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ABSTRACT

In recent years, there has been remarkable progress in machine learning for
protein–protein interactions. However, prior work has predominantly focused
on improving learning algorithms, with less attention paid to evaluation strate-
gies and data preparation. Here, we demonstrate that further development of
machine learning methods may be hindered by the quality of existing train-test
splits. Specifically, we find that commonly used splitting strategies for protein
complexes, based on protein sequence or metadata similarity, introduce major data
leakage. This may result in overoptimistic evaluation of generalization, as well as
unfair benchmarking of the models, biased towards assessing their overfitting ca-
pacity rather than practical utility. To overcome the data leakage, we recommend
constructing data splits based on 3D structural similarity of protein–protein inter-
faces and suggest corresponding algorithms. We believe that addressing the data
leakage problem is critical for further progress in this research area.

1 INTRODUCTION
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Figure 1: Data leakage in protein–
protein interaction splits. Bars show
the average percentage of test examples
having a nearly identical training ex-
ample for 90%/10% splits of 50,000
protein–protein interactions from the
Protein Data Bank, with standard de-
viations (error bars) across 5 random
samples. Near duplicates are identified
using the iDist algorithm.

Proteins rarely act alone (Berggård et al., 2007), with
protein–protein interactions (PPIs) playing a critical role
in various biological processes, such as cell signaling,
metabolism, and gene regulation (Alberts et al., 2015).
These interactions occur when two or more proteins bind
together, forming a protein complex, and can be either
transient or persistent. Over the past decade, there has
been a significant advancement in machine learning ap-
proaches to better understand protein–protein interactions
and to guide wet-lab experiments (Geng et al., 2019), with
tremendous progress in recent years (Rogers et al., 2023).

The vast majority of protein–protein interactions remain
undiscovered. For instance, in the well-studied model
organism Escherichia coli, only about half of the esti-
mated interactions have been experimentally identified,
and a mere 9% have known structures (Green et al., 2021).
Therefore, biological experts are interested in using ma-
chine learning models to make predictions about their PPI
case studies of interest (Bennett et al., 2023). It means
that in a practical setting, a machine learning model is ex-
pected to generalize to protein interactions most likely not
observed in the training data. Therefore, testing machine
learning models on protein complexes distinct from train-
ing ones is crucial for practically-relevant evaluation.

∗These authors contributed equally.
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In this work, we reveal that typical data splits of protein complexes do not satisfy this condition,
suffering from significant data leakage, i.e., the models are tested on interactions that are nearly
identical to those used during training. Specifically, we find that the conventional splitting tech-
niques, which are often based on metadata and sequence similarity, are not sufficient for creating
benchmarks to effectively assess generalization beyond training data (Figure 1; Section 3). We
further discuss several recent successful examples of data splits (Section 4) and propose recom-
mendations for splitting PPIs based on interface similarity, directly comparing the 3D structures of
interacting regions (Section 5).

2 RELATED WORK

The problem of data leakage has been recently identified and rectified in some other domains such
as protein–ligand interactions (Buttenschoen et al., 2024; Li et al., 2023) or predicting protein prop-
erties (Cheng et al., 2023; Li et al., 2020). Nevertheless, a corresponding analysis for protein inter-
actions is missing. Next, we review the main relevant protein–protein interaction problems.

Protein interface prediction. To understand the interactions between two protein structures, ma-
chine learning can be employed to predict the pairs of interacting amino acids from each protein.
This task, known as protein interface prediction (PIP), has been addressed by various machine learn-
ing methods (Morehead et al., 2023; Williams et al., 2023; Du et al., 2023; Morehead et al., 2022;
Townshend et al., 2019; Fout et al., 2017). In this paper, we argue that further advancements in this
area might be hindered by the low quality of sequence-based data splits, which are commonly used
as benchmarks.

Protein docking. Another challenge is to directly predict the 3D structure of a complex formed by
two interacting protein structures. Following initial promising results by Ganea et al. (2021), a range
of machine learning algorithms have been developed for this problem (Yu et al., 2024; Sverrisson
et al., 2023; Du et al., 2023; Chu et al., 2023; Ketata et al., 2023; Williams et al., 2023). We find
that most research in this area uses leaking benchmarks based on sequence similarity, inherited from
the domain of protein interface prediction. To the best of our knowledge, only a single recent study
(Sverrisson et al., 2023) rethinks data splits to focus on the similarity of protein interface structures.

Protein binder design. Once the structure of a protein complex is known, machine learning can
be used to design the binding interface, specifically to predict amino acid mutations that enhance
binding strength. This task has been tackled by machine learning for over a decade (Geng et al.,
2019). Initial research used completely random splits of mutations across PPIs, leading to over-
estimated performance (Tsishyn et al., 2024). Here, we show that most recent studies (Liu et al.,
2023; Luo et al., 2023; Yue et al., 2023; Shan et al., 2022; Liu et al., 2021) still typically employ
benchmarks with high data leakage, based on PDB code splitting. In contrast, Bushuiev et al. (2024)
utilize data splits based on interface similarity. In this workshop paper, we use the iDist method from
Bushuiev et al. (2024) for large-scale PPI comparison, applying it to comprehensively assess data
leakage across various tasks.

Other tasks. Several other tasks related to protein–protein interactions are beyond the scope of
this study, particularly those that do not require the structures of protein complexes as inputs. These
tasks include, for example, protein complex folding (Evans et al., 2021) and problems related to
protein–protein networks (Bernett et al., 2023; Tang et al., 2023).

3 PROBLEMS OF EXISTING DATA SPLITS FOR PROTEIN COMPLEXES

In this section, we examine the issue of data leakage prevalent in most of the recently utilized data
splits of protein complexes. To quantify the leakage, we calculate the ratio of test PPIs that have
structural near duplicates in the training set. For detecting near duplicates, we use the iDist algorithm
(Bushuiev et al., 2024), which enables large-scale structural similarity search for protein–protein
interfaces, i.e., directly comparing interacting regions in 3D.

The iDist algorithm efficiently approximates iAlign (Gao & Skolnick, 2010b) – the adaptation of
traditional TM-align to protein interactions (Zhang & Skolnick, 2005). iDist performs distance-
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weighted message passing across interface amino acids, aggregating their patterns into real-valued
vectors. Each PPI is then represented by a single vector aggregating its structural features over
the whole interface. Near-duplicate interfaces are then identified based on thresholding Euclidean
distance between their representing vectors. As shown in Bushuiev et al. (2024), this efficient,
alignment-free approximation of the traditional iAlign structural alignment is also accurate. iDist
identifies near duplicates found by iAlign with 99% precision and 97% recall.

Next, using iDist we show that splitting PPIs based on metadata (Section 3.1) or sequence similarity
(Section 3.2) is insufficient for effectively measuring generalization beyond training interactions.
Specifically, we find that these proxy similarity measures result in high ratio of leaked PPIs, as
directly measured by the structural similarity of interacting interface regions.

3.1 SPLITTING BY METADATA IS NOT ENOUGH

I

E

3BTD 3BTE 3BTT

E

I

E

I

Training Validation Test

Figure 2: Splitting by PDB codes causes
data leakage in benchmarks for PPI de-
sign. The figure shows three protein com-
plexes taken from SKEMPI v2.0, a standard
dataset of annotated PPI mutations. Differ-
ent chains in the entries are color-coded and
labeled with their respective codes. In total,
the dataset contains 10 such near-duplicate in-
teractions (PDB codes 3BTD, 3BTE, 3BTT,
3BTM, 3BTQ, 3BTW, 3BTH, 3BTF, 3BTG,
2FTL), representing single-point mutants of
the same interaction between a serine pro-
tease and its inhibitor (Krowarsch et al., 1999).
Recent machine learning research in protein–
protein interactions employed PDB-code split-
ting, resulting in near-duplicate entries, similar
to those shown in this figure, scattered across
train-validation-test folds.

The Protein Data Bank (PDB) is a central resource
for protein structures (Berman et al., 2000). With
over 200,000 entries, each containing an arbitrary
number of interacting proteins, it is common to
compare these entries based on their metadata.

The basic data splitting strategy is to split PPIs ran-
domly, ensuring that the same interactions from the
same entries do not appear more than once across
data folds (Luo et al., 2023; Shan et al., 2022; Liu
et al., 2021). Technically, this is achieved by split-
ting PPI-specific identifiers (e.g., 3BTD I E for an
interaction between protein chains E and I from
the 3BTD entry in PDB, see Figure 2). A more cau-
tious method involves splitting PPIs based on the
PDB entry codes from which they originate (e.g.,
3BTD). This ensures that same interactions from a
single symmetric complex (e.g., three nearly iden-
tical PPIs from 1UIJ in Figure 4) remain within
the same data fold (Morehead et al., 2022). An-
other alternative is to divide the entries accord-
ing to their submission date to the PDB, utilizing
the most recent entries for testing. Although, to
the best of our knowledge, this method has not
been applied to PPI data, it is a frequent practice
in other domains working with PDB data (Corso
et al., 2022), often combined with other similarity
criteria (Evans et al., 2021; Jumper et al., 2021).

Here, we demonstrate that each of the three afore-
mentioned methods alone leads to significant data leakage due to the extensive redundancy within
the Protein Data Bank (Burra et al., 2009), as well as the extreme repetitiveness of protein–protein
interfaces (Figure 4; Gao & Skolnick (2010b); Garma et al. (2012)). To assess the data leakage
statistically, we first create five random samples of PPIs from PDB, each containing roughly 50,000
interactions. Then, we split each sample according to the aforementioned practices in the 90%/10%
ratio to simulate the train-test splits. Subsequently, we quantify the number of test entries with at
least one near-duplicate in the training set, as detected by the iDist algorithm. The results are shown
in Figure 1.

We find that splits based on PPI codes, on average, lead to 86% data leakage, which is expected
due to the high redundancy in PDB. Splits based on PDB codes improve the situation, yet still lead
to 65% data leakage. Further refinement of the splits considering the deposition time of the entries
leads to a slight improvement, reducing leaks to 61%. For more details on the experiment, please
refer to Appendix A. In summary, all examined metadata-based splits result in a majority of test PPIs
being leaked from the training data, indicating that these naive approaches should not be utilized in
practical scenarios.
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Finally, we validate our findings by examining data leakage in a recent split (Luo et al., 2023) of
SKEMPI v2.0 (Jankauskaitė et al., 2019), a standard benchmark dataset in the field of protein binder
design. This approach divides all 343 PPIs derived from the PDB into three sets for three-fold cross-
validation and testing based on PPI codes (e.g., 3BTD I E; see Figure 2). Using iDist, we identify
test PPIs that are similar to those in the training or validation sets in all three evaluation scenarios.
On average, iDist detects 56% (57%, 57%, and 54%) of the test PPIs as leaked from the training
data (i.e., with a near-duplicate interface structure in the training data), despite the small size of the
dataset.

3.2 SPLITTING BY SEQUENCE SIMILARITY IS NOT ENOUGH

1K3F 1K9S

ValidationTraining

Sequence similarity: 26.5%

Figure 3: Splitting by sequence similar-
ity introduces data leakage in benchmarks
for protein docking and interface predic-
tion. The figure shows two phosphorylase
homooligomers, taken from DIPS, a standard
dataset for training and validating machine
learning models. The complex to the left
(PDB code 1K3F), as well as the complex to
the right (1K9S), is composed of five identi-
cal proteins (highlighted with colors). Nev-
ertheless, the proteins across the entries have
very low sequence similarity (26.5%). Despite
the sequences in the complexes being differ-
ent, the secondary structure of the chains, the
topology of the interactions, as well as the 3D
structure and the amino acids at the interfaces
are highly similar across the entries (iDist <
0.04, the near-duplicate threshold; iAlign’s p-
value < 10−6). Recent machine learning re-
search for protein docking and interface pre-
diction employed data splitting based on se-
quence similarity, resulting in data leakage.

Compared to the field of protein structure, the area
of learning from protein sequences is more estab-
lished, offering advanced tools for sequence com-
parison and splitting without data leakage (Suzek
et al., 2007). Specifically, the MMseqs2 algorithm
(Steinegger & Söding, 2018; 2017) enables ultra-
fast large-scale search for similar proteins, and led
to the creation of the clustered UniRef database
(The UniProt Consortium, 2023).

Drawing inspiration from this, the machine learn-
ing community has employed sequence similarity
methods to split protein complexes, ensuring that
the protein sequences in test complexes do not have
close homologs in the training data (Williams et al.,
2023; Du et al., 2023; Dauparas et al., 2022; More-
head et al., 2022; Townshend et al., 2019). Here,
we show that even sequence-based splitting of pro-
tein complexes can result in a substantial rate of
leaked test interactions, i.e., interactions in the test
set that have structurally near-duplicate interac-
tions in the training data, as measured by interface
similarity.

Previously, it was demonstrated that the DIPS
dataset (Townshend et al., 2019), when split by
protein families to separate similar proteins (Ganea
et al., 2021), suffers from approximately 53%
structural data leakage (Bushuiev et al., 2024). Fig-
ure 3 visualizes an example of the leak.

In this study, we investigate a significantly more
strict sequence-based splitting strategy, based on
sequence alignment. Following Section 3.1, we
assess data leakage using five PPI samples, each
containing around 50,000 interactions. First, we
employ the MMseqs2 algorithm (Steinegger &
Söding, 2017) to cluster the protein sequences in-
volved in all PPIs so that sequences sharing at least 30% sequence identity are in the same clusters.
The MMseqs2 algorithm enables large-scale clustering of protein sequences by reducing sequence
alignment only to the pairs that have common fragments, which are identified through a rapid search
across the fragment database. After clustering all the sequences, we form groups of PPIs as con-
nected components within a graph, where nodes represent proteins and edges are given either by
protein–protein interactions in the dataset or sharing the same MMseqs2 cluster. This leads to 5,600
groups of interactions on average, which we subsequently split using the 90%/10% ratio.

We find that this sequence-based splitting approach yields a substantial improvement in structural
data leakage compared to metadata-based splits, with a leakage rate of 30% (Figure 1). Additionally,
we perform the same experiment using Linclust (Steinegger & Söding, 2018), the MMsesq2 mode
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enabling even faster clustering, which may be suitable for larger PPI sets available in future. As
expected, using Linclust results in a worse average leakage ratio of 37%. Overall, although a certain
level of test data similarity to the training set is acceptable, sequence-based splitting may still result
in nearly identical interfaces and topologies distributed across different folds (Figure 3).

4 BEST PRACTICES FOR DATA SPLITTING OF PROTEIN COMPLEXES

In this section, we review the recent works addressing the data leakage issue, highlighting the best
practices toward high-quality splits and making a step towards evaluation of generalization to new
unseen interaction modes, with distinct interfaces.

4.1 SPLITTING BY INTERFACE SIMILARITY IS RECOMMENDED

To overcome the limitations of sequence-based protein comparison, van Kempen et al. (2023) in-
troduced Foldseek—a fast method to compare and cluster structures of single proteins. Foldseek
converts consecutive structural patterns of the protein backbone and its contacts into a sequence in
the alphabet of structural features and then uses MMseqs2 (Steinegger & Söding, 2017) for fast
sequence-based search. Some of the most recent works employed Foldseek to compare protein
complexes. Specifically, Sverrisson et al. (2023) and Morehead et al. (2023) used the method to
map residues between two complexes and count the number of matches at the interaction interface
regions. While this approach scales well to large PPI data, it may be biased towards comparing
whole complexes rather than interacting regions, as Foldseek is designed to match complete protein
folds, based on sequential information of the protein backbones. This may be a significant limita-
tion when comparing protein–protein interfaces since protein pairs with different folds may establish
similar interfaces (Sen & Madhusudhan, 2022; Mirabello & Wallner, 2018).

Gainza et al. (2023) overcame this limitation by directly aligning interacting interface regions using
the traditional TM-align method (Zhang & Skolnick, 2005), applied pairwise to all interfaces, which
was computationally feasible for their smaller dataset. Finally, Bushuiev et al. (2024) developed
iDist—a scalable approximation of TM-align-based structural alignment methods. This method en-
abled to construct PPIRef (Bushuiev et al., 2024), a non-redundant dataset of protein–protein interac-
tions mined from the whole PDB. The iDist algorithm directly compares protein–protein interfaces
on a large scale, and can be used to create non-leaking data splits of large PPI sets. Alternatively,
when the dataset size does not exceed several thousand interactions, non-leaking splits may also be
achieved by employing pairwise comparison of all interfaces using traditional alignment-based tools
such as aforementioned TM-align or its adaption to PPIs, iAlign (Gao & Skolnick, 2010a). Overall,
directly comparing PPI interfaces addresses the issues of metadata- and sequence-based splitting,
and the emerging fast methods enable large-scale preparation of non-leaking splits.

4.2 HUMAN EXPERTISE IS HIGHLY-BENEFICIAL

It is important to note that some datasets have a natural schema of splitting given by their construc-
tion or manual analysis by the authors. For instance, SKEMPI v2.0 (Jankauskaitė et al., 2019), a
standard dataset for PPI mutations, was semi-automatically categorized into distinct groups (such
as antibody–antigen or protease–inhibitor interactions) specifically for machine learning purposes.
However, this grouping was initially overlooked by the machine learning community in favor of
simpler splits based on metadata similarity (Bushuiev et al., 2024; Tsishyn et al., 2024). We validate
that splitting SKEMPI v2.0 based on the domain expertise leads to higher-quality splits. Specifically,
when using the train-test splits from Bushuiev et al. (2024) based on the described domain-expertise
grouping, iDist identifies 0% leakage compared to 56% leakage with a PPI code-based split (Luo
et al., 2023) discussed in Section 3.1.

Another example is BM5 (Pang et al., 2017), a dataset commonly used for training and validating
models for scoring PPI docking poses (Xu & Bonvin, 2024; Réau et al., 2023; Geng et al., 2020).
Although BM5 comprises nearly six million structures, these are synthetic redocked poses of 232
non-redundant complexes, easy to split properly without large-scale analysis. Here, we validate
that even the commonly-employed random 10-fold cross-validation split of the poses on the level of
originating complexes (Xu & Bonvin, 2024; Réau et al., 2023; Renaud et al., 2021) has sufficient
quality. Specifically, iDist only detects a single leak (< 1%), where one of the interfaces consists

5



Published at the GEM workshop, ICLR 2024

of four disjoint parts similar to the other interface. Ignoring the details of the dataset construction
in favor of a random split of the six million poses would instead result in near-duplicate redocked
structures of same complexes scattered across folds with near-100% leakage.

5 RECOMMENDATIONS

In this work, we have highlighted the insufficiency of splitting protein complexes based on metadata
or protein sequence similarity for effective evaluation, due to the high structural redundancy of the
datasets derived from the Protein Data Bank (Berman et al., 2000). We believe that the abundant
issue of data leakage across different addressed tasks may hinder the further advancements in the
field. Therefore, we propose the following recommendations for data splitting of protein–protein
interactions:

1. Use interface similarity as the standard criterion for splitting protein interactions. Di-
rectly dividing complexes based on interface similarity addresses the limitations of tradi-
tional metadata- and sequence-based methods, yet it has been rarely utilized. Until recently,
large-scale comparison of PPIs was infeasible due to the high computational demands of
structural alignment. However, recent advancements have led to the development of effi-
cient approximation methods (see Section 4.1).

2. Thoroughly review the information provided by dataset authors. Domain experts often
provide information beyond the basic inputs and outputs for machine learning models,
which can be crucial for developing evaluation strategies that align with practical needs.
Neglecting this vital information can trap machine learning research into repeatedly using
flawed, leak-prone benchmarks for years (see Section 4.2).

3. Quantify and report data leakage when there is no control over train-test splits. When
training from large data or using pre-trained models, the data splitting strategy may become
irrelevant or given beforehand. In such scenarios, we recommend employing interface sim-
ilarity to evaluate and report the extent of overlap between training and test examples. This
approach is a standard practice in other machine learning-driven fields, such as computer
vision (Radford et al., 2021, Appendix C) and natural language processing (Brown et al.,
2020, Appendix C).
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A METHODS

In this section, we provide technical details of the methods used to quantify similarities between
protein–protein interactions. Appendix A.1 describes the implementation details of the methods,
and Appendix A.2 provides details on randomized train-test splitting experiments (see Figure 1).
The source code1 for the experiments is available as a part of the PPIRef repository for working
with 3D structures of protein–protein interactions.

A.1 COMPARING PROTEIN–PROTEIN INTERACTIONS

Sequence similarity. For illustrative examples, we measure sequence similarity by calculating
sequence identity. Specifically, to calculate sequence similarity between two complexes, we take
the maximum sequence identity upon the pairwise alignment between all proteins from one com-
plex and all from the other. To align sequences, we follow Buttenschoen et al. (2024) and use
PairwiseAligner from Biopython2 (Chapman & Chang, 2000) with an open gap penalty of
−11 and an extension gap penalty of −1, as well as the BLOSUM62 substitution matrix. We always
normalize sequence identities by dividing by the length of the shorter of the two sequences.

The described pairwise sequence similarity with Biopython, using dynamic programming, is too
slow for data splitting experiments with thousands of PPIs. Therefore, to split interactions according
to their sequence similarity (see Figure 1), we use the MMseqs2 clustering algorithm3 (Steinegger &
Söding, 2017). Specifically, we run mmseqs easy-cluster with the standard parameters and
--min-seq-id 0.3 to ensure strict clustering where two proteins with at least 30% sequence
identity fall under the same cluster. As discussed in Section 3.2, we also experiment with Linclust
(Steinegger & Söding, 2018). We run the algorithm using mmseqs easy-linclust with the
default parameters.

Interface similarity. To measure interface similarity across experiments, we use iDist (Bushuiev
et al., 2024), a scalable and accurate approximation of iAlign (Gao & Skolnick, 2010a) and US-align
(Zhang et al., 2022), two methods based on conventional TM-align (Zhang & Skolnick, 2005) for
protein structures. We use the iDist implementation from the PPIRef package4. We always extract
PPI interfaces based on the 6Å contacts between heavy atoms (using the PPIExtractor class).
Subsequently, we consider PPIs as near duplicates if their iDist distance (IDist.compare) is
lower than 0.04, as reported in Bushuiev et al. (2024).

To detect near duplicate PPI interfaces on a large scale for estimating data leakage, we follow the
same methodology in a scalable implementation. Specifically, we first embed all interfaces in par-
allel (IDist.embed parallel) and then query the test interfaces against the training interfaces
(IDist.query). We consider a test interface leaked if it has at least one near-duplicate hit in the
training data.

A.2 ESTIMATING DATA LEAKAGE

To assess the quality of individual methods for train-test splitting, we perform randomized large-
scale experiments. In the first step, we extract all 6Å heavy-atom interfaces from PDB as of January
27, 2024, using the aforementioned PPIRef package. We filter out improper interfaces using the
standard criteria for buried surface area and structure quality (Townshend et al., 2019; Bushuiev
et al., 2024). This leads to 349,685 interfaces from 99,401 PDB entries.

In the next step, we create 5 subsamples of PPIs by randomly drawing 15,000 PDB codes from the
data and selecting all corresponding interactions. This results in 5 sets of roughly 50,000 interactions
each. Then, we split each subsample with four different methods discussed in Section 3 in the
approximate 90%/10% ratio (20 splits in total), and report the means and standard deviations of
their leakage (Figure 1).

1https://github.com/anton-bushuiev/PPIRef/blob/main/notebooks/
revealing_data_leakage_iclr_gem_2024.ipynb

2https://github.com/biopython/biopython
3https://github.com/soedinglab/mmseqs2
4https://github.com/anton-bushuiev/PPIRef
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Specifically, for splitting based on PDB (e.g., 1BUI) and PPI codes (e.g., 1BUI A C), we simply
split the codes in the 90%/10% ratio. For splitting based on PDB deposition time, we sort all the PDB
codes according to their deposition time and select the most recent 10% for testing. For splitting
based on MMseqs2 clusters, we divide PPIs into groups such that the groups do not share sequences
from the same clusters, and split the groups in the 90%/10% ratio.

B SUPPLEMENTARY FIGURES
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Figure 4: Structural redundancy challenges data splitting of protein interactions. The figure
shows five different PDB entries representing the 3D structure of the canavalin trimer (Ko et al.,
1993), with protein chains in different colors. The high level of structural redundancy observed
in protein–protein interactions, both within individual entries and across multiple entries, necessi-
tates careful data splitting strategies (for example, the interaction highlighted within the circle is
represented in the figure fifteen times, occurring three times in each structure). However, inconsis-
tent metadata and the modular nature of protein structures make naive approaches, such as splitting
based on PDB codes or sequence similarity, prone to fail, distributing the same interactions across
training-validation-test folds.
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