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Abstract

Training machine learning models to predict properties of molecular conformer
ensembles is an increasingly popular strategy to accelerate the conformational
analysis of drug-like small molecules, reactive organic substrates, and homoge-
neous catalysts. For high-throughput analyses especially, trained surrogate models
can help circumvent traditional approaches to conformational analysis that rely
on expensive conformer searches and geometry optimizations. Here, we question
how the performance of surrogate models for predicting 3D conformer-dependent
properties (of a single, active conformer) is affected by the quality of the 3D
conformers used as their input. How well do lower-quality conformers inform
the prediction of properties of higher-quality conformers? Does the fidelity of
geometry optimization matter when encoding random conformers? For models
that encode sets of conformers, how does the presence of the “active” conformer
that induces the target property affect model accuracy? How do predictions from
a surrogate model compare to estimating the properties from cheap ensembles
themselves? We explore these questions in the context of predicting Sterimol
parameters of conformer ensembles optimized with Density Functional Theory.
Although answers will be case-specific, our analyses provide a valuable perspective
on 3D representation learning models and raise practical considerations regarding
when conformer quality matters.

1 Introduction and Background

Modeling properties of molecular conformer ensembles is ubiquitous across computational chemistry
(Howard & Kollman, 1988; Liu et al., 2022; Davies et al., 2012; Hawkins, 2017), data-driven homoge-
neous catalyst design (Guan et al., 2018; Rosales et al., 2019; Hansen et al., 2016; Gensch et al., 2022;
Brethome et al., 2019), and in silico drug discovery(Gilson & Zhou, 2007; Meng et al., 2011; Kuntz
et al., 1982; Perola & Charifson, 2004). For instance, identifying the lowest-energy conformer of a
flexible molecule and simulating its electronic properties is standard practice in quantitative-structure-
activity-relationship (QSAR) modeling of molecular function. It is also common to consider the
contributions of other low-lying conformational states by computing Boltzmann-averaged properties
of conformer ensembles (Mezei & Beveridge, 1986; Guan et al., 2018; Haas et al., 2022), which may
better recapitulate experimental observables. Other studies simulate conformer ensembles as a means
to identify an “active” conformer that is not necessarily low in energy, but is responsible for inducing
activity. For example, identifying the binding pose of a ligand in protein-ligand docking or finding the
most reactive transition state geometry of a stabilizing catalyst are common tasks in molecular design
(Forli et al., 2016; Friesner et al., 2004; Guan et al., 2018; Jacobson et al., 2017; Besora et al., 2011).
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Simulating conformer ensembles typically follows a routine workflow (Friedrich et al., 2017; Hawkins,
2017). Given a molecular graph, an initial conformer search is performed to enumerate candidate
conformers, usually with inexpensive simulation tools like molecular mechanics (Mohamadi et al.,
1990), stochastic embedding algorithms based on distance geometry (Riniker & Landrum, 2015), or
torsional scans (Hawkins et al., 2010). This conformer ensemble is then downsampled via clustering
(Kim et al., 2017; Yongye et al., 2010) and/or energy filtering to obtain a reasonably-sized set of
representative conformers that approximate the distribution of conformers that are thermodynamically
accessible to the molecule under experimental conditions. These selected conformers may then
undergo further geometry optimization at higher levels of theory (e.g., Density Functional Theory;
DFT) to yield a final set of higher-quality conformers, which are then used for property estimations.

For properties that are sensitive to molecular structure, exhaustive conformer enumeration and
rigorous geometry optimization are often needed for agreement with experiments (Laplaza et al.,
2024; Guan et al., 2018). However, high-throughput virtual screening often employs computational
shortcuts to make analyses tractable. Restricting the conformer search, pruning ensembles, or using
cheaper geometry optimizations are common tactics to accelerate conformational analysis. The
consequences of such shortcuts are case-specific: Are the downstream properties of interest sensitive
to geometric quality? Will missing certain conformations yield qualitatively inaccurate downstream
predictions? Often, properties derived from conformer ensembles are used as input features for
surrogate models that predict molecular activity. Do other sources of epistemic uncertainty, or the
aleatoric uncertainty of the regression target, outweigh error caused by using imprecise ensembles?

The emergence of machine learning (ML)-based surrogate property prediction models adds further
nuance to these questions of when, and how much, conformer quality matters. To reduce costs of
property estimation, many studies train machine learning models to predict conformer-level properties
given the conformer’s geometry as input to the model, such as when predicting NMR shieldings
from DFT-optimized geometries (Guan et al., 2021; Unzueta et al., 2021). This can be especially
useful for high-throughput studies, where numerous property estimations are needed. Although this
strategy may reduce the cost of property evaluation, conformer search and geometry optimization
still present a bottleneck, particularly when multiple conformers are evaluated. Instead, recent studies
have considered training ML surrogate models to predict the properties of high-quality conformer
ensembles using lower-quality geometries or other cheap molecular featurizations as model inputs
(Gensch et al., 2022; Haas et al., 2024). This is notably distinct from the conventional property
prediction setting where the property is of a specific conformer that the model directly encodes, like
with neural network potentials. In this setting, the predicted properties are of conformer ensembles
that the model does not have access to. As an illustrative example, Haas et al. (2024) trained surrogate
models operating on cheap MMFF94-level conformers to rapidly predict over 80 steric, electronic,
and stereoelectronic descriptors of DFT-optimized conformer ensembles of carboxylic acids and
amines. These cheap surrogate models enabled rapid descriptor estimation for large chemical libraries
that would be burdensome to obtain via traditional conformational analysis.

Using ML surrogate models to predict properties of high-quality conformer ensembles from less
precise molecular representations presents subtle representation learning challenges that are as yet
underexplored by the ML community. A straightforward approach is to predict the ensemble-level
properties with standard graph neural networks (GNNs) that encode just the (2D) molecular graph.
Although such GNNs are not 3D-aware, this strategy is arguably well-motivated: the conformer
ensemble of a molecule is implicitly a function of its (stereo-specific) molecular graph, and hence
GNNs should be able to learn properties of conformer ensembles even while neglecting explicit
3D structural information. In practice, however, this approach can empirically underperform due
to lacking 3D awareness (Haas et al., 2024; van Gerwen et al., 2024). Alternatively, 3D-aware ML
models may be used to encode either a representative conformation from the ensemble (i.e., an
approximation of the lowest-energy conformer or other “active" conformer), a random conforma-
tion sampled from an ensemble of plausible low-energy conformers without necessarily being the
lowest-energy itself, or a full set of conformations optimized at either low or high levels of theory.
Each of these approaches has drawbacks. Whereas a representative conformer may be relatively
information-rich compared to a random conformer, identifying such informative conformations may
be computationally expensive, defeating the purpose of using cheap molecular representations as
model inputs. However, a random conformer – even if optimized at a high level of theory – may be
too noisy for the 3D model to effectively learn anything from its 3D geometry. Finally, whereas one
might expect that encoding a set of conformers would be advantageous for an ML model that predicts
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Figure 1: (Top) Simulating properties of conformer ensembles typically involves a multi-step work-
flow beginning with the generation of high-quality conformer ensembles, which requires an initial
conformer search, structural clustering, (high-level) geometry optimization, and energy filtering.
Properties are then simulated for each conformer individually, followed by some kind of aggre-
gation (e.g., Boltzmann-averaging, or using the maximum simulated property value of an “active”
conformation). (Middle) Once trained, machine learning models can be used to shortcut expensive
conformational analyses by directly predicting the ensemble-level properties from cheap-to-simulate
molecular representations like a molecular graph, a single low-level conformation, or a set of low-level
conformations. (Bottom) In this work, we consider how conformer quality impacts the performance
of machine learning models that are trained to predict properties of high-quality conformer ensembles.

properties of conformer ensembles, empirical studies have found mixed (often lackluster) results with
this strategy (Axelrod & Gomez-Bombarelli, 2023; Zhu et al., 2023; Liu et al., 2021), typically at
great computational expense. In all three cases, it is also unclear how the geometric quality of the
encoded conformer(s) impacts representation learning capabilities.

In this work, we explore three questions related to how conformer quality impacts the prediction of
properties of high-quality conformer ensembles with 3D machine learning surrogate models:

1. What are the trade-offs between using ML surrogate models to predict properties of high-
quality ensembles versus just computing the properties from cheap conformer ensembles?
This question applies to settings where the property is relatively inexpensive to derive from
a given conformer compared to the cost of conformer generation itself.

2. When encoding a single random conformer to predict properties of high-quality conformer
ensembles, does the local geometric quality of the encoded conformer matter? Here, “local
geometric quality" refers to the relative fidelity of geometry optimization (e.g., DFT > xTB
> MMFF94 > ETKDG).

3. How does the local geometric quality and global structural fidelity of an encoded set of
conformers affect the ability of a 3D ML surrogate model to predict properties of high-
quality conformer ensembles? In contrast to local geometric quality, “global structural
fidelity" refers to whether the encoded set contains a conformer that exactly matches or
closely approximates the ground-truth “active” conformation that induces the target property.
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We study these questions by making use of the datasets introduced by Haas et al. (2024), but focus
our analysis on certain steric parameters (Sterimol-L and Sterimol-B5) of carboxylic acids that can
be quickly computed from a molecular conformation optimized at any level of theory. We specifically
consider the minimum and maximum values of these two Sterimol parameters among the conformers
in each ensemble, which can be considered to be induced by certain “active” conformers – i.e., the
conformers with the minimum/maximum Sterimol parameter. Importantly, we are most interested
in settings where this “active” conformer is not known or even seen by the model. Whereas Haas
et al. (2024) trained 2D and 3D GNNs (encoding random MMFF94 conformers) to predict these
ensemble-level properties, here we consider the impact of training on higher-quality geometries
such as xTB-optimized geometries and the DFT-optimized geometries used to derive the ground
truth property labels themselves. We further analyze models which encode sets of 3D conformers
optimized at various levels of theory in order to investigate others’ observations that encoding
multiple conformers at once rarely improves performance. Although we specifically analyze Sterimol
descriptor prediction in this work as a tractable case study, our general questions and analyses aim
to provide a new perspective on the representation learning capabilities of 3D surrogate machine
learning models while prompting further discussion on when conformer quality matters.

2 Related Work

Alternative machine learning strategies to accelerate conformational analysis of small molecules.
In this work, we analyze models that seek to shortcut expensive conformational analyses by predicting
properties of expensive-to-simulate conformer ensembles from cheaper molecular representations.
We emphasize that this approach is not the only ML strategy that has been proposed to accelerate or
otherwise circumvent traditional analyses. Most notable are works that train neural network potentials
(NNPs) to serve as a drop-in replacement for DFT-based energy/force evaluations, thereby permitting
faster geometry optimizations (Smith et al., 2017; Zubatyuk et al., 2019; Anstine et al., 2024).
Auto3D (Liu et al., 2022), for instance, employs NNPs to rapidly optimize conformer ensembles at
the ωB97x/6-31G∗ level of theory. However, such NNPs do not natively replace the initial conformer
search. To this end, many ML-based conformer generators have been proposed to accelerate or
improve the coverage of traditional conformer generation (Ganea et al., 2021; Jing et al., 2022),
particularly for small drug-like molecules. Finally, varied studies train ML surrogate models to
replace DFT-based property calculations (e.g., given a known geometry) (Reiser et al., 2022), which
is most helpful if computing properties from a given geometry is relatively expensive compared
to obtaining the geometry itself. In principle, combining all three strategies into one end-to-end
workflow could vastly accelerate traditional conformational analysis without needing shortcuts.

Predicting properties of conformer ensembles from cheaper 3D molecular representations.
Multiple studies have considered training ML surrogate models to predict properties of conformer
ensembles from encodings of cheap 3D molecular structures. In general, prior work can be categorized
based on (1) whether the ground-truth property labels are experimentally derived (and hence an
implicit function of the unknown experimental conformer ensemble), or are derived from explicitly
simulated conformer ensembles (our case); (2) whether the models encode single conformer instances
or sets of conformers via multi-instance learning (Dietterich et al., 1997; Maron & Lozano-Pérez,
1997; Ilse et al., 2018; Zankov et al., 2024); and (3) whether the encoded conformers are of the
same geometric quality as the ground truth simulated ensembles. For instance, Axelrod & Gomez-
Bombarelli (2023); Zahrt et al. (2019); Zankov et al. (2021; 2023); Weinreich et al. (2021) all train ML
models to predict experimental observables (e.g., ligand bioactivity, catalyst selectivity, or solvation
free energies) from sets of simulated conformers. In contrast, Chuang & Keiser (2020) and Zhu et al.
(2023) train ML-based set-encoders to predict properties of simulated conformer ensembles. Both
studies primarily consider models that encode the same conformer ensembles (or subsets thereof)
as the ensembles from which the target properties were originally derived. Cremer et al. (2023)
and Guan et al. (2021) also predict experimental observables (molecular toxicitiy or 13C NMR
chemical shifts), but use 3D models that encode a single conformer that is optimized with xTB or
MMFF94, respectively. Finally, van Gerwen et al. (2024) predict reaction activation barriers that
were originally simulated at a high level of theory (CCSD(T)-F12a) using 3D ML models that encode
(single) conformers of the reactant and product molecules, which were optimized with either xTB
or DFT. Notably, whereas Guan et al. (2021) found that using MMFF94-level conformers instead
of DFT-level conformers did not practically affect model accuracy in 13C chemical shift prediction,
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van Gerwen et al. (2024) found that in two tasks related to activation energy prediction, encoding
DFT-level geometries improved model accuracy versus encoding xTB-level geometries.

3 Methods

3.1 Dataset overview.

We use the dataset introduced by Haas et al. (2024) to obtain four ensemble-level regression targets.
This dataset contains >8000 conformer ensembles of carboxylic acids optimized at the M06-2X/def2-
TZVP // B3LYP-D3(BJ)/6-31G(d,p) level of theory. In summary, conformer ensembles of each
acid were initially generated using MacroModel (Mohamadi et al., 1990) with a relative energy
threshold of 5 kcal/mol before undergoing DFT-based geometry optimization. In the original study,
ensembles with more than 20 conformers were automatically clustered, and no conformers were
removed after geometry optimization regardless of their DFT-level energies post-optimization. In
this study, we removed all molecules whose conformer ensembles underwent clustering or which
contained conformers whose DFT-computed free energies post-optimization exceeded 5 kcal/mol
relative to the lowest-energy conformation. This additional filtering was performed to reduce the
likelihood that high-energy conformers or potentially missing conformations could add substantial
noise to the computed ensemble-level properties. Our filtered dataset contains 5056 acids with their
DFT-level conformer ensembles of at most 20 structures, labeled with descriptors for each conformer.
Here, we only consider the Sterimol-L (max), Sterimol-L (min), Sterimol-B5 (max), and Sterimol-B5
(min) ensemble-level descriptors as machine learning regression targets.

We also create two “corrupted” versions of the original DFT-level ensembles by taking each DFT-level
conformer and separately re-optimizing its geometry with MMFF94 (Halgren, 1996) and GFN2-xTB
(Bannwarth et al., 2019). These conformer ensembles are essentially corrupted versions of the ground
truth conformers, but are distinct from what would be produced using these inexpensive methods from
scratch. Therefore, we additionally create inexpensive conformer ensembles for each molecule by
separately generating two new conformer ensembles optimized with either MMFF94 or GFN2-xTB.
In both cases, we initially use RDKit (Landrum, 2013) to enumerate up to 100 conformers with
ETKDG (Riniker & Landrum, 2015). Each conformer is then optimized with MMFF94. For the
xTB-level ensembles, the conformers are further optimized with GFN2-xTB in the gas phase, and
any xTB-optimized conformer having an energy greater than 5 kcal/mol relative to the lowest energy
conformation is removed. Both the MMFF94- and xTB-level ensembles are then iteratively clustered
with Butina clustering until each clustered ensemble contains fewer than 20 conformations.

For training and evaluating our ML models, we partition our filtered datasets into train, validation,
and test sets containing 4056/500/1000 molecules, respectively. We randomly re-split the dataset
three times and train models on each split to help ensure our analyses of model error are significant.

3.2 Surrogate machine learning models.

In this work, we make extensive use of 3D graph neural networks to predict conformer ensemble-
level properties from encodings of MMFF94, xTB, and DFT-optimized molecular geometries. For
consistency with Haas et al. (2024), our experiments employ the DimeNet++ (Gasteiger et al., 2020)
architecture, an E(3)-invariant 3D graph neural network that uses 2-hop pairwise atomic distances and
3-hop angles between triplets of atoms to learn molecular representations sensitive to 3D molecular
geometry. Further descriptions of the DimeNet++ architecture can be found in its original paper. Here,
we describe the encoding strategies that we use to learn representations of conformer ensembles.

Encoding one conformation.

We follow Haas et al. (2024)’s modeling strategy to predict an ensemble-level descriptor (Sterimol-L-
min/max or Sterimol-B5-min/max) of the bond between the carbonyl- and α-carbons of carboxlyic
acids. The input to the model is a conformation described as a point cloud P = {(ri,xi)}ni=1, where
ri ∈ R3 are coordinates of atom i and xi ∈ Rdx are simple atomic features1. DimeNet++ is used to
initially embed P into a set of learned atom representations {hi}ni=1 = ϕ(P ). We then predict the

1Atom features include one-hot encodings of the element type, number of radical electrons, tetrahedral
chirality, formal charge, ring size, degree, and total number of bonded hydrogen atoms. Except for the hydrogen
on the -COOH functional group, hydrogens are treated implicitly.
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descriptor given the representations of the bonded atoms a and b:
hperm = fperm(ha,hb) + fperm(hb,ha) (1)

hbond = (hperm,
∑
i

hi) (2)

ŷ = fbond(hbond) (3)
where fperm and fbond are multi-layer perceptrons (MLPs), (· , ·) denotes concatenation in the feature
dimension, and ŷ ∈ R is the predicted descriptor describing the bond between atoms a and b.

Encoding a set of conformations.

We also consider models that encode a set of conformers {P c}nc
c=1. These set encoders first embed

each conformer individually into h
(c)
bond following Eq. 2. They then encode an ensemble-level

representation hensemble by linearly combining each h
(c)
bond with learned coefficients:

hensemble =

nc∑
c=1

αc h
(c)
bond (4)

α̃c = fgate(h
(c)
bond) ; αc =

exp(α̃c)∑nc

c=1 exp (α̃c)
(5)

where fgate is an MLP mapping each h
(c)
bond to αc ∈ R. Note that similar set encoding strategies have

been previously explored (Zhu et al., 2023; Axelrod & Gomez-Bombarelli, 2023; Chuang & Keiser,
2020; Zankov et al., 2023). Using hensemble, we then predict the target descriptor ŷ = fbond(hensemble).

Overview of all trained models.

In total, we train 14 types of 3D surrogate models to evaluate the impact of conformer quality on
3D representation learning of conformer ensembles (App. A.2). Each model is trained to predict the
minimum or maximum Sterimol-L or B5 parameters of the “ground-truth” DFT-optimized conformer
ensembles computed by Haas et al. (2024); the models differ regarding the conformers they encode.

The first three types of models directly encode the “active” conformer whose Sterimol parameter
is the minimum or maximum amongst the conformers in the DFT ensemble. The three models
encode the active conformer in (1) its original DFT-optimized geometry, or its geometry following
re-optimization (i.e., corruption) with (2) GFN2-xTB or (3) MMFF94.

The next three types of models also encode single conformations, but encode one random conforma-
tion that is sampled from (4) the ground-truth DFT ensemble or the newly generated (5) xTB- or (6)
MMFF94-optimized ensembles. The random conformation is presampled and fixed during training.

We also consider another three models that similarly encode random (7) DFT, (8) xTB, or (9)
MMFF94-level conformers, but we train these models with conformer-based data augmentation.
Prior to training, up to nc=10 conformers are sampled from the full ensembles (we considered
nc = 5, 10, 20, but found no benefit beyond nc=10). During each training iteration, one of these nc

conformers is provided as input to the model. Notably, Zhu et al. (2023) found that this strategy can
slightly improve the prediction of ensemble-level properties without increasing inference costs.

The next two models encode sets of nc=10 conformers sampled from the new (10) xTB- or (11)
MMFF94-level ensembles. These nc sampled conformers are presampled and fixed during training.

Finally, the last three models also encode sets of nc conformers from either the new (12) MMFF94- or
(13) xTB-level ensembles, or (14) the original DFT-level ensembles. Crucially, one of the conformers
is guaranteed to be the “active” conformer that has been re-optimized at the same level of theory. We
call these sets “decoy-sets” as they contain the active conformer and nc−1 decoys.

3.3 Training and inference details.

We separately train each model to predict each regression target. We retrain each model three times
with different train/validation/test splits and report the average test-error across the three test sets.
Each model is trained to convergence, and the best checkpoint is chosen based on the mean absolute
error (MAE) on the corresponding validation set. We evaluate each model on the test set using the
same encoding strategies that were used for training. For the models employing data augmentation,
we average the models’ predictions across all nc presampled conformations.
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Figure 2: Performance of 3D machine learning surrogate models trained to predict Sterimol-B5
(min/max) or Sterimol-L (min/max) descriptors of DFT-optimized conformer ensembles from encod-
ings of random MMFF94-optimized conformers, as a function of training set size. Performance is
measured by the mean absolute error on the test set, averaged across the three test sets. We compare
model accuracy against the accuracy of simply computing these descriptors from cheap-to-simulate
conformer ensembles optimized with either MMFF94 or xTB.

4 Results and Discussion

What are the trade-offs between using ML surrogate models to predict properties of high-quality
ensembles versus just computing the properties from cheap conformer ensembles?

We begin our analysis of the impact of conformer quality on machine learning surrogate modeling of
conformer ensembles by first debating whether training such surrogate models is even necessary or
cost-effective. Instead of training surrogate models to predict properties of high-quality ensembles,
it may be easier to simply compute these properties directly from cheap conformer ensembles that
are optimized at lower-levels of theory. In our case, rather than predicting the min/max Sterimol
parameters of the DFT-optimized ensembles with a neural network, can we just compute these
descriptors from MMFF94- or xTB-level ensembles? This strategy would avoid the costs of simulating
any DFT-level ensemble, as there would be no need to develop a dataset for neural network training.

Figure 2 plots the accuracy of surrogate ML models trained to predict min/max Sterimol-L and
-B5 parameters of DFT-level ensembles from 3D encodings of random MMFF94 conformers. We
contrast against the simple baseline of computing these descriptors from cheaply generated MMFF94-
and xTB-optimized ensembles in order to highlight the potential disadvantages of indiscriminately
training machine learning surrogate models to predict ensemble-level properties. Strikingly, even
when training on over 4000 data points – each corresponding to a DFT-optimized conformer ensemble
that had to be simulated prior to model training – these surrogate models are actually less accurate
than simply computing the descriptors from cheap ensembles, which requires no data collection at
all. For these ensemble-level properties, therefore, training ML surrogate models is not worthwhile
given (1) the high upfront costs of collecting DFT-quality training data, and (2) the little (if any)
improvement in accuracy compared to just computing properties directly from cheap conformers.

Undoubtedly, these findings have multiple limitations that should be considered before drawing
general conclusions regarding the value of training surrogate models to predict ensemble-level
properties. First, the sensitivity of the property of interest to geometric quality is a key variable:
Sterimol parameters describe the steric bulk around atoms or bonds, and are likely to be less sensitive
to local geometric perturbations than (for instance) certain electronic properties, which may not
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be reliably computable from lower-quality geometries. Second, although simulating DFT-quality
ensembles in order to train just one surrogate model may not be cost-effective, if numerous descriptors
need to be estimated, then the cost of training set calculation is effectively amortized. Relatedly, if
the trained surrogate models will be used for ultra-large virtual screens, then training costs may be
dwarfed by the cumulative cost of generating even relatively cheap conformer ensembles for numerous
molecules. On the other hand, there are also intermediate options between training surrogate models
on expensive DFT-level ensembles versus computing properties from cheap ensembles. For electronic
properties sensitive to optimization strategy, for instance, can sufficient accuracies be obtained by
using moderate geometry optimizations? If so, could surrogate models be trained on properties
derived from these medium-level ensembles, for which large dataset generation is more accessible?
Lastly, one should also consider the underlying imprecision in the high-level conformer ensembles
themselves, especially imprecision originating from any undersampling or overclustering of the
ensembles due to practical budget constraints. It may actually be more accurate to compute properties
from lower-level ensembles that can be more exhaustively enumerated, rather than from higher-level
ensembles which may incidentally exclude important conformations.

When encoding random conformers to predict properties of higher quality conformer ensembles,
does the geometric quality of the encoded conformation matter?

Having established that alternative strategies beyond ML surrogate modeling may be more effective
for estimating ensemble-level properties, we now pivot to discussing the impact of conformer quality
on these models’ learned representations of conformer ensembles. We start by first considering the
types of models explored by Haas et al. (2024), which encoded random conformers optimized with
MMFF94, a classical force field. When modeling properties of high-quality conformer ensembles
with machine-learned representations of random conformers, does conformer quality matter?

We study this question by training 3D surrogate models that either encode a random MMFF94-,
xTB-, or DFT-level conformer. To compare models, we compute the mean absolute error on our
test set relative to the error for a separate model that encodes the true DFT-level “active” conformer,
which gives an upper bound on performance given the quality of the training set. Figure 3 reports
these errors, averaged across the three test sets. For all tasks, we find practically no difference in
encoding MMFF94-level conformers instead of xTB-level conformers. This is somewhat surprising,
as models which encode the active conformer do show lower performance when that active conformer
is corrupted with MMFF94 compared to xTB. When encoding random conformers which are globally
unrelated to the active conformer, therefore, local geometric quality seems to not matter.

Interestingly, we do find that encoding random DFT-level conformers does lead to slightly better
performance compared to encoding xTB- or MMFF94-level conformers. However, this marginal
benefit is negated when the models are trained with conformer-based data augmentation. We note that
this observation agrees with what Zhu et al. (2023) observed in other ensemble-level regression tasks:
training with conformer data augmentation empirically makes 3D representation learning models
more robust to local inaccuracies in conformational geometries.

How does the local geometric quality and global structural fidelity of an encoded set of con-
formers impact performance when predicting properties of high-quality conformer ensembles?

We now turn to our final inquiry: how does the local geometric quality and global structural fidelity of
an encoded set of conformers impact representation learning performance? We begin by confirming
others’ observations regarding models that encode multiple conformers at once: explicitly encoding
sets of conformers rarely leads to substantial (if any) performance improvements compared to
encoding a single random conformation. Namely, in each of our property prediction regression
tasks, encoding MMFF94- or xTB-optimized conformer ensembles performs worse than encoding
single random conformers while training with data augmentation (Fig. 3). This finding is intuitively
puzzling, as we might expect a set of conformers to be more information-rich compared to a single
random conformer when predicting properties of conformer ensembles. Similar to before, we also
find that there is not much benefit to optimizing these random conformers at relatively higher levels of
theory (e.g., xTB vs. MMFF94). Empirically, then, if the encoded conformers are random conformers,
conformer quality makes little difference, and it may be more prudent to just encode a single random
conformer that is generated at a low level of theory – at least for our particular regression tasks.

We now consider one hypothesis for why models encoding sets of conformers have yet to consistently
improve their simpler counterparts, especially when predicting properties associated with an “active”
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Figure 3: Comparison of average prediction error across the test sets for different types of representa-
tion learning models that encode the true “active” conformation re-optimized with either DFT (black),
xTB (red), or MMFF94 (teal); a single random conformer at various optimization levels; a single
random conformer but training with data augmentation; or a set of random conformers at various
optimization levels. Model performance is evaluated by the relative increase in error compared to the
model that encodes the true DFT-level “active” conformation, which serves as an upper bound.

conformer: If the encoded set of conformers do not consistently contain a close approximation of the
active conformation, then simultaneously encoding multiple conformations is unhelpful for property
prediction. We explore this hypothesis by comparing the performance of our models which encode sets
of random MMFF94- or xTB-level conformers against models which encode artificially-constructed
sets that are guaranteed to contain an approximation of the true active conformer. Specifically,
we construct models that encode so-called “decoy-sets”, which include the (re-optimized) active
conformer and up to 9 “decoys” that are sampled from either the DFT-, xTB-, or MMFF94-level
ensembles.2,3 In constructing these decoy-sets, we seek to analyze three phenomena:

1. the change in performance caused by encoding decoys alongside the (uncorrupted) active;

2. the change in performance caused by corrupting the decoy-sets via low-level re-optimization;

3. the difference in performance between models encoding corrupted decoy-sets versus those
encoding random conformers that aren’t guaranteed to include the active conformer.

2In constructing these decoy-sets, it is important that the active and decoy conformers are optimized at the
same level of theory so that the model cannot “cheat” by detecting the active conformer solely based on its local
geometric quality, as opposed to its relevance to the target property.

3Although these decoy-sets are constructed artificially for our particular task of Sterimol parameter prediction,
we stress the broad relevance of this scenario in other areas of chemical property prediction. For instance, it
is commonly observed in protein-ligand docking that although the top-scoring docked pose may not be the
true binding pose, the true pose is often contained within the top-k docking poses. Hence, obtaining sets of
conformers that consistently contain the true “active” conformation is not unrealistic.
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Figure 4: Comparison in performance between ML surrogate models that encode the true “active”
conformation that has been re-optimized (i.e., corrupted) with DFT, xTB, or MMFF94; models that
encode “decoy-sets” containing the active conformer and up to 9 other decoys at the same level of
theory; and models that encode sets of up to 10 random xTB- or MMFF94-optimized conformations.
Performance is evaluated by the relative increase in MAE on the test set compared to the model that
encodes the true DFT-level active conformation, and is averaged across three test sets.

Overall, these decoy-sets are intended to simulate the incremental loss of perfect structural information
(related to both local geometric quality and global structural fidelity) that is incurred by encoding
sets of random low-level conformers instead of the ground-truth conformer ensemble itself.

Across all tasks, we first observe that relative to models that encode the true DFT-optimized active
conformer, simultaneously encoding the DFT-level active along with DFT-level decoys substantially
reduces model performance by ∼10-35% (Fig. 4). One one hand, we might expect that additionally
encoding decoys would reduce some performance compared to just encoding the true active. We
note that this particular model still has access to perfect information to solve the task, as the active
conformer could in principle be identified among the encoded conformers by its minimum or
maximum Sterimol parameter. Hence, just diluting the structural information provided to the model
substantially reduces model performance, even without decreasing the local geometric quality or
global structural fidelity of the encoded conformers. Preventing this performance loss by designing
neural architectures to better distinguish “active” vs. “decoy” conformers could serve as a concrete
goal of future efforts seeking to improve the performance of models encoding sets of conformers.

Finally, we analyze the impact of decreasing the local geometric quality and global structural fidelity
of the encoded decoy-sets (Fig. 4). Crucially, as the active and decoy conformers are corrupted
via re-optimization with decreasing levels of theory (e.g., xTB and MMFF94), model performance
progressively degrades. Performance also always degrades when encoding sets of random conformers
compared to sets that explicitly include the active conformer. Interestingly, nearly all performance
benefits associated with including the active conformer in the encoded decoy-sets are lost when
the active is sufficiently corrupted; models encoding MMFF94-level decoy-sets perform similarly
compared to models encoding random xTB-level conformers, and only marginally better than models
encoding random MMFF94-level conformers. Overall, this suggests that when modeling ensemble-
level properties dependent on (unknown) active conformers, encoding multiple conformers at once
is only worthwhile (compared to encoding random conformers) if an encoded conformer closely
approximates the true active, both in terms of its global structure and its local geometric quality.
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5 Summary

Training machine learning surrogate models to predict properties of conformer ensembles offers
a promising strategy to expand conformational analyses to large chemical spaces that would be
impractical to directly simulate at high levels of theory. However, choosing the type of surrogate
model to maximize predictive performance opens a host of questions regarding the ability of 3D
representation learning models to learn rich representations of high-quality conformer ensembles
when only lower-quality molecular structures are readily accessible. When encoding random confor-
mations as the input molecular representation, does conformer quality matter? When using models
that encode sets of conformers to predict properties dependent on a certain “active” conformation,
how does the presence and geometric quality of the active conformer within the encoded ensemble
affect model performance? And perhaps controversially, is it even worthwhile to train machine
learning surrogate models for this purpose, or is it more effective to just compute the properties of
interest directly from lower-quality conformer ensembles that are far cheaper to simulate?

For our ensemble-level properties that depend on a certain active conformation, we demonstrate:

• It can actually be more cost-effective and accurate to simply compute the properties from
cheap-to-simulate conformer ensembles rather than training ML surrogate models, which
requires computing high-quality conformer ensembles for numerous training data points.

• When training ML surrogate models that encode random conformers to predict properties of
high-quality ensembles, the optimization level of the encoded conformers does not matter.

• Encoding sets of random conformers does not improve upon simpler models that only
encode single conformers. The relatively poor performance of such models can be (in
part) attributed to (1) non-robustness to “decoy” conformations that are encoded alongside
an approximation of the true active; (2) the relatively poor local geometric quality of the
encoded conformers relative to the true active; and (3) the poor global structural fidelity of the
encoded conformers, i.e., whether an encoded conformer matches the active conformation.

Although our analyses and results are specific to our particular case study on Sterimol parameter
prediction, we expect such considerations to be relevant to similar problem settings in chemical
property prediction that are historically approached via expensive conformational analysis.
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A Appendix

A.1 Hyperparameters used for DimeNet++ in this work

Table 1: Default hyperparameters used for all DimeNet++ models.

Hyperparameter Default value
Learning rate 0.0001
Batch size 128
Size of hidden embeddings 128
Number of DimeNet++ blocks 4
Size of initial embedding 64
Size of basis embedding 8
Size of output embedding 256
Number of spherical harmonics basis functions 7
Number of radial basis functions 6
Cutoff distance for defining edges 5.0 Å
Maximum number of neighbors (edges per node) 32
Envelope exponent for smooth cutoff 5
Number of residual layers before skip connection 1
Number of residual layers after skip connection 2
Number of linear layers in DimeNet++ output blocks 3
Number of linear layers in fbond 3
Number of linear layers in fperm 2
Number of linear layers in fgate 3
Activation function swish

A.2 Categorization of trained models

Table 2: Overview of all models considered in this work. nc: number of conformers included
simultaneously in the model input.

# Models Encoding Single Conformers
active or random conformer? optimization level nc

1 active DFT 1
2 active GFN2-xTB 1
3 active MMFF94 1
4 random DFT 1
5 random GFN2-xTB 1
6 random MMFF94 1
7 random DFT 10
8 random GFN2-xTB 10
9 random MMFF94 10

# Models Encoding Sets of (Random) Conformers
active included in set? optimization level nc

10 no GFN2-xTB 10
11 no MMFF94 10
12 yes MMFF94 10
13 yes GFN2-xTB 10
14 yes DFT 10

A.3 Additional results
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Table 3: Absolute prediction performance for the 11 models showed in Figure 3. Performance is
reported by the mean absolute error on the test set, averaged across the three test sets. Model numbers
correspond to the model numbers in Table 2.

Target #1 #2 #3 #4 #5 #6 #7 #8 #9 #10 #11

B5 (max) 0.155 0.172 0.185 0.209 0.229 0.226 0.208 0.207 0.207 0.223 0.220
B5 (min) 0.204 0.221 0.252 0.271 0.301 0.297 0.268 0.276 0.277 0.279 0.286
L (max) 0.185 0.219 0.247 0.276 0.316 0.322 0.278 0.293 0.295 0.303 0.310
L (min) 0.134 0.156 0.180 0.204 0.214 0.216 0.206 0.203 0.202 0.208 0.217
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