias in the PDBbind dataset, given that
the complexes are sourced from a large number of independent studies.

Beneficial effects observed in the meta-models by performing PCA on the DL outputs are possibly due to
the denoising or debiasing of outputs. The denoising is achieved by first running multiple parallel
cross-validations, and then combining them into a lower-dimensional representation. However, unlike the
DL results in Fig. 3, the performance improvement in the meta-models is not observed with the first PC
alone, but rather requires the combination of a few PCs. We also note that, among the 4 PCA-based
models (ED1-F-P, ED2-F-P, ED3-P, and ED-A-P), there are no large differences in the performance, i.e.,
different meta-model algorithms for PCA on different DL training processes show similar performances (R
= 0.76 - 0.78). This suggests that we have maximized the information content of the constituent docking
and DL model predictions.

To understand the contributions of the component features, we extracted the feature importance scores for
each meta-model (Supplementary Fig. S7). We find that, while the contributions of the docking scores
dominate for the EW, ED1, and ED2, these contributions drop to very low values for the other
DL-containing meta-models. In all meta-models, SMINA scores contribute more than Vinardo scores.
However, given the aforementioned similarity between the SMINA and Vinardo scores, this difference in
the contributions between the two docking scores is more likely to be an artifact of the modeling process
(and how it deals with nearly collinear features). The other noteworthy aspect of the importance scores is
that the performance of ED3, fine-tuned, and PC-based meta-models is dominated by one, or at most two
significant features. ED1-F, ED2-F and ED3 are impacted mainly by two DL scores, while the PC models
are dominated by PC1. We observe again that PC1 alone is not sufficient to improve the predictions, but
requires the assistance of other PCs. The patterns of feature importance scores, however, are not entirely
consistent across the different ML meta-models. The top features of the LASSO and Linear Regression
meta-models are distinct from the XGBoost top features. The signed feature importance scores in the
linear models show less domination of single scores, especially in the PC-based models. In particular, PC1,
which is individually highly correlated with experimental binding affinities, is less important in the
predictions by the linear meta-models. Given the similar performances of the ML meta-models, it appears
that there are several paths to attaining nearly equivalent overall correlation values.

Given the improvement in the docking predictions by filtering out certain ligand-protein pairs (Figs. 2
and S1), we explored the effect of the Experimental and Consensus RMSD filters with 3 and 100 Angstrom
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cutoffs on the meta-models (Supplementary Tables S4 and S5). We found that the E and EW
meta-models are affected by the different filters, with the Experimental RMSD filters producing slightly
better results than the Consensus filters. This reinforces the idea that the docking affinity predictions
benefit from constraining the predictions based on the pose. However, as the influence of the docking
predictions decreases in the meta-models, it appears as if the impact of the RMSD filters also goes down
and the best-performing meta-models show negligible difference in their performance with the various
RMSD filters.

Prediction synergy and complementarity of docking and DL tools
As we obtained better overall performance by meta-modeling of docking and DL tools, we further
investigated the degree of prediction synergy and complementarity of the two groups of tools, i.e., whether
the meta-models utilize the strengths of both tool groups andthe degree to which the two provide
non-overlapping information. To do this, we focused on absolute errors of the mean predictions for the
benchmark set by the 4 meta-models with ED-A-P, by the 4 docking tools, and by the DAP|PC1 model
(Fig. 4D). When mutually compared, the mean predictions by the meta-models achieved the lowest errors
for 123 of the 266 complexes (46.2%), the DAP|PC1 for 104 complexes (39.1%), and the docking tools for
39 complexes (14.7%) (Figs. 6A-6C). If we only compare the docking and DAP|PC1 tools, the former
showed better mean predictions for 48 of the 266 complexes (18.0%) than the latter (Fig. 6D). This
suggests that, beyond the globally better performance of the meta-models, prediction synergy is realized
for 46.2% of the benchmark set by our meta-modeling due to complementary information of the docking
and DL tools (even though each group of tools is better at predicting a subset of complexes by itself).
Similarly, although the DL tools are generally better than the docking tools, there exists a small subset of
complexes that are better predicted by the latter.

To further parse the differences between the outputs of the prediction tools, we assessed whether certain
properties of the proteins or ligands are over- or under-represented in the complexes which were: (1) Best
modeled by empirical docking; (2) Best modeled by deep learning; (3) Best modeled by meta-modeling. We
also explored the top 50 complexes as predicted by the XGBoost Meta-model for ED-A-P to see if the
performance of the meta-models relative to the experimental data was contingent on protein or ligand
properties. We extracted protein features from the UniProt database and ligand features from the
SwissADME database. We tested the significance of the occurrence of certain annotations (using Fisher’s
exact test) and of the distributions of certain quantitative features (using a two-sided Wilcoxon test) for
each of the four subsets of complexes. Specifically, we considered whether several UniProt features were
annotated more or less frequently, and whether certain Gene Ontology (GO) 93, domain and pathway
annotations occurred with different probabilities in the subsets. We also compared the distributions of the
ligand SwissADME features. The results (Supplementary Table S9) indicate that there are practically
no significant (nominal p-value ≤0.05) protein features prioritized in the four cases considered. This may
be due to the fact that several proteins (and their associated UniProt IDs) are duplicated in the CoreSet.
The number of reviewed proteins with UniProtIDs drops from 243 to 60 after removal of all duplicates. The
highly significant results with nominal p-values ≤0.01 (both Wilcoxon and t-tests) are the distributions of
several ligand features including MW, lipophilicity, and solubility measures in the structures for which the
empirical docking tools perform the best. There is also some hint of significance for MW, the “#Rotatable
bonds” and “#H-bond acceptors” in the structures for which the meta-models perform the best.
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Comparison with structure-based tools
Having built our meta-models based on sequence-based DL models, we were interested in comparisons with
structure-based tools through voxelization of binding pockets. We focus on the following 3 DL tools by
re-training them with our training data for fair comparisons as much as possible as well as one recent tool
based on advanced mathematics.

HAC-Net

A recent study developed a new structure-based DL ensemble or meta model, HAC-Net 47, by combining
MP-GNN (message passing graph neural networks) and 3D-CNN (convolutional neural networks) trained
on the PDBbind-2020 general set of >18,800 ligand-protein complexes. Their best performance was a
Pearson correlation of 0.846 for the external data of the PDBbind-2016 CoreSet of 290 complexes. We note
that we focused on the PDBbind-2020 RefinedSet rather than the general set because of two reasons: (1)
higher quality and (2) limited resources. For a fairer, but limited, comparison, we re-trained HAC-Net with
our training set of the PDBbind-2020 RefinedSet\CoreSet by subsetting from their train/validation/test
data splits (4,942/82/265 out of 18,818/300/290 complexes from the general set, respectively). The
Pearson correlation for the test set is 0.756, which is worse than our best meta-model performance of 0.777.
Their MSE values are not comparable to ours because they used -log10(Kd/Ki) while we used ln(Kd/Ki),
which show different distributions of binding affinities for model training.

FAST

Jones et al. developed meta or fusion models, FAST 42, by combining 3D-CNN and SG-CNN (spatial
graph CNN). Due to technical difficulties, we were able to run their pre-trained SG-CNN model trained on
the PDBbind-2016 general set excluding the CoreSet. We tested the model against the CoreSet of 266
complexes we used, which resulted in a Pearson correlation of 0.716, worse than HAC-Net. Their MSE is
not comparable to ours for the same reason above.

KDeep

KDeep 46was one of the earlier structure-based DL models with 3D-CNN to predict ligand-protein binding
affinity. Their reported Pearson correlation on the PDBbind-2016 CoreSet was 0.82, which we were not able
to verify because their code is not open-source. The KDeep model available on the public web-server could
be re-trained with limited data size (KdeepTrainer, https://playmolecule.com/KdeepTrainer/). While
we were not able to use our full training data due to the limitation, we were able to re-train the KDeep
model for 250 epochs with each of 3 training sets of random 1,800 complexes sampled from our training set
of the PDBbind-2020 RefinedSet. We then tested the 3 trained models against the CoreSet we used. We
obtained Pearson correlations of 0.718–0.766, which are similar to those reported values of 0.701–0.738 by
Kwon et al. using the PDBbind-2016 RefinedSet as a training set and 4 different learning rates 50.

PerSpect ML

PerSpect ML 69 is one of the best performing tools in recent years, which reported the highest Pearson
correlation of 0.84 in the case of the PDBbind 2016 CoreSet. It is based on topological data analysis and
spectral theory for multiscale molecular featurization, which provided a feature set for the gradient
boosting tree-based regression. While there was a technical difficulty, due to incomplete code availability,
to reproduce or implement PerSpect ML for fair comparisons with the data we used, those recent methods
based on advanced mathematics from the Xia group 67-70 showed largely better performances than ours
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and others. We note, however, that they may generate more than 100,000 features requiring 3D structures
or binding poses, which are often unavailable in real-world drug discovery.

Despite those limited comparisons, we conclude that our meta-models or our sequence-based DL models
show competitive performances or advantages to more sophisticated structure-based models.

Virtual screening benchmark

To further explore the performance of the models on specific target proteins with multiple ligands, we
designed a virtual screening benchmark against 3 target proteins for 35 complexes from the PBDbind
v2020 GeneralSet: O60341, O15151, and P0C6U8 (see Methods). The performances of our models for the 3
target proteins are shown in Table 4 in comparison with the 3 tools described above, HAC-Net
(re-trained), SG-CNN (FAST; pre-trained), and KDeep (the up-to-date default version on their web
server). The pre-trained SG-CNN performed best for O60341 and O15151 in terms of RMSE (2.10 and
1.37, respectively). This was expected because their training data were the PDBbind v2016 GeneralSet,
which includes 30 out of the 35 complexes in our benchmark set except 5 complexes for O60341.
Otherwise, our meta-models or fine-tuned DL models performed best for all 3 target proteins in terms of
both RMSE and Pearson’s correlation. Our best performing models are ED2-F_VvS_101.0_LinReg
(meta-model; docking + MW + de novo-trained & fined-tuned DL by linear regression) and
D1F|Daylight_AAC (pre-trained & fine-tuned DL model) for O60341 (RMSE = 2.34),
EW_VvS_101.0_LinReg (meta-model; docking + MW by linear regression) for O15151 (RMSE = 1.44),
and D2F|MPNN-AAC (de novo-trained & fine-tuned DL model) for P0C6U8 (RMSE = 1.01). We consider
the Pearson correlation metric less reliable due to the small sample size.

As noted in the previous section on prediction synergy, different meta-models or component DL/docking
models may perform best for different complexes or proteins. In the case of this virtual screening, we
noticed that while some of the same meta-models would often predict the binding affinities for O60341 and
P0C6U8 with reasonable accuracy, they would not predict the affinities for O15151 as well, and vice versa.
For example, ED2-F_VvS_101.0_LinReg showed low RMSEs for O60341 (RMSE = 2.34) and P0C6U8
(RMSE = 2.54) but higher RMSEs for O15151 (RMSE = 5.88). In particular, we observe that 6 out of the
8 ligands in the complexes for O15151 were k-mers (k = 10, 12, or 15) with relatively high MW of >1000.
Among the 35 complexes there are 18 k-mers with mean MW of 927.2 compared to 762.7 for 17 non-k-mers.
We note that about 5% of the RefinedSet (we used for model training) and about 10% of the GeneralSet
contain k-mers (up to 10-mer and 19-mer, respectively). Given that k-mers are not representative and tend
to have high MW, we aimed to assess whether high or low MW causes differences in the performance of the
meta-models independently from the choice of a target protein by dividing ligands into two groups of low
MW <= 900 and high MW > 900 (the median threshold for the 35 complexes). By focusing on
ED2-F_VvS_101.0_LinReg from above, we find that the accuracy for low MW ligands is better than high
MW ligands (RMSE = 2.45 vs. 4.36). This is expected given the fact that the ligands in the RefinedSet we
used for training have mean MW of 384.3 and standard deviation of 172.6 and that the Pearson correlations
between predictions and MW are negative ranging from -0.62 to -0.29. While far from conclusive for
generalization, these results suggest that there might be identifiable features of ligands and/or proteins
which would explain why certain meta-models perform variably for different target proteins.

Although the above results suggest that top-ranking high-affinity ligands predicted by our models could be
prioritized as hits in virtual screening, we also tested our models using the virtual screening benchmark
dataset of LIT-PCBA to distinguish 10 active ligands from 10 inactive ligands for 15 proteins (see
Methods; Supplementary Table S10). As our models were not trained for binary classification of
active and inactive ligands, our hypothesis was that active ligands tend to have higher affinity scores than
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inactive ligands. To test the hypothesis, we evaluated the fraction of active ligands in the 5 highest-scoring
ligands for each protein (Table 5) and the distribution difference of predicted affinity scores between 10
active and 10 inactive ligands for each protein (Wilcoxon and Mann-Whitney U tests; Supplementary
Table S11). The results show that our 5 highest-scoring ligands by either averaged DL models or averaged
meta-models tend to be active ligands (i.e., >50%) for 11 out of the 15 proteins and that active ligands
tend to have higher affinity scores than inactive ligands for most of the proteins. We also observe that our
DL models and meta-models tend to predict higher fractions of active ligands (>=80%) than the baseline
docking tools, SMINA or Vinardo (Table 5). Specifically, all the top 5 predicted ligands by
D3|Transformer-CNN are active ligands for all the 15 proteins. More than 50% of the top 5 predicted
ligands by most of the EW meta-models are active ligands for 13 out of the 15 proteins. We note, however,
that, as in the section on prediction synergy, there is variability among the target proteins in terms of the
best-performing model. Different protein targets may benefit from the use of different modeling techniques,
conditional on their physicochemical properties. This is also observed in terms of the target-specific
behavior of the p-values (Supplementary Table S11).

Overall, we conclude that the family of our models are competitive to several state-of-the-art
structure-based models and also useful for virtual screening applications.
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Discussion
The framework we present here, inspired by stacked generalization and super learner 74, 75, is based on the
central concept that different models designed and trained for the same prediction task often carry
model-specific biases. Hence, simple approaches to combining the results of their independent predictions
may yield superior results if the biases are even partially independent and the models are complementary
to some degree. Indeed, we find this to be borne out in the ligand-protein binding affinity prediction in
several ways. First, we find that combining the predictions from empirical docking methods with those
from the pre-trained or de novo-trained deep learning tools can yield gains in predictive power over the
individual approaches (ED1-3 vs. E or D1-2). Second, utilizing models trained on the BindingDB as the
base and refining them on the PDBbind resulted in significant improvements (D1 and D2 vs. D1F and
D2F, respectively), demonstrating that fine-tuning pre-trained models could retain good predictive quality
on both primary (BindingDB) and secondary (PDBbind) datasets (Supplementary Fig. S4). Third,
even within the suite of deep learning tools, transforming their prediction scores through principal
component analysis could improve the performance on the test set (i.e., principal component regression).
This may be due to a de-noising of individual DL scores. Finally, in addition to performance improvement
or synergy by the meta-models over the docking and DL models for a subset of complexes, the use of
meta-models by canonical machine learning enables us to explicitly add features that may be associated
with prediction deviations in the individual models. For example, we found that, for both empirical
docking tools and some deep learning models, the deviations of the predictions from the experimental
affinities were correlated with molecular weight. Explicitly adding in molecular weight as a meta-model
feature resulted in the deviations of the final predictions being much less correlated with molecular weight.

Overall, our framework corroborates existing work on ensemble learning, stacked generalization, super
learner, and consensus-based improvements in predictions. Our machine-learning-based meta-models allow
for the flexibility of adding or removing any component tools, physicochemical properties, or molecular
descriptors as part of feature engineering. Models trained on multiple datasets (e.g. BindingDB and
PDBbind) and on multiple data types (e.g. sequence and/or structure) may be unified to reduce individual
biases and improve predictions. Furthermore, we posit that the DL models from DeepPurpose considered
herein, being sequence-based, offer better scalability. Given that only ligand and protein sequences are
required for the prediction, and not all-atom 3D structures, we expect that increasingly large databases
could be used for training in future iterations by running high-throughput experimental binding affinity
assays (without the need for concurrent X-ray or NMR experiments) as a filtering strategy in early drug
discovery. Considering that the observed performances of these models for both benchmarks of CASF-2016
and the small-scale virtual screening are better or on par with more sophisticated structure-based DL
models, there is an argument to be made in favor of more scalable approaches. Additionally, we note that
the public and private experimental binding affinity databases are highly fragmented, in that they are
produced separately, with potentially different types of assays, or at different scales. While efforts such as
the PDBbind database manage to carefully curate a high-quality single dataset, not all data sources can be
incorporated because of the type of data (e.g. experimental data without associated structures being
available) or because of data access (e.g. behind a private paywall). Our meta-modeling may address some
of these issues by pooling only prediction outputs from models trained on diverse public or private
databases with or without available structures, protecting the databases themselves if necessary and
maintaining performance quality. Subsequent in-depth analysis could also identify prediction synergy and
complementarity of all available tools as we demonstrated in Fig. 6. Finally, there might be value in
expanding families of meta-models with different input data, each family being optimized to target a
particular protein or class of proteins and/or ligands as demonstrated in Tables 4 and 5.

We acknowledge some limitations of our study. First, we primarily focused on a single dataset, PDBbind
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RefinedSet, for both training and testing. In fact, in light of recent positive results from training models on
the full PDBbind General Set of ˜19,000 complexes 42, 47, there is a scope for further scale-up of the model
training process with larger data. It is worth mentioning, however, that when Jones et al. used the
PDBbind general or refined set for model training, they observed the tradeoffs between data quality and
quantity in performance of different models: SG-CNN performed better with the general set (in favor of
data quantity); 3D-CNN performed better with the refined set (in favor of data quality). On the other
hand, we started with DL models pre-trained on BindingDB of ˜66,000 complexes and either employed
them “out of the box” or fine-tuned them on the PDBbind RefinedSet (excluding the CoreSet). The two
BindingDB-based meta-models, ED1 and ED2, perform better than any of the stand-alone docking or DL
tools (Pearson correlation 0.62-0.64 vs. 0.47-0.59). We also tested the two PDBbind fine-tuned models,
D1F and D2F, on the primary training set of BindingDB, to ascertain the degree to which the models
retained their “out of the box” performance on the primary training set. We found reasonably good
correlations for D1F and D2F (r = 0.636 to 0.711) (Supplementary Fig. S4) compared to the
pre-trained D1 (r = 0.8) 57. However, the PDBbind-trained D3 showed poor prediction on BindingDB (r <
0.2). More importantly, while the CASF-2016 benchmark set has been well accepted, more benchmark sets
of high quality would be needed to test and compare models in a more objective manner and also to
challenge model generalization. Our virtual screening benchmarks are also very limited and our models
tend to perform well for ligands with low molecular weight. In particular, the binary classification problem
for screening of active or functional ligands would require a new model development for higher accuracy
rather than repurposing exclusively affinity-based regression models as in this study. In this sense, the
good performances of our fine-tuned DL models or meta-models do not imply model generalizability. We
also note that we neither fine-tuned the docking tools nor conducted hyperparameter optimization for the
DL models, which might help performance as well.

Our proof-of-concept study of meta-modeling can be readily extended to integrate with (i.e., to add more
meta features of) predictions from any other tools, such as HAC-Net, FAST, KDeep, and/or PerSpect ML,
molecular properties or embeddings, or even predictions from the same base models trained on different
orthogonal datasets, to address model bias and robustness, which is the key conceptual advantage of any
ensemble or fusion model. In parallel to this type of horizontal extension (i.e., feature engineering), it is
conceivable that meta-models may be expanded or stacked vertically, leading to deep meta-models. Our
meta-modeling approach offers promising and flexible strategies for future model iterations to further
improve ligand-protein binding affinity prediction.
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Table 1. Descriptions of meta-model feature groups
Feature 

Group ID Description of features included Feature list

E Smina and Vinardo empirical (E) docking scores 
only Smina score, Vinardo score

EW E + molecular weight (MW) Smina score, Vinardo score, MW

ED1
E + MW + Deep Learning (D) average scores from 

6 BindingDB-pre-trained models provided in 
DeepPurpose v0.1.5

Smina score, Vinardo score, MW, CNN_CNN, 
Daylight_AAC, Morgan_AAC, Morgan_CNN, 

MPNN_CNN, Transformer_CNN

ED2 E + MW + D average scores from 6 models from 
DeepPurpose v0.0.1 trained de novo  on BindingDB

Smina score, Vinardo score, MW, CNN_AAC, 
MPNN_CNN, CNN_CNN, Daylight_CNN, 

MPNN_AAC, MPNN_Transformer

ED3 E + MW + D average scores from 10 models from 
DeepPurpose 0.0.1 trained de novo  on PDBbind

Smina score, Vinardo score, MW, CNN_AAC, 
MPNN_CNN, CNN_CNN, Daylight_CNN, 

MPNN_AAC, MPNN_Transformer, Daylight_AAC, 
Morgan_AAC, Morgan_CNN, Transformer_CNN

ED1-F

E + MW + D average of scores obtained from fine-
tuning the ED1  models, using PDBBind v2020 (the 
D scores are averaged for each model across 5 

folds of cross-validation X 10 repetitions)

Smina score, Vinardo score, MW, CNN_CNN, 
Daylight_AAC, Morgan_AAC, Morgan_CNN, 

MPNN_CNN, Transformer_CNN

ED2-F

E + MW + D average of scores obtained from fine-
tuning the ED2  models, using PDBBind v2020 (the 
D scores are averaged for each model across 5 

folds of cross-validation X 10 repetitions)

Smina score, Vinardo score, MW, CNN_AAC, 
MPNN_CNN, CNN_CNN, Daylight_CNN, 

MPNN_AAC, MPNN_Transformer

ED1-F-P

E + MW + D, where the reported scores are 
obtained by applying PCA to all scores from the 5 
folds of cross-validation X 10 repetitions for the six 

models in ED1-F

Smina score, Vinardo score, MW, Up to 22 top PCs 
(determined for each machine learning method 

through hyperparameter optimization)

ED2-F-P

E + MW + D, where the reported scores are 
obtained by applying PCA to all scores from the 5 
folds of cross-validation X 10 repetitions for the six 

models in ED2-F

Smina score, Vinardo score, MW, Up to 22 top PCs 
(determined for each machine learning method 

through hyperparameter optimization)

ED3-P

E + MW + D, where the reported scores are 
obtained by applying PCA to all scores from the 5 
folds of cross-validation X 10 repetitions for the six 

models in ED3

Smina score, Vinardo score, MW, Up to 22 top PCs 
(determined for each machine learning method 

through hyperparameter optimization)

ED-A-P

E + MW + D, where the reported scores are 
obtained by applying PCA to all scores from the 5 
folds of cross-validation X 10 repetitions for the 

models in ED1-F , ED2-F  and ED3

Smina score, Vinardo score, MW, Up to 22 top PCs 
(determined for each machine learning method 

through hyperparameter optimization)
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Table 2. Performances of DL models

Pearson MSE Pearson MSE
CNN_CNN 0.424 18.734 0.358 25.116

Daylight_AAC 0.407 19.852 0.383 24.327
Morgan_AAC 0.465 17.859 0.343 25.274
Morgan_CNN 0.44 20.083 0.292 27.301
MPNN_CNN 0.47 21.167 0.333 27.685

Transformer_CNN 0.324 20.098 0.301 26.094
CNN-AAC 0.417 19.434 0.392 23.621
CNN-CNN 0.399 19.505 0.337 24.735

Daylight-CNN 0.382 21.756 0.461 24.559
MPNN-AAC 0.439 20.300 0.280 29.255
MPNN-CNN 0.417 22.031 0.286 30.418

MPNN-Transformer 0.237 26.710 0.297 27.936
CNN/RNN-CNN/RNN 0.235 24.322 0.261 28.996

MPNN-CNN/RNN 0.303 24.030 0.135 34.107
MPNN-PseudoAAC 0.351 20.376 0.333 26.823
MPNN-Quasi_seq 0.366 19.763 0.344 25.803

Transformer-Quasi_seq 0.002 23.456 -0.098 30.534
Transformer-Transformer 0.220 21.101 0.100 28.555

CNN-AAC 0.929 2.913 0.76 10.581
CNN-CNN 0.91 3.671 0.733 11.624

Daylight_AAC 0.895 4.161 0.685 13.132
Daylight-CNN 0.875 4.933 0.599 15.767
Morgan_AAC 0.886 4.465 0.718 12.077
Morgan_CNN 0.926 3.078 0.644 14.375
MPNN-AAC 0.916 3.371 0.731 11.471
MPNN-CNN 0.897 4.121 0.727 11.76

MPNN-Transformer 0.922 3.161 0.737 11.29
Transformer_CNN 0.824 6.681 0.553 17.155

CNN_CNN 0.844 5.846 0.691 12.891
Daylight_AAC 0.861 6.615 0.628 16.728
Morgan_AAC 0.874 5.154 0.677 13.98
Morgan_CNN 0.887 4.398 0.637 14.739
MPNN_CNN 0.873 5.04 0.634 15.042

Transformer_CNN 0.751 8.84 0.489 19.17
PC1 NA NA 0.715 NA

CNN-AAC 0.841 6.618 0.627 16.344
CNN-CNN 0.872 5.907 0.654 15.773

Daylight-CNN 0.829 6.5 0.613 15.694
MPNN-AAC 0.894 4.162 0.663 13.882
MPNN-CNN 0.895 4.113 0.654 14.2

MPNN-Transformer 0.876 5.465 0.637 15.822
PC1 NA NA 0.749 NA

PDBbind2020 trained
(D3)

BindingDB pre-trained & 
PDBbind fine-tuned

(D1F)

BindingDB de novo-trained 
& PDBbind fine-tuned

(D2F)

Validation
TrainingModel

PDBbind2020 Refined Set CASF-2016 CoreSet

BindingDB de novo-trained
(D2)

BindingDB pre-trained
(D1)
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Table 3. Meta-model performances by XGboost

101 3 101 100 3 101 3 101 100 3
E 0.527 0.527 0.547 0.536 0.628 18.192 16.756 17.761 17.459 12.529
EW 0.587 0.568 0.586 0.605 0.639 16.997 15.907 16.842 15.804 12.226
ED1 0.600 0.598 0.620 0.636 0.671 16.000 14.765 15.504 14.914 11.235
ED2 0.639 0.626 0.645 0.657 0.702 15.030 14.125 14.753 14.249 10.426
ED3 0.753 0.743 0.750 0.758 0.717 10.587 10.163 10.728 10.340 9.717
ED1-F 0.722 0.694 0.722 0.714 0.703 11.730 11.779 11.742 11.902 10.175
ED2-F 0.750 0.739 0.750 0.752 0.704 10.748 10.339 10.757 10.579 10.139
ED1-F-P 0.747 0.731 0.755 0.749 0.735 10.951 10.650 10.664 10.763 9.149
ED2-F-P 0.768 0.750 0.768 0.770 0.732 10.164 9.967 10.198 9.973 9.267
ED3-P 0.777 0.764 0.778 0.773 0.769 9.920 9.602 9.879 10.013 8.202
ED-A-P 0.763 0.759 0.764 0.776 0.765 10.420 9.804 10.437 9.951 8.368

Feature 
groups

Pearson MSE
Consensus RelExpt Consensus RelExpt
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Table 4. Performance comparisons of a virtual screening benchmark
Performance metric

Target protein (UniProt ID) O60341 O15151 P0C6U8 O60341 O15151 P0C6U8
Number of ligands 20 8 7 20 8 7

E (docking) 5.04 10.45 5.82 -0.18 -0.07 0.57
D (deep learning) 2.34 2.20 1.01 0.72 0.59 0.94

Meta-models 2.34 1.44 2.12 0.64 0.95 0.92
HAC-Net 5.13 7.16 5.58 0.33 0.23 0.80

SG-CNN (FAST)* 2.10 1.37 1.80 -0.38 0.25 -0.59
KDeep 4.99 3.68 6.01 -0.17 0.60 0.14

PCCRMSE

N.B. The best performance value for each target protein is in bold italic, while performance values for our
models are in bold. PCC = Pearson correlation coefficient. *Pre-trained on PDBbind v2016 GeneralSet.
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Table 5. Enrichment of active ligands in the top predicted ligands for LIT-PCBA virtual
screening

Top5_Actives Fraction Top5_Actives Fraction Top5_Actives Fraction Top5_Actives Fraction
ADRB2 2 0.4 2 0.4 2 0.4 3 0.6
ALDH1 2 0.4 4 0.8 3 0.6 3 0.6

ESR1_ago 4 0.8 4 0.8 3 0.6 4 0.8
ESR1_ant 4 0.8 4 0.8 3 0.6 3 0.6

FEN1 4 0.8 4 0.8 2 0.4 2 0.4
GBA 4 0.8 4 0.8 4 0.8 4 0.8
IDH1 4 0.8 4 0.8 2 0.4 2 0.4

KAT2A 3 0.6 3 0.6 3 0.6 2 0.4
MAPK1 3 0.6 3 0.6 4 0.8 3 0.6

MTORC1 3 0.6 2 0.4 3 0.6 3 0.6
OPRK1 4 0.8 3 0.6 4 0.8 3 0.6
PKM2 4 0.8 4 0.8 3 0.6 3 0.6

PPARG 1 0.2 1 0.2 3 0.6 3 0.6
TP53 1 0.2 1 0.2 4 0.8 3 0.6
VDR 3 0.6 3 0.6 2 0.4 3 0.6

DL models Meta-modelsTarget VinardoSMINA
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Figure 1. Overview of our workflow. The inputs are training datasets (BindingDB and PDBbind)
and a cross-validation strategy. The baseline models consist of docking tools (SMINA and Vinardo) and
deep-learning (DL) models (from the DeepPurpose library). The DL models were either pre-trained or de
novo trained, while the docking tools were pre-trained. The output ligand poses of the docking tools are
filtered by structural comparisons with the experimental docked poses, or by comparisons between the
poses predicted by the two docking tools. The BindingDB-trained DL models are fine-tuned on the
PDBbind dataset, and their prediction scores are further transformed through principal component
analysis (PCA). Additional features, such as molecular weight, can be added, before various combinations
of all these meta-features (filtered or unfiltered docking scores, fine-tuned and/or PCA-transformed DL
scores) are fed into several machine-learning meta-models for final training on the PDBbind dataset. The
meta-models include linear regression, LASSO, ElasticNet, and XGBoost.
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Figure 2. Performances of empirical scoring functions and consensus filtering. The outputs of
the docking tools, SMINA and Vinardo, are shown with the binding affinities for the RefinedSet\CoreSet in
black and those for the CoreSet in red. The columns indicate the different choices of filtering approaches
and pose-based RMSD thresholds. Pearson’s correlation values for the two different sets of predictions are
shown in each panel in their respective colors.
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Figure 3. Performances of deep learning models. (A) Scatter plots of experimental binding affinities
(x axis) and model predictions (y axis) for the full 5,305 complexes in the PDBbind RefinedSet (266
complexes in the CoreSet benchmark). Each plot shows predictions by the average of the best models or
PC1 in terms of Pearson correlation coefficients for the CoreSet in each training strategy. (B) Box-whisker
plots of Pearson correlation coefficients (left panel) and mean squared errors (MSE; right panel) for the
CoreSet by a total of 22 PDBbind-finetuned (M1 and M2) and PDBbind-trained (M3) models and PC1
models of M1, M2, and M3 along with SMINA and Vinardo models. Predictions of the 22 models are mean
values from 10 repeated 5-fold CVs. M1, M2, and M3 correspond to D1F, D2F, and D3 in (A).
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Figure 4. Model comparison of CoreSet predictions. (A) Heatmap of Pearson correlations between
all pairs of CoreSet predictions by the 42 models from the docking and deep learning tools. The
dendrograms are results of hierarchical clustering with Euclidean distance and the complete linkage
method. (B) Bar plot of Pearson correlations between the experimental binding affinity and predictions by
the 42 models for the CoreSet complexes. The models are ordered by the correlation values. (C) Heatmap
of absolute errors or deviations between the experimental binding affinity and predictions by the 42 models
(columns) for each of the CoreSet complexes (rows). The dendrograms are as in (A). (D) Box-whisker plot
of the data used in (B). The models are ordered by the median values.
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Figure 5. Performances of meta-models. Predictions by XGBoost for the unfiltered training set are
shown. The first row represents the meta-models constructed entirely based on the docking methods,
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SMINA and Vinardo. The first panel shows results for the two scores alone (E), while the second panel
shows the results also including the molecular weight parameter (EW). The remaining rows show results
for meta-models that include DL scores. The second, third and fourth rows represent successive processing
of the deep learning model scores, with the second row showing the average scores (ED1, ED2, ED3), the
third row (if a panel is present) showing the average after fine-tuning (F) using the RefinedSet\CoreSet
(ED1-F, ED2-F), and the fourth row showing the scores using the optimal number of PCs from a PCA (P)
on the previous level (either fine-tuned or not) (ED1-F-P, ED2-F-P, ED3-P). The columns of the second,
third and fourth rows show the three different base training sets used for the DL scores, where the leftmost
column is based on the pre-trained models on BindingDB (ED1 series), the central column is based on the
de novo-trained models on BindingDB (ED2 series) and the rightmost column is based on the de
novo-trained models on PDBbind (ED3 series). The single panel in the last fifth row shows the results for
the meta-model ED-A-P, which is based on a PCA on all the training scores from ED1-F, ED2-F, and ED3.
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Figure 6. Prediction synergy and complementarity of docking and DL tools by
meta-modeling. (A) Absolute errors (AEs) of the mean predictions for the CASF-2016 benchmark set
(266 complexes) by the 4 meta-models with ED-A-P (open circles; ordered by AEs). The blue circles
correspond to 104 complexes (39.1%) whose predictions by the DL tools (DAP|PC1 in Fig. 4D) are better
than the mean predictions by the 4 meta-models or the 4 docking tools (i.e., lower AEs). The red circles
correspond to 39 complexes (14.7%) whose mean predictions by the 4 docking tools are better than those
by the meta-models or the DAP|PC1. (B-D) Scatter plots of AEs of the (mean) predictions for the
CASF-2016 benchmark set by the DAP|PC1 vs. the 4 meta-models (B), by the 4 docking tools vs. the 4
meta-models (C), and by the 4 docking tools vs. the DAP|PC1 (D). The blue and red dots in (B) and (C)
correspond to those in (A). In (D), the 48 complexes (18.0%) in red indicate better predictions (i.e., lower
AEs) by the docking tools on average, whereas the remaining 218 complexes (82.0%) in blue indicate better
predictions by the DAP|PC1.
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Supplementary Methods
Docking Methods

We have constructed custom Python wrapper scripts to implement the entire pipeline, with slight
variations depending on the dataset considered. We describe the essential aspects of running a docking
simulation in the following.

1. Selection of the receptor structure file: All data files for each complex in the PDBbind dataset1 are
contained in separate subfolders. We utilized the protein PDB file for the remaining processing steps.

2. Preparation of the receptor structure: The receptor structure is read in as a PDB file and
preprocessed in PyMol (https://pymol.org). We used the pymol class and associated functions
within our pipeline script. The preprocessing consists of the removal of all solvent and heteroatoms
in the molecules. The resulting PDB file is then converted into the requisite PDBQT format using
OpenBabel (http://openbabel.org). We used the obabel flags ‘-e = continue after errors’, ‘-p = add
hydrogens appropriate for the pH’, and ‘--partialcharge gasteiger’ to calculate Gasteiger partial
charges. The pH was set at 7.0. We included the PDBQT-specific flags ‘r = output as a rigid
molecular’ and ‘p = Preserve atom indices from input file’. The implementation of this is written as:

obabel -ipdb <Input PDB file> -opdbqt -O <Output PDBQT file> -p 7.0 -e -xrp --partialcharge
gasteiger

(Note the ‘-x’ flag is set to enable the output-specific flags, which are PDBQT-specific in our case.)

3. Ligand files: Given the use of 3D SDF files for all analyses, the ligand files did not need further
processing. The appropriate ligand SDF files were invoked in the docking command (see below),
including the complex-specific ligand files in the PDBbind dataset (the ligand SDF files are included
in the subfolders for each complex).

4. Creation of the configuration file: The configuration file serves to provide a set of commands to the
smina package2 (as well as the original AutoDock Vina tool3). The file contains the receptor PDBQT
file, the ligand SDF file, the center coordinates of the search box in the receptor structure file
coordinate system, and the dimensions of the search box. The calculation of the center coordinates
varies depending on the datasets under consideration. For the PDBbind dataset, we used the center
of mass of each ligand SDF file as the center of the search box, employing PyMol’s centerofmass
function to do so. The search box was set to have dimensions of 40 Angstroms in the x, y and z
directions.

5. Running the docking software: Using the configuration file and the ligand file name, we ran the
program smina using both the default (hereafter termed “SMINA”) and “Vinardo” scoring functions.
We used an exhaustiveness parameter of 32 and used the default output of the top 9 poses (ranked
from 0 to 8 from lowest to highest binding energy). The program call was:

smina --config <config_file> --out <Output Complex PDBQT file> --log <Log file containing
binding affinities> --exhaustiveness 32

Implementation of RMSD filters

For the RMSD filters, we calculate RMSDab in two ways, depending on the choice of docking poses:

a. Experimental pose-RMSD filtering: The deviation is calculated for a ligand pose predicted by a
docking method relative to the experimental structure of the ligand. Ligands were assigned an RMSD
of 100 Angstroms if either of the docking tools failed to generate a docked structure, or if the bond

41

https://pymol.org
http://openbabel.org


reordering process (see Supplementary Methods) failed. In those cases, we automatically selected
the lowest energy pose out of the 9 outputs by the docking tools. After reordering, the symmetric
RMSD was calculated, and we filtered the poses for each complex by an RMSD cutoff of 3
Angstroms. Among those poses that satisfied the cutoff we chose the lowest energy structure. If no
poses met the cutoff, then we selected the lowest energy pose with the RMSD set to 100 Angstroms.
In this way, we had two tiers of poses from all the complexes: a set of docked poses with RMSD
relative to the experimental poses < 3 Angstroms (and which may not have been the lowest energy
pose among the 9 docking poses); and another set where the lowest energy pose was selected with an
arbitrarily set RMSD of 100 Angstroms (for downstream filtering purposes).

b. Consensus pose-RMSD filtering: This is where the deviation is calculated between the docking
poses for the same ligand-target pair as predicted by two different docking methods. In our analyses,
these correspond to the poses from the SMINA and Vinardo scoring functions. For the Vinardo and
SMINA pose comparisons, we had 9 × 9 = 81 pairs of docked poses to filter through for the final
assignment of RMSD. In the case of docked pose comparisons, there was no need for bond reordering,
as smina generated poses with the same ordering convention using both scoring functions. The
RMSD was calculated for all pairs of docking poses for each complex and the [SMINA, Vinardo] pair
with an RMSD less than 3 Angstroms and with the lowest rank sum (SMINA rank + Vinardo rank)
was chosen in the final scoring. If multiple pairs had the same rank sum, the pair with the lowest
RMSD was selected. If a complex had no pairs with an RMSD less than 3 Angstroms, then the
lowest energy poses from both methods were selected and assigned a pairwise RMSD of 100
Angstroms for downstream filtering. As a result of this assignment process, all structures with an
RMSD < 100 Angstroms will necessarily have an RMSD < 3 Angstroms. We thus only need to
consider one of the two cases in the results.

Note on the coding of Experimental pose-RMSD filtering : The experimental structures are available, in our
analyses, in the PDBbind dataset in SDF and MOL2 formats. The calculation of this RMSD in Pymol’s
Python API (http://www.pymol.org/pymol) involved first reordering the bonds in the docking pose using
either the experimental structure or the SMILES string as a “template”, as the atoms are not consistently
designated between the smina predicted poses and the experimental structures. This was followed by the
calculation of the RMSD between the experimental and reordered predicted pose. The bond reordering
process was carried out using the experimental mol2 file (for the PDBbind structures), using functions in
the Python package RDKit (www.rdkit.org/).

Meta-models

We used linear regression, ElasticNet, and LASSO algorithms for linear meta-models and the XGBoost
algorithm for a non-linear meta-model implemented in scikit-learn in Python4. The steps in the
preprocessing of the PDBbind dataset were as follows:

1. The predicted binding affinity matrices from the docking and deep learning tools were merged based
on the PDB IDs.

2. We separately incorporated the RMSD values for the complexes (either based on ‘Experimental’ or
‘Consensus’ quantifications) into the merged binding affinity matrix.

3. Those structures in the non-core-set not satisfying the RMSD cutoffs were removed from further
analysis. We did not apply the RMSD filters to the core set.

4. We also calculated the molecular weight of the ligands and allowed for the possibility of incorporating
these values into the binding affinity matrix (this is enabled by a separate flag in the code, which
either includes or excludes the molecular weight).
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5. All structures in the core set of the PDBbind cohort are set aside for the test scoring. The remainder
of the binding affinity matrix is carried forward for the analysis.

6. The binding affinity matrix for the training set (the non-core-set portion of the PDBbind refined set)
was separated into feature (X) and target value (y) numpy arrays.

These trainsets were input to the meta-models. The parameters used in each of the models are:

A. LASSO model: We iterated scikit-learn’s LassoCV approach 100 times with shuffled data, using
5-fold cross-validation each time. The best model chosen was the one with the minimum ‘dual_gap_’
score.

B. ElasticNet model: We iterated scikit-learn’s ElasticNetCV approach 10 times for each L1_ratio in
the list [.1, .5, .7, .9, .95, .99, 1] (the L1_ratio parameter is the balance between the L1 and L2
penalties in the ElasticNet method). Each iteration used shuffled data and 5-fold cross-validation.
The best model chosen overall was the one with the minimum ‘dual_gap_’ score.

C. Linear Regression model: We ran linear regression with no additional parameters or
regularization penalties.

D. XGBoost model: We used the xgboost.XGBRegressor model class with a “squared-error” objective
(https://xgboost.readthedocs.io/en/release_0.72/python). This model was then used in
scikit-learn’s RandomizedSearchCV method to run 100 iterations with 5-fold cross-validation,
comprehensively exploring several parameters within reasonable ranges: "colsample_bytree"
uniformly in the range [0.8, 0.2]; "gamma" uniformly in the range [0, 0.5]; "learning_rate" uniformly
in the range [0.02, 0.3]; "max_depth" randomly from the set of integers in the range [2, 6];
"n_estimators" randomly from the set of integers in the range [100, 150]; "subsample" uniformly in
the range [0.7, 0.3]. The maximum ‘mean_test_score’ was used to select the best model.

SwissADME Analysis

To understand the contributions of ligand properties to performance of all the models, we used the web
tool SwissADME5to extract the properties of the PDBbind CoreSet ligands from their SMILES strings. We
first converted the ligand SMILES strings to canonical SMILES format using OpenBabel
(http://openbabel.org). We then submitted the canonical SMILEs strings to SwissADME’s web
interface. This yielded a set of 46 properties for 263 ligands in the CoreSet. We subsequently sought to
measure the correlation between the deviation of the predicted scores from the experimental values with
the numerical features, to identify those ligand features that might contribute to reduced performance of
the model.

We also investigated the SwissADME features that might be associated with better or worse performance
for subsets of complexes by the different groups of tools (docking, DL, and meta-models). We checked for
duplicate SMILES strings for the ligands and found none, thus requiring no further filtration. Using
two-sided Wilcoxon and t-tests, we compared the distributions for all the numeric SwissADME features.

UniProt Analysis

To identify protein features that might be associated with better or worse performance of specific tools, we
extracted the relevant subsets of PDBbind CoreSet PDB IDs from our analyses and fed them into the
“Retrieve/ID mapping” tool of the UniProt database (www.uniprot.org/id-mapping)6. The corresponding
UniProt IDs and the following features were downloaded in a .tsv file: ’From’, ’Entry’, ’Reviewed’, ’Entry
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Name’, ’Protein names’, ’Gene Names’, ’Organism’, ’Length’, ’Active site’, ’Binding site’, ’Function [CC]’,
’Catalytic activity’, ’Annotation’, ’Gene Ontology (biological process)’, ’Helix’, ’Turn’, ’Beta strand’,
’Coiled coil’, ’Compositional bias’, ’Domain [CC]’, ’Domain [FT]’, ’Motif’, ’Protein families’, ’Region’,
’Repeat’, ’Zinc finger’, ’Pathway’, ’Gene Ontology (molecular function)’, ’Post-translational modification’.
We first filtered out all UniProt entries that were not labeled “reviewed”. Next, we manually checked
repeats, where the same PDB ID mapped to multiple UniProt IDs, by looking up the PDB IDs on the
RCSB PDB website (www.rcsb.org/). We checked both the “Gene Names” and “Species” and removed all
UniProt entries that did not match the PDB entry. In all cases, this left only a single PDB ID-UniProt ID
mapping for each PDB ID. Additionally, to run the tests of over- or under-representation, we also
deduplicated the UniProt IDs. That is, we removed all cases of proteins that were represented more than
once, as the CoreSet has a large number of proteins that recur in the dataset. This led to a significant
reduction in the number of proteins tested for UniProt feature prioritization from 266 to 60. Fisher’s exact
test was run when comparing the number of occurrences of a feature in the subset versus the whole. The
features tested are: the number of times a given UniProt term was annotated at all; the occurrence of Gene
Ontology7 terms, both the “Biological Process” and “Molecular Function” categories; and protein Domain
and Pathway annotations.

LIT-PCBA Virtual Screening

For the LIT-PCBA virtual screening exercise, we utilized balanced sets of 10 active and 10 inactive ligands
randomly drawn from the combined training and validation cohorts of the LIT_PCBA database8. To run
the docking tools on the datasets, we generated three-dimensional SDF structures for each of the ligands
from their SMILES strings using the following command:

obabel -:’<SMILES string>’ --gen2d -omol | obabel -imol --minimize --noh -omol | obabel -imol -h -e
--gen3d -osdf -O ’<output SDF file>’

We also utilized the LIT-PCBA-provided PDB structures for the protein-ligand complex to configure the
docking, by removing solvent molecules and other heteroatoms from the mol2 structure of the protein and
then using the center-of-mass coordinates of the corresponding docked ligand in the PDB complex to define
the docking search box. This facilitates a search for poses within the same binding pocket as the template
complex provided by LIT-PCBA.
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Supplementary Figures
Figure S1. Overview of our workflow with an example meta-model of ED1-F-P.
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Figure S2. Ligand pose-based filtering for the docking tools. (A) RMSD distributions for the
experimental pose-based and consensus pose-based filtering strategies (266 CASF-2016 complexes in red)
(B) Monte Carlo simulations of prediction correlations for the CoreSet 3A filtering.
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Figure S3. Training and validation of 12 initial BindingDB-trained deep learning models.
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Figure S4. Regression results of the BindingDB Kd data for 66,444 ligand-protein complexes
by the BindingDB-trained, PDBbind-trained, and PDBbind-finetuned models.
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Figure S5. Regression results of the PDBBind-v2020-RefinedSet by the BindingDB
pre-trained, BindingDBde novo-trained, PDBbind de novo-trained, and PDBbind-finetuned
models.
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Figure S6. Model comparison of non-core (training set) predictions.

51



Figure S7. Feature importance of meta-models.
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