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Abstract

Background: Identification of the residues in protein-protein interaction sites has a significant impact in problems
such as drug discovery. Motivated by the observation that the set of interface residues of a protein tend to be
conserved even among remote structural homologs, we introduce PrISE, a family of local structural similarity-based
computational methods for predicting protein-protein interface residues.

Results: We present a novel representation of the surface residues of a protein in the form of structural elements.
Each structural element consists of a central residue and its surface neighbors. The PrISE family of interface
prediction methods uses a representation of structural elements that captures the atomic composition and
accessible surface area of the residues that make up each structural element. Each of the members of the PrISE
methods identifies for each structural element in the query protein, a collection of similar structural elements in its
repository of structural elements and weights them according to their similarity with the structural element of the
query protein. PrISEL relies on the similarity between structural elements (i.e. local structural similarity). PrISEG relies
on the similarity between protein surfaces (i.e. general structural similarity). PrISEC, combines local structural
similarity and general structural similarity to predict interface residues. These predictors label the central residue of
a structural element in a query protein as an interface residue if a weighted majority of the structural elements
that are similar to it are interface residues, and as a non-interface residue otherwise. The results of our experiments
using three representative benchmark datasets show that the PrISEC outperforms PrISEL and PrISEG; and that PrISEC is
highly competitive with state-of-the-art structure-based methods for predicting protein-protein interface residues.
Our comparison of PrISEC with PredUs, a recently developed method for predicting interface residues of a query
protein based on the known interface residues of its (global) structural homologs, shows that performance superior
or comparable to that of PredUs can be obtained using only local surface structural similarity. PrISEC is available as a
Web server at http://prise.cs.iastate.edu/

Conclusions: Local surface structural similarity based methods offer a simple, efficient, and effective approach to
predict protein-protein interface residues.

Background
Protein-protein interactions play a central role in many
cellular functions. In the past decade, significant efforts
have been devoted to characterization as well as discovery
of these interactions both in silico and in vivo [1-5]. Of
particular interest is the identification of the amino acid
residues that participate in protein-protein interactions
because of its importance in elucidation of mechanisms
that underlay biological function and rational drug design

(among other applications) [6]. However, experimental
determination of interface residues is expensive, labor
intensive, and time consuming [7]. Hence, there is an
urgent need for computational methods for reliably iden-
tifying from the sequence or structure of a query protein,
the subset of residues that are likely to be involved in
the interaction of that protein with one or more other
proteins.
Several methods for predicting protein-protein inter-

face residues have been proposed in the literature (see
the reviews in [8-10]). A variety of features of the target
residue (and often its sequence or structural neighbors)
have been explored [11,12] in combination with machine
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learning techniques [13-23] or scoring functions [24-29]
to construct predictors of interface residues. Of particular
interest are recent methods for protein interface predic-
tion based on the structural similarity between a query
protein and proteins with known structure. These meth-
ods are motivated by observations that suggest that inter-
action sites tend to be conserved among structurally
similar proteins [30-34]. As the number of experimentally
determined complexes in the Protein Data Bank (PDB)
[35] increases, the likelihood of success of such an
approach to interface prediction can be expected to
increase as well. Hence, there is growing interest in struc-
tural similarity based approaches to protein-protein
interface prediction. For example, Konc and Janežič [36]
and Carl et al. [37] developed a method that utilizes a
graph based representation of protein surfaces to predict
interface residues that exploits the higher degree of con-
servation of topological and physico-chemical features
among interaction sites as compared to non-interaction
sites of proteins. Zhang et al. [38] introduced PredUs, a
new method that predicts interaction sites using counts
of interface residues derived from alignments between
the structure of a query protein and the structures of a
set of proteins that are structurally similar to the query
protein. More recently, PredUs has been updated [39] to
incorporate a support vector machine that uses accessible
surface area of regions on the protein surface and the
counts of interface residues derived from the structural
alignments to predict interface residues.
A potential limitation of structural similarity based inter-

face prediction methods is that they are effective only to
the extent that a set of proteins (with experimentally
determined interface residues) that are structurally similar
to the query protein can be reliably identified. In light of
evidence that the degree of conservation of interfaces
tends to be substantially higher than that of non-interfaces
[30] and hence that of whole protein structures, there is
increasing interest in methods for predicting interface resi-
dues based on experimentally determined interface resi-
dues in proteins that are locally (as opposed to globally)
similar in structure to the query protein [40,41].
Against this background, we introduce PrISE (Predictor

of Interface Residues using Structural Elements), a novel
family of predictors of protein-protein interface residues
based on local structural similarity. The PrISE family of
interface prediction methods utilizes a repository of
structural elements constructed from a dataset of pro-
teins that are part of experimentally determined protein
complexes retrieved from the PDB. A structural element
is defined as a protein surface residue surrounded by its
neighbors on the protein surface. The PrISE methods uti-
lize a novel representation of each structural element
that captures the distribution of the constituent atoms
and the solvent accessible surface areas of residues

(calculated from the individual proteins). The prediction
of protein-protein interface residues using any of the
PrISE methods is based on the identification of a collec-
tion of structural elements in the repository that are simi-
lar to the structural elements of a query protein. The
PrISE predictors label the central residue of each struc-
tural element in the query protein as an interface residue
if a weighted majority of the similar structural elements
are interface residues and as a non-interface residue
otherwise. PrISEL relies on the similarity between struc-
tural elements to assign the weights to each query struc-
tural element whereas PrISEG relies on the similarity
between protein surfaces in terms of structural elements.
PrISEC combines the local and global approaches of
PrISEL and PrISEG. We assessed the performance of the
PrISE family of predictors using several benchmark data-
sets. The results of experiments show that PrISEC outper-
forms PrISEL and PrISEG. The three PrISE family of
predictors outperform two other local structural similar-
ity based interface residue predictors [37,41]. PrISEC also
outperforms methods that use diverse structural, evolu-
tionary, and physico-chemical properties to perform pre-
diction of interface residues using machine learning and
scoring functions, even in the absence of proteins with
similar structure. The performance of PrISEC is superior
or comparable to that of PredUs [38,39], a novel method
that predict interface residues using the known interface
residues on proteins with similar structure to a query
protein. Unlike PredUs, that require the existence of
structural homologs to perform predictions, PrISEC is
able to generate prediction for all the proteins with
known structure.

Methods
Structural elements and their representation
A structural element is defined by an amino acid residue
on the protein surface (referred to as a surface residue)
and its neighboring surface residues. Thus, the number
of structural elements in a protein equals the number of
its surface residues. An amino acid residue is considered
a surface residue if its accessible surface area in the
monomer is greater than zero. Two residues are consid-
ered neighbors if the distance between the Van der
Waals surface of an atom of one residue and the Van der
Waals surface of an atom of the other residue is ≤ 1.5 Å.
Accessible surface areas were computed using Naccess
[42].
A structural element is represented using four features:

(i) The name of the central residue of the structural ele-
ment; (ii) the accessible surface area of the central resi-
due of the structural element; (iii) the accessible surface
area of the structural element (computed as the addition
of the accessible surface areas of its residues); and (iv) a
histogram of atom nomenclatures representing the
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atomic composition of the surface of the structural ele-
ment. A histogram of atom nomenclatures contains the
count of the number of atoms on the surface of the
structural element for each atom nomenclature (e.g.
number of a-carbons, number of b-carbons, etc.). There
are 36 atom nomenclatures (a list is presented in section
one of the Additional File 1), hence, a histogram of atom
nomenclatures has 36 bins. An atom is considered to be
in the surface of a protein if its accessible surface area is
> 0 Å2. The four features that represent a structural ele-
ment are used to define a similarity measure between
structural elements that consider structural and physico-
chemical properties. The rationale behind this represen-
tation is that structural elements with similar accessible
surface areas and centered on identical residues with
similar surface areas have similar structure. In addition,
two structural elements with similar atomic composition
of the surface of the structural element (represented by
the histogram of atom nomenclatures) have similar
physico-chemical properties.

Distance between histogram of atom nomenclatures
The distance between the histograms of atom nomen-
clatures of two structural elements provides a measure
of their physico-chemical similarity. The distance
between two histograms of atom nomenclatures x and y
is computed using the city block metric:

∑ 36
i=1

∣∣xi − yi
∣∣ ,

where xi and yi denote the number of atoms (corre-
sponding to the ith nomenclature in the histograms) on
the surface of the two structural elements (e.g. number
of a-carbons exposed to the solvent)a.

Repository of structural elements
A repository of structural elements stores all the structural
elements extracted from a set of proteins. To perform
different experiments, we built two repositories from two
different sets of proteins. The first, called the ProtInDB
repository, was built from the biological assemblies stored
in ProtInDB [43], a database of protein-protein interface
residues, which in turn was derived from protein com-
plexes in PDB [35]. This repository is composed of
21,289,060 structural elements extracted from 88,593
interacting chains (as of February 21, 2011). The second
repository, called the ProtInDB ⋂ PQS repository, is com-
posed of the structural elements extracted from proteins
that are common to both ProtInDB and the Protein Qua-
ternary Structure database (PQS) [44]. This repository
contains 13,396,420 structural elements extracted from
55,974 interacting chains in 21,786 protein complexes. A
protein chain is considered an interacting chain if it con-
tains at least five contact amino acid residues. An amino
acid residue in a protein chain is considered a contact
amino acid if the Van der Waals surface of at least one of

its heavy atoms is no further than at most 0.5 Å from the
Van der Waals surface of some heavy atom(s) of an
amino acid residue belonging to another chain.

Retrieving similar structural elements
The prediction of interface residues in a query protein is
based on the existence of similar structural elements for
each structural element in the protein. The process of
retrieval similar structural elements from a repository of
structural elements should satisfy two requirements: It
should be efficient and it should retrieve similar struc-
tural elements for every structural element in the query
protein. These requirements are satisfied using four con-
straints that every structural element qs retrieved from
the repository and associated with a query structural
element qr should comply: (i) qr and qs must not be
from the same protein complex; (ii) the central residues
r and s of the structural elements qr and qs respectively,
must be identical; (iii) the difference between the acces-
sible surface areas of r and s should be ≤ 5% of the max-
imum accessible surface area of residues identical to r;
and (iv) the differences between the accessible surface
areas of qr and qs must be ≤ 15% of the maximum esti-
mated accessible surface area of any structural element
centered on a residue identical to r. These constraints
were experimentally determined, as explained in the
Additional File 1.

PrISE algorithm
The PrISE algorithm is summarized in Figure 1. First, a
query protein structure is decomposed into a collection of
structural elements. For each structural element in the
query protein, PrISE retrieves a collection of similar struc-
tural elements (referred as samples) from the repository of
structural elements. PrISE uses the collection of retrieved
samples and information derived from their associated
proteins to predict whether the central residue of each
structural element is an interface residue. The information
derived from the associated proteins can be incorporated
into our proposed method using three different
approaches (Equations 1-3) that result in three variants of
the PrISE algorithm for predicting protein interface resi-
dues. The first method, PrISEL, uses similarity between
structural elements (i.e. local structural similarity). The
second method, PrISEG, utilizes a measure of similarity
between protein surfaces (i.e. general structural similarity).
The last method, PrISEC, combines local and general
structural similarity. A detailed description of these
approaches as well as the rationales behind them are
provided next.
Let S be a repository of structural elements (where

each element is indexed by the protein from which the
structural element is derived and the surface residue
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that it represents). Let Q be a query protein. Let S(Q)
be the collection of structural elements of Q (recall
that there are as many structural elements in S(Q) as
there are surface residues in Q). To predict whether
the central residue r(q) of a structural element q Î S
(Q) is an interface residue, a collection Sq of structural
elements that are most similar to q is retrieved from
the repository S based on the distance between the his-
togram of atom nomenclatures q and that of each ele-
ment in Sb. In the event of a tie, the sample with the
lowest difference in accessible surface area between its
central residue and residue r(q) is chosen.
For each structural element s in S, let denote

the protein from which s was extracted. Given a protein
P and an arbitrary collection R of structural elements,
we define the contribution, cont(P, R), as the number of
structural elements in R that are associated with the
protein P. For each q Î S (Q), the collection of struc-
tural elements of protein Q, and for each structural ele-
ment s Î Sq, we define the weights wG(s, q), wL(s, q) and
wC(s, q) (used by PrISEG, PrISEL, and PrISEC respec-
tively) as follows:

wG(s, q) = cont(π(s), zQ) (1)

where zQ =
⋃

q∈s(Q)

sq . Intuitively, the more similar the

query protein Q containing the structural element q is
to the protein from which the structural element s was
derived, the greater the influence of s to the prediction
on q.
Given a structural element q Î S(Q), let Re(q) be the

set of surface residues of Q that belong to q. Let N(q)
be the set of structural elements associated with residues

in Re(q). Let Nq =
⋃

n∈N(q)

sn (where Sn, the collection of

structural elements that are most similar to n, is
retrieved from the repository S of structural elements),
we define the weight for PrISEL as:

wL(s, q) = cont(π(s),Nq)) (2)

Intuitively, the more similar the local surface patch of
the structural element q is to a local surface patch of
the protein from which the structural element s was
derived, the greater the influence of s to the prediction
on q.
For PrISEC,

wc(s, q) = wG(s, q) × wL(s, q) (3)

Figure 1 Prediction of interface residues using surface structural similarity.
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Let S+(q) = {s Î Sq|r(s) is an ineterface residue} and S-
(q) = {s Î Sq|r(s) is a non-interface residue}. Thus, PrI-
SEC combines the predictions of PrISEL and PrISEG.
Because PrISEL and PrISEG weight each sample based
on different criteria, this allows PrISEC potentially to
outperform each of them by taking advantage of com-
plementary methods.
In the case of PrISEG, the weight of positive samples

associated with structural element q is defined as:

WG + (q) =
∑

s∈S+(q)
wG(s, q)

Similarly, the weight of negative samples associated
with structural element q is defined as:

WG − (q) =
∑

s∈S−(q)

wG(s, q)

Finally, classification is performed by selecting a
threshold c on the probability that indicates whether the
central residue r(q) of the structural element q is likely
to be an interface residue:

probG + (r(q)) =
WG + (q)

WG + (q) +WG − (q)

In the case of PrISEL, and PrISEC, the corresponding
quantities WL+(q), WL-(q), and probL+(r(q)) and WC+(q),
WC-(q), and probC+(r(q)) are defined in terms of the cor-
responding weights wL and wC (respectively).

Datasets
Four datasets were used to assess the performance of
the PrISE family of interface predictors. The first data-
set, DS24Carl [37], is composed of 24 chains: 16
extracted from transient complexes and eight extracted
from complexes of different types. In this dataset, a resi-
due is defined as an interface residue if the distance of
the Van der Waals surface of any of its heavy atoms to
a Van der Waals surface in any heavy atom of a differ-
ent chain is ≤ 3 Å. The other three datasets were
defined in [38] from complexes used to evaluate protein
docking software. DS188 is composed of 188 proteins
chains derived from the Docking Benchmark 3.0 [45]
sharing at most 40% sequence identity and containing
39,799 residues and 7,419 interacting residues. The
other two datasets, DS56bound and DS56unbound, are
composed by 56 protein chains derived from bound and
unbound structures from the first 27 targets in CAPRI
[46]. DS56bound and DS56unbound have a total of
12,123 and 12,173 residues, and 2,154 and 2,112 inter-
acting residues respectively. For these three datasets,
interface residues are defined as amino acids on two dif-
ferent protein chains with at least a pair of heavy atoms

separated by at most 5 Å. These interfaces were com-
puted from complexes extracted from PQS by the
authors of [38].

Performance evaluation
The reliability of a prediction may be evaluated using
different performance measures [47]. We focused our
evaluation on the following measures:

precision =
TP

TP + FP

recall =
TP

TP + FN

where TP refers to interface residues correctly pre-
dicted, FP to non-interface residues predicted as inter-
faces, and FN to interface residues predicted as non-
interfaces. Precision evaluates the quality of the predic-
tion in reference to the set of predicted interface resi-
dues, whereas recall measures the quality of the
prediction with respect to the set of actual interface
residues. When possible, the performance of different
classifiers is evaluated by comparison of the precision-
recall curve of each classifier. These curves are gener-
ated by computing precision and recall using different
threshold values on the probability of each residue to be
part of the interface. Therefore, these curves provide a
more comprehensive evaluation than a pair of precision
and a recall values.
For sake of completeness, we computed the following

measures:

F1 =
2 × precision × recall

precision + recall

Accuracy =
TP + TN

N

CC =
(TP × TN) − (FP × FN)√
(TP + FN) × (TP + FP)×
×(TN + FP) × (TN + FN)

The F1 score computes the harmonic mean between
precision and recall. Accuracy measures how well inter-
face and non-interface residues are correctly predicted.
CC refers to the Matthews correlation coefficient. In
addition, we use the area under the receiver operating
characteristic (AUC ROC). This measure computes the
area under the curve generated by computing the sensi-
tivity and the false positive rate using different thresh-
olds on the probabilities that indicates whether a
residue belongs to the interface.
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Results and discussion
We compared the PrISE family of algorithms using the
DS188, DS24Carl, DS56bound and DS56unbound data-
sets. We also assessed the extent to which the quality of
predictions is impacted by the presence of structural
elements derived from homologs of the query protein in
the repository of structural elements used to make the
predictions. In addition, the performance of PrISEC was
assessed against the performance of several classifiers
based on machine learning methods, scoring functions,
and local and global structural similarity on different
datasets.

Comparison of PrISEL, PrISEG and PrISEC
Recall that PrISEL relies on the similarity between struc-
tural elements (i.e. local structural similarity), PrISEG

relies on the similarity between protein surfaces (i.e. gen-
eral structural similarity), and PrISEC combines local
structural similarity and general structural similarity to
predict interface residues. The performances of these
three predictors were compared using the DS188 dataset.
For this experiment, samples were extracted from the
ProtInDB repository. In addition, samples extracted from
proteins sharing more than 95% of sequence identity
with the query protein and belonging to the same species
were excluded from the prediction process to avoid over-
estimation on the predictions. To simulate a random pre-
diction, the interface/non-interface labels associated with
the central residue in each sample in the repository were
randomly shuffled. The results of this experiment are
presented in Figure 2 as precision-recall curves. These
results indicate that PrISEL, PrISEG, and PrISEC outper-
form the random predictor. Furthermore, PrISEC

achieves similar or better performance than PrISEG

whereas PrISEG predictions are superior to those of PrI-
SEL. Similar conclusions are supported by experiments
using the DS24Carl, DS56bound and DS56unbound data-
sets d. As a consequence, PrISEC was selected to perform
the experiments presented in the next subsections.

Impact of homologs of the query protein on the quality
of predictions
We assess the extent to which the predictions are
impacted by the presence of structural elements derived
from sequence homologs of the query protein. The first
experiment excludes samples derived from proteins
belonging to the same species that share ≥ 95% of
sequence identity with the query protein (called homo-
logs from the same species). The second experiment
excludes samples from all the proteins that share ≥ 95%
of sequence identity with the query protein (referred to
as homologs).
Figure 3 compares the two methods for excluding

homologs with a setup in which only the samples

derived from proteins with the same PDB ID as the
query proteins are excluded e. As seen from Figure 3,
the prediction performance is better when sequence
homologs of the query protein are not excluded from
the set of proteins used to generate the repository used
for making the predictions. The best performance is
achieved by excluding the proteins with the same PDB
ID as those of the query proteins.

Figure 2 Comparative performances of PrISEL, PrISEG, PrISEC,
and randomly generated predictions on the DS188 dataset.

Figure 3 Comparison of schemes for filtering out similar
proteins from the prediction process. This experiment was
performed using PrISEC with the DS188 dataset.
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Comparison with two prediction methods based on
geometric-conserved local surfaces
We compared the three predictors from the PrISE
family with the predictors proposed by Carl et al. in
[37,41]. These methods rely on conservation of the geo-
metry and the physico-chemical properties of surface
patches to predict interfaces. In [37], the conserved
regions were extracted from proteins with similar struc-
tures. In [41], similar performance was achieved using
conserved regions extracted using local structural align-
ments. This comparison was performed using the
DS24Carl dataset composed of 24 proteins and gener-
ated in [41]. In the case of the PrISE family of methods,
samples were retrieved from the ProtInDB repository.
Samples extracted from proteins sharing more than 95%
of sequence identity with the query protein and belong-
ing to the same species were not used in the prediction
process. The results of the experiment, presented in
Table 1, indicate that each of the three predictors from
the PrISE family outperforms the predictors described in
[37,41]. The differences in performances may be
explained by the differences in the prediction techni-
ques. In particular, PrISE family of predictors, unlike
those of Carl et al., exploit the interface/non-interface
labels associated with surface patches that share struc-
tural similarity with the surface neighborhood of each
surface residue of the query protein.
Results of a similar experiment excluding samples

extracted from homologs of the query proteins, as well
as results of experiments using the protInDb ⋂ PQS
repository, are presented in section six of the Additional
File 1.

Comparison with a prediction method based on protein
structural similarity
We compared PrISEC with PredUs [38,39], a method
that relies on protein structural similarity, using the
DS188, DS56bound and DS56unbound datasets. PredUs
is based on the idea that interaction sites are conserved
among proteins that are structurally similar to each
other. PredUs computes a structural alignment of the
query protein with every protein in a set of proteins

with known interface residues. The alignments are used
to extract a contact frequency map which indicates for
each residue in the query protein, the number of inter-
face residues that are structurally aligned with it. The
contact frequency map is then used to predict whether
each residue on the query protein is an interface resi-
due. In [38], the prediction was performed using a logis-
tic regression function that receives as inputs the counts
contained in the contact frequency maps. In [39], the
logistic regression function was replaced by a support
vector machine (SVM) classifier that uses accessible sur-
face areas and the counts contained in the contact fre-
quency maps to perform prediction.
In order to perform a fair comparison between PrISE

and PredUs, the structural elements used by PrISE and
the structural neighbors used by PredUs were extracted
from the same dataset of proteins. This dataset corre-
sponds to the subset of proteins that are common to
both ProtInDB and PQS which ensures the largest over-
lap between the proteins used by PredUs (which relies
on the structural neighbors extracted from the PDB and
PQS) and PrISE (which relies on the proteins extracted
from biological assemblies in the PDB and deposited in
ProtInDB). This resulting dataset, used to create the pro-
tInDB∩ PQS repository, includes 55,974 protein chains
derived from 21,786 protein complexes. PredUs predic-
tions were obtained from the available web server [39].
This server allows us to choose the set of structural
neighbors to be considered in the prediction process.
Using this feature, we were able to exclude from the
sets of structural neighbors those proteins that were not
in the intersection of ProtInDB and PQS as well as
homologs or homologs from the same species.
A first comparison of the PrISE family of predictors

and PredUs was carried out using the DS188 dataset.
However, since the SVM used by PredUs was trained
using this dataset [39], it is likely that the estimated per-
formance of PredUs in this case is overly optimistic,
resulting in an unfair comparison with PrISE. We found
that in 7 of 188 cases (corresponding to the PDB Ids
and chains 1ghq-A, 1gp2-G, 1t6b-X, 1wq1-G, 1xd3-B,
1z0k-B, and 2ajf-A) PredUs failed to find structural
neighbors, and hence failed to predict interfaces. In con-
trast, the PrISE predictors found the structural elements
needed to produce predictions for the 188 cases. Predic-
tions including these seven cases are labeled as PrISEC
188 in Figure 4, whereas predictions of PrISEC and Pre-
dUs considering the set of 181 proteins are labeled with
the suffix 181. The performances of PrISEC in the two
cases are similar. PredUs generally outperforms PrISEC,
the best performing predictor from the PrISE family.
This result is not surprising given that the SVM used by
PredUs was trained on this dataset whereas PrISE did
not have this advantage.

Table 1 Performance of different methods on the
DS24Carl dataset

Predictor Precision% Recall% F1% Accuracy% CC% AUC%

Carl08 31.5 35.3 33.3 - - -

Carl10 32.0 34.0 33.0 - - -

PrISEL 45.1 56.2 50.0 69.1 27.1 70.5

PrISEG 53.9 58.7 56.2 75.1 36.8 75.6

PrISEC 58.3 58.3 58.3 77.5 40.6 77.1

Performance measures are computed as the average on the set of 24
proteins. Precision and recall values for Carl08 and Carl10 were taken from
[37] and [41] respectively.
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A second comparison of PrISEC and PredUs was per-
formed using the DS56bound dataset. PrISEC and Pre-
dUs generated predictions for all the proteins in this
dataset. The precision-recall curves presented in Figure
5 show that when homologs from the same species are
excluded from the collection of similar structures, PrI-
SEC outperforms PredUs, but when homologs are
excluded regardless of the species, the performances of
PrISEC and PredUs are comparable. These results indi-
cate that the use of local surface structural similarity is
a competitive alternative to the use of protein structural
similarity for the problem of predicting protein-protein
interface residues.
An evaluation considering additional performance

measures is presented in Table 2. The data in this table
indicates that PrISEC outperforms PredUs in terms of
F1, correlation coefficient, or area under the ROC. The
values for precision, recall, F1, Accuracy and CC were
computed using the default cutoff values for PrISEC and
PredUs.
A final comparison between PrISEC and PredUs was

performed using the DS56unbound dataset. Three out
of the 56 proteins (corresponding to the PDB IDs-chains
1ken-H, 1ken-L, and 1ohz-B) were not processed by
PredUs because no structural neighbors were found.
Figure 6 shows the precision-recall curves of PrISEC and
PredUs on the 53 cases covered by PredUs, as well as
the performance of PrISEC when all the 56 proteins are

considered. A comparison of both predictors using the
set of 53 proteins and excluding homologs from the
same species indicates that PrISEC outperforms PredUs
for precision values > 0.4. On the contrary, when homo-
logs are excluded, the performance of PredUs is better
than the performance of PrISEC for precision values ≥
0.3. Finally, the performance of PrISEC computed on 56
proteins is, surprisingly, slightly better than the perfor-
mance computed on 53 proteins. This suggests that
local structural similarity based interface prediction
methods can be effective even in the absence of globally
similar structures.
An evaluation of PrISEC and PredUs using additional

performance measures is presented in Table 3. PrISEC
outperforms PredUs in terms of F1, CC and AUC when
homologs from the same species are excluded from the
set of similar structures. When homologs are excluded,
PredUs outperforms PrISEC on the set of 53 proteins
predicted by PredUs.

Comparison with other prediction methods
We compared the performances of PrISEC, Promate
[25], PINUP [48], Cons-PPISP [49], and Meta-PPISP
[50] using all the proteins in the DS56bound and
DS56unbound datasets. The choice of the predictors
used in this comparison was based on the results of a
comparative study in which they were reported to
achieve the best performance among the six different

Figure 4 Comparison of PredUs and PrISEC using the dataset DS188, derived from the docking benchmark 3.0. (A) performance of
predictions from which homologs from the same species were not used to compute the structural neighbors and the samples used in PredUs
and PrISE respectively. (B) performance of predictions that did not consider homologs. Both images show results for the 181 proteins that were
predicted by PredUs and PrISEC and for the 188 proteins predicted by PrISEC.
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classifiers on two different datasets [8]. Promate uses a
scoring function based on features describing evolution-
ary conservation, chemical character of the atoms, sec-
ondary structures, distributions of atoms and amino
acids, and distribution of b-factors. Cons-PPISP’s predic-
tions are based on a consensus between different artifi-
cial neural networks trained on conservation sequence
profiles and solvent accessibilities. PINUP uses an
empirical scoring function based on side chain energy
scores, interface propensity and residue conservation.
Meta-PPISP uses linear regression on the scores pro-
duced by Cons-PPISP, Promate and PINUP.
In the experiments presented in this subsection, we

considered the performance of two PrISEC classifiers
according to which proteins were filtered out from the
process of extraction of samples: homologs from the
same species as the query protein and homologs regard-
less of the species. The scores used to generate the pre-
cision-recall curves of Promate, PINUP, Cons-PPISP
and Meta-PPISP were computed using Meta-PPISP’s
web server.

The precision-recall curves corresponding to the eva-
luation of the classifiers on the DS56bound and
DS56Unbound datasets are shown in Figure 7. On both
datasets, PrISEC predictors outperform Meta-PPISP for
precision values > 0.35 and achieve performance com-
parable to that of Meta-PPISP for precision values ≤
0.35. Furthermore, PrISEC outperform Promate, PINUP,
and Cons-PPISP over the entire range of precision and
recall values.
An evaluation considering additional performance

measures is presented in Table 4. All the performance
measures, with exception of AUC ROC, were computed
using threshold values of 0.56, 0.28, 0.41, 0.34, and 0.34
on the scores generated by Promate, PINUP, Cons-
PPISP, Meta-PPISP, and PrISEC respectively. These
threshold values correspond to the default values
defined in the Meta-PPISP and PrISEC web servers. The
results show that the PrISEC predictors outperform the
other predictors on both datasets in terms of F1, corre-
lation coefficient and area under the ROC.

Figure 5 Comparison of PrISEC and PredUs using the dataset DS56bound, derived from CAPRI. The results in (A) correspond to
predictions in which homologs from the same species were excluded from the collection of samples and the set of structural neighbors. The
results in (B) were obtained excluding homologs from the sets of similar structures.

Table 2 Evaluation of PrISEC and PredUs on DS56bound using different performance measures

Filter out Predictor Precision% Recall% F1% Accuracy% CC% AUC%

Homologs from the same species PredUs 44.3 39.8 41.9 80.4 30.2 75.1

PrISEC 46.1 45.4 45.7 80.9 34.1 77.6

Homologs PredUs 44.5 38.5 41.3 80.6 29.8 74.9

PrISEC 43.6 42.4 43.0 80.0 30.9 76.3

The table is divided into two sections depending on which proteins are excluded from the set of similar structures (First column)
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The results of an experiment using 187 proteins from
the DS188 dataset are presented in Figure 8. Protein chain
2vis-C was excluded from the experiment given that Pro-
mate could not generate a prediction. When homologs
from the same species are excluded, PrISEC outperforms
the other predictors except Meta-PPISP. PrISEC outper-
forms Meta-PPISP for precision values > 0.4 and achieves
comparable performance to that of Meta-PPISP for preci-
sion values ≤ 0.4. When homologs are excluded, the per-
formance of PrISEC is superior that the performance of
PINUP and Promate. PrISEC outperforms Meta-PPISP
and Cons-PPISP for precision values > 0.5, and is outper-
formed by Meta-PPISP for precision values ≤ 0.45.
An evaluation using different performance measures is

presented in Table 5. According to this table, the perfor-
mance of both PrISE predictors is superior that the per-
formance of the other classifiers in terms of F1 and CC.
Furthermore, when homologs from the same species are

excluded, PrISEC outperforms the other classifiers in
terms of AUC.

Prediction performances in the absence of similar
proteins
To evaluate the extent to which the performances of
PrISEC and PredUs depend on the degree of homology
between the query proteins and the proteins used to
extract samples or structural neighbors, we compare the
results obtained using three different sequence homol-
ogy cutoffs: 95%, 50% and 30%. The results, shown in
Figure 9, indicate that PredUs is more sensitive than
PrISEC to the lack of similar proteins in the sets used to
extract similar structures. The figure also shows that the
performance of PrISEC is competitive with that of Meta-
PPISP even when the repository used by PrISEC is com-
posed by proteins sharing < 30% of sequence identity
with the query proteins.

Figure 6 Comparison of PrISEC and PredUs using the DS56unbound dataset, derived from CAPRI. (A) shows the performance achieved
after removing homologs from the same species from the set of similar structures in PredUs and PrISEC. (B) shows the performances when
homologs are excluded. The suffixes 53 and 56 indicate the number of proteins that were used in the experiment.

Table 3 Evaluation of PrISEC and PredUs on DS56unbound using different performance measures

Filter out Predictor Precision% Recall% F1% Accuracy% CC% AUC%

Homologs from the same species PredUs 53 43.2 37.2 39.9 81.8 29.4 73.6

PrISEC 53 42.3 42.1 42.2 81.2 31.0 74.8

PrISEC 56 43.7 44.0 43.8 81.2 32.6 75.5

Homologs PredUs 53 42.6 36.8 39.5 81.6 28.8 73.5

PrISEC 53 38.8 37.9 38.4 80.1 26.5 72.9

PrISEC 56 40.5 40.0 40.2 80.2 28.4 73.7
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Conclusions
We have shown that it is possible to reliably predict
protein-protein interface residues using only local sur-
face structural similarity with proteins with known
interfaces.
The experiments comparing the performance of the

PrISE family of predictors with the structural similarity
based interface predictors of Carl et al. [37,41] show
that the use of interface/non interface labels of residues
in structurally similar surface patches leads to improved
predictions by PrISE. This observation is also supported

by the results obtained using PredUs, that implicitly
exploits information about non-interface residues
reflected in the contacting frequencies of interface
residues.
Surface structural similarity based methods for inter-

face residue prediction may use local similarity, overall
similarity, or a combination of both. PrISEL, which relies
on the similarity between structural elements (i.e. local
structural similarity), outperforms random prediction;
PrISEG which relies on the similarity between protein
surfaces (i.e. general structural similarity) outperforms

Figure 7 Performance of different classifiers evaluated on the DS56bound (A) and the DS56unbound (B) datasets. For the PrISE
classifiers, “spe.” and “hom.” show predictions in which samples extracted from homologs from the same specie and homologs, respectively, has
been excluded from the prediction process.

Table 4 Evaluation on the datasets DS56bound and DS56unbound

Dataset Predictor Precision% Recall% F1% Accuracy% CC% AUC%

Promate 31.9 27.3 29.4 76.7 15.6 63.3

PINUP 37.3 31.9 34.4 78.4 21.7 63.7

DS56bound Cons-PPISP 39.8 36.1 37.9 78.9 25.2 72.6

Meta-PPISP 43.3 25.8 32.3 80.8 22.9 74.4

PrISEC spe. 46.1 45.4 45.7 80.9 34.1 77.6

PrISEC hom. 43.6 42.4 43.0 80.0 30.9 76.3

Promate 28.7 27.3 28.0 76.6 14.0 62.7

PINUP 30.4 30.1 30.2 76.9 16.4 60.0

Ds56unbound Cons-PPISP 37.4 34.5 35.9 79.5 23.8 71.2

Meta-PPISP 38.9 24.0 29.7 81.1 20.2 71.5

PrISEC spe. 43.7 44.0 43.8 81.2 32.6 75.5

PrISEC hom. 40.5 40.0 40.2 80.2 28.4 73.7

“PrISEC spe.” refers to the performance computed after filtering out from the repository samples extracted from homologs from the same species. “PrISEC hom.”
indicates that samples extracted from homologs were not considered in the prediction process.

Jordan et al. BMC Bioinformatics 2012, 13:41
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2105/13/41

Page 11 of 14



PrISEL. This result may not be surprising in light of the
influence that regions outside the immediate local envir-
onment have on the conformation of protein complexes.
However, our results show that the best predictions are
achieved by PrISEC, using a combination of local and
overall surface similarity.
Our results indicate that, in general, PrISEC outper-

forms several state of the art predictors such as Pro-
mate, PINUP, Cons-PPISP, and Meta-PPISP. Blind
comparisons of PrISEC and PredUs using the same pro-
teins to extract samples and structural neighbors respec-
tively, indicate that PrISEC achieves performance that is
superior to or comparable with that of PredUs. Further-
more, PrISEC is more robust that PredUs at low levels
of homology between the query proteins and proteins in

the sets used to extract similar structures, while remains
competitive with Meta-PPISP.
The interface residue prediction methods such as

PrISE that use only local surface structural similarity
have an advantage relative to methods that rely on glo-
bal structural similarity: The former can produce predic-
tions whereas the latter cannot in the absence of protein
with structures that are sufficiently similar to the struc-
ture of the query protein.

Figure 8 Precision-recall curves of different classifiers
evaluated on 187 proteins from the DS188 dataset. For the
PrISE classifiers, “spe.” and “hom.” show predictions in which
homologs from the same species and homologs, respectively, has
been excluded from the repository of structural elements.

Table 5 Evaluation on 187 proteins from DS188

Predictor Precision% Recall% F1% Accuracy% CC% AUC%

Promate 36.5 30.3 33.1 77.1 19.5 67.7

PINUP 40.7 34.7 37.5 78.3 24.6 66.0

Cons-PPISP 46.5 30.6 36.9 80.4 26.7 73.2

Meta-PPISP 49.0 26.7 34.6 81.1 26.2 74.6

PrISEC spe. 48.0 43.2 45.5 80.6 33.8 77.2

PrISEC hom. 43.2 38.1 40.5 79.0 27.9 74.2

“PrISEC spe.” refers to the performance computed after excluding from the
prediction process samples extracted from homologs of the same species that
the query proteins. “PrISEC hom.” indicates that samples extracted from
homologs were filtered out from the repository

Figure 9 Performance computed in absence of similar proteins
at different similarity levels. Figures (A) and (B) show the precision
recall curves computed after excluding from the sets of similar
structures homologs (without regarding the species) sharing ≥ 95%
of sequence identity with the query proteins. Similarly, figures (C) and
(D) show the performances after excluding proteins sharing ≥ 50%
sequence identity, and (E) and (F) display the results after filtering out
proteins with sequence identity ≥ 30%. The precision-recall curves
corresponding to the DS56bound dataset are shown at (A), (C), and
(E), and the results computed using the DS56Unbound dataset are
labeled as (B), (D), and (F). Figures (E) and (F) were computed using
55 and 52 proteins respectively given that PredUs could not find
structural elements for the protein chain 1ynt-L.
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Another advantage of the PrISE family of predictors is
that the information needed to compute similar struc-
tural elements (i.e. residues in the structural elements,
accessible surface area of these residues and their histo-
gram of atom nomenclatures) can be obtained in a rea-
sonable amount of time. The time required for
retrieving the samples associated with a query protein
from a repository of 21,289,060 structural elements
extracted from 88,593 protein chains is in average 90
seconds using a personal computer (Intel Core2 Duo
CPU at 2.40 GHz, 4 MB of RAM and a hard disk of 232
GB).
We conclude that methods based on local surface

structural similarity are a simple yet effective approach
to the problem of prediction of protein-protein interface
residues.

Endnotes
a. An explanation of the process used to select the city
block metric from a set of different metrics is presented
in the Additional File 1.
b. Based on results of exploratory experiments, we

found that 50, 200, and 500 similar structural elements
are adequate (respectively) for performing prediction
using PrISEL, PrISEG, and PrISEC. See Figures 4 to 6 and
the corresponding discussion in the Additional File 1 for
details.
c. See the Additional File 1 for a discussion on the

choice of the threshold.
d. See section four of the Additional File 1, that also

includes an example of the relationship between the
scores of the predictors in the PrISE family.
e. Additional results using DS24Carl, DS56bound and

DS56unbound are presented in section five of the Addi-
tional File 1.

Additional material

Additional file 1: Supplementary information.

Acknowledgements
This work was funded in part by the National Institutes of Health grant
GM066387 to Vasant Honavar and Drena Dobbs and in part by a research
assistantship funded by the Center for Computational Intelligence, Learning,
and Discovery. The authors thank Li Xue, Rasna Walia, and Fadi Towfic for
useful discussions and suggestions. The work of Vasant Honavar while
working at the National Science Foundation was supported by the National
Science Foundation. Any opinion, finding, and conclusions contained in this
article are those of the authors and do not necessarily reflect the views of
the National Science Foundation.

Author details
1Department of Computer Science, Iowa State University, Ames, IA 50011,
USA. 2Department of Genetics, Development and Cell Biology, Iowa State
University, Ames, IA 50011, USA. 3Bioinformatics and Computational Biology
Program, Iowa State University, Ames, IA 50011, USA. 4Department of

Systems and Computer Engineering, Pontificia Universidad Javeriana, Cali,
Colombia. 5Department of Systems and Computer Engineering, Al-Azhar
University, Cairo, Egypt.

Authors’ contributions
The study was originally conceived by VH and RAJ. RAJ carried out the
experiments. All the authors discussed the experimental design, and
participated in the analysis and interpretation of the data. RAJ wrote the
initial draft of the manuscript. All authors revised and approved the final
manuscript.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Received: 12 September 2011 Accepted: 18 March 2012
Published: 18 March 2012

References
1. Giot L, Bader JS, Brouwer C, Chaudhuri A, Kuang B, Li Y, Hao YL, Ooi CE,

Godwin B, Vitols E, Vijayadamodar G, Pochart P, Machineni H, Welsh M,
Kong Y, Zerhusen B, Malcolm R, Varrone Z, Collis A, Minto M, Burgess S,
McDaniel L, Stimpson E, Spriggs F, Williams J, Neurath K, Ioime N, Agee M,
Voss E, Furtak K, Renzulli R, Aanensen N, Carrolla S, Bickelhaupt E,
Lazovatsky Y, DaSilva A, Zhong J, Stanyon CA, Finley RL, White KP,
Braverman M, Jarvie T, Gold S, Leach M, Knight J, Shimkets RA,
McKenna MP, Chant J, Rothberg JM: A protein interaction map of
Drosophila melanogaster. Science 2003, 302(5651):1727-1736.

2. Li S, Armstrong CM, Bertin N, Ge H, Milstein S, Boxem M, Vidalain PO,
Han JDJ, Chesneau A, Hao T, Goldberg DS, Li N, Martinez M, Rual JF,
Lamesch P, Xu L, Tewari M, Wong SL, Zhang LV, Berriz GF, Jacotot L,
Vaglio P, Reboul J, Hirozane-Kishikawa T, Li Q, Gabel HW, Elewa A,
Baumgartner B, Rose DJ, Yu H, Bosak S, Sequerra R, Fraser A, Mango SE,
Saxton WM, Strome S, Heuvel SVD, Piano F, Vandenhaute J, Sardet C,
Gerstein M, Doucette-Stamm L, Gunsalus KC, Harper JW, Cusick ME,
Roth FP, Hill DE, Vidal M: A map of the interactome network of the
metazoan C. elegans. Science 2004, 303(5657):540-543.

3. Krogan NJ, Cagney G, Yu H, Zhong G, Guo X, Ignatchenko A, Li J, Pu S,
Datta N, Tikuisis AP, Punna T, Peregrín-Alvarez JM, Shales M, Zhang X,
Davey M, Robinson MD, Paccanaro A, Bray JE, Sheung A, Beattie B,
Richards DP, Canadien V, Lalev A, Mena F, Wong P, Starostine A,
Canete MM, Vlasblom J, Wu S, Orsi C, Collins SR, Chandran S, Haw R,
Rilstone JJ, Gandi K, Thompson NJ, Musso G, Onge PS, Ghanny S, Lam MHY,
Butland G, Altaf-Ul AM, Kanaya S, Shilatifard A, O’Shea E, Weissman JS,
Ingles CJ, Hughes TR, Parkinson J, Gerstein M, Wodak SJ, Emili A,
Greenblatt JF: Global landscape of protein complexes in the yeast
Saccharomyces cerevisiae. Nature 2006, 440(7084):637-643.

4. Yu J, Fotouhi F: Computational approaches for predicting protein-protein
interactions: a survey. J Med Syst 2006, 30:39-44.

5. Li X, Wu M, Kwoh CK, Ng SK: Computational approaches for detecting
protein complexes from protein interaction networks: a survey. BMC
Genomics 2010, 11(1):S3.

6. Fernández-Recio J: Prediction of protein binding sites and hot spot. Wiley
Interdisciplinary Reviews: Computational Molecular Science 2011.

7. Ezkurdia I, Bartoli L, Fariselli P, Casadio R, Valencia A, Tress ML: Progress and
challenges in predicting protein-protein interaction sites. Brief Bioinform
2009, 10(3):233-246.

8. Zhou HX, Qin S: Interaction-Site Prediction for Protein Complexes: a
Critical Assessment. Bioinformatics 2007, 23:3386-3387.

9. de Vries SJ, Bonvin AMJJ: How proteins get in touch: interface prediction
in the study of biomolecular complexes. Curr Protein Pept Sci 2008,
9(4):394-406.

10. Bartoli L, Martelli PL, Rossi I, Fariselli P, Casadio R: Prediction of Protein-
Protein Interacting Sites: How to Bridge Molecular Events to Large Scale
Protein Interaction Networks. In CMSB 09 Proceedings of the 7th
International Conference on Computational Methods in Systems Biology.
Edited by: Degano, Pierpaolo, Gorrieri, Roberto. Berlin: Springer-Verlag;
2009:1-17.

11. Nussinov R: Computational protein-protein interactions 2009, CRC.
12. Tuncbag N, Kar G, Keskin O, Gursoy A, Nussinov R: A survey of available

tools and web servers for analysis of protein-protein interactions and
interfaces. Brief Bioinform 2009, 10(3):217-232.

Jordan et al. BMC Bioinformatics 2012, 13:41
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2105/13/41

Page 13 of 14

http://www.biomedcentral.com/content/supplementary/1471-2105-13-41-S1.PDF
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14605208?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14605208?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14704431?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14704431?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16554755?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16554755?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16548413?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16548413?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21210969?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21210969?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19346321?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19346321?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17895276?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17895276?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18691126?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18691126?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19240123?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19240123?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19240123?dopt=Abstract


13. Fariselli P, Pazos F, Valencia A, Casadio R: Prediction of protein-protein
interaction sites in heterocomplexes with neural networks. Eur J Biochem
2002, 269(5):1356-1361.

14. Yan C, Dobbs D, Honavar V: A two-stage classifier for identification of
protein-protein interface residues. Bioinformatics 2004, 20(Suppl 1):
i371-i378.

15. Bradford JR, Westhead DR: Improved prediction of protein-protein
binding sites using a support vector machines approach. Bioinformatics
2005, 21(8):1487-1494.

16. Wu F, Olson B, Dobbs D, Honavar V: Comparing Kernels For Predicting
Protein Binding Sites From Amino Acid Sequenc. IEEE Joint Conference on
Neural Networks Vancouver, Canada: IEEE Press; 2006.

17. Chung JL, Wang W, Bourne PE: High-throughput identification of
interacting protein-protein binding sites. BMC Bioinforma 2007, 8:223.

18. Ofran Y, Rost B: ISIS: interaction sites identified from sequence.
Bioinformatics 2007, 23(2):e13-e16.

19. Porollo A, Meller J: Prediction-based fingerprints of protein-protein
interactions. Proteins: Struct, Funct and Bioinf 2007, 66(3):630-645.

20. Liu B, Wang X, Lin L, Tang B, Dong Q, Wang X: Prediction of protein
binding sites in protein structures using hidden Markov support vector
machine. BMC Bioinforma 2009, 10:381.

21. Sikić M, Tomić S, Vlahovicek K: Prediction of protein-protein interaction
sites in sequences and 3D structures by random forests. PLoS Comput
Biol 2009, 5:e1000278.

22. Liu R, Jiang W, Zhou Y: Identifying protein-protein interaction sites in
transient complexes with temperature factor, sequence profile and
accessible surface area. Amino Acids 2010, 38:263-270.

23. Murakami Y, Mizuguchi K: Applying the Naive Bayes classifier with kernel
density estimation to the prediction of protein-protein interaction sites.
Bioinformatics 2010, 26(15):1841-1848.

24. Jones S, Thornton JM: Prediction of protein-protein interaction sites using
patch analysis. J Mol Biol 1997, 272:133-143.

25. Neuvirth H, Raz R, Schreiber G: ProMate: A Structure Based Prediction
Program to Identify the Location of Protein-Protein Binding Sites. J Mol
Biol 2004, 338:181-199.

26. Rossi A, Marti-Renom MA, Sali A: Localization of binding sites in protein
structures by optimization of a composite scoring function. Protein Sci
2006, 15(10):2366-2380.

27. Jones S, Mukarami Y: Patch Prediction of Protein Interaction Sites:
Validation of a Scoring Function for an Online Server. Bioinformatics
Research and Development 2007, 4414:303-313.

28. Naveed H, Jackups R, Liang J: Predicting weakly stable regions,
oligomerization state, and protein-protein interfaces in transmembrane
domains of outer membrane proteins. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2009,
106(31):12735-12740.

29. Shoemaker BA, Zhang D, Thangudu RR, Tyagi M, Fong JH, Marchler-
Bauer A, Bryant SH, Madej T, Panchenko AR: Inferred Biomolecular
Interaction Server-a web server to analyze and predict protein
interacting partners and binding sites. Nucleic Acids Res 2010,
38(Database):D518-D524.

30. Ma B, Elkayam T, Wolfson H, Nussinov R: Protein-protein interactions:
structurally conserved residues distinguish between binding sites and
exposed protein surfaces. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2003, 100(10):5772-5777.

31. Chung JL, Wang W, Bourne PE: Exploiting sequence and structure
homologs to identify protein-protein binding sites. Proteins 2006,
62(3):630-640.

32. Tuncbag N, Gursoy A, Guney E, Nussinov R, Keskin O: Architectures and
functional coverage of protein-protein interfaces. J Mol Biol 2008,
381(3):785-802.

33. Dayhoff JE, Shoemaker BA, Bryant SH, Panchenko AR: Evolution of protein
binding modes in homooligomers. J Mol Biol 2010, 395(4):860-870.

34. Guharoy M, Chakrabarti P: Conserved residue clusters at protein-protein
interfaces and their use in binding site identification. BMC Bioinforma
2010, 11:286.

35. Berman HM, Westbrook J, Feng Z, Gilliland G, Bhat TN, Weissig H,
Shindyalov IN, Bourne PE: The Protein Data Bank. Nucleic Acids Res 2000,
28:235-242.

36. Konc J, Janežič D: Protein-protein binding-sites prediction by protein
surface structure conservation. J Chem Inf Model 2007, 47(3):940-944.

37. Carl N, Konc J, Janežič D: Protein surface conservation in binding sites. J
Chem Inf Model 2008, 48(6):1279-1286.

38. Zhang QC, Petrey D, Norel R, Honig BH: Protein interface conservation
across structure space. Proc Natl Acad Sci USA 2010, 107(24):10896-10901.

39. Zhang QC, Deng L, Fisher M, Guan J, Honig B, Petrey D: PredUs: a web
server for predicting protein interfaces using structural neighbors.
Nucleic Acids Res 2011, 39:W283-W287.

40. Konc J, Janežič D: ProBiS algorithm for detection of structurally similar
protein binding sites by local structural alignment. Bioinformatics 2010,
26(9):1160-1168.

41. Carl N, Konc J, Vehar B, Janežič D: Protein-Protein Binding Site Prediction
by Local Structural Alignment. J Chem Inf Model 2010, 50(10):1906-1913.

42. Hubbard S, Thornton J: NACCESS, Computer Program, Department of
Biochemistry and Molecular Biology. University College London; 1993
[http://www.bioinf.manchester.ac.uk/naccess/].

43. Jordan RA, Wu F, Dobbs D, Honavar V: ProtinDb: A data base of protein-
protein interface residues. Iowa State University; 2011 [http://protindb.cs.
iastate.edu/].

44. Henrick K, Thornton J: PQS: a protein quaternary structure file server.
Trends Biochem Sci 1998, 23(9):358.

45. Hwang H, Pierce B, Mintseris J, Janin J, Weng Z: Protein-protein docking
benchmark version 3.0. Proteins 2008, 73(3):705-709.

46. Janin J, Wodak S: The third CAPRI assessment meeting Toronto, Canada,
April 20-21, 2007. Structure 2007, 15(7):755-759.

47. Baldi P, Brunak S, Chauvin Y, Andersen CA, Nielsen H: Assessing the
accuracy of prediction algorithms for classification: an overview.
Bioinformatics 2000, 16(5):412-424.

48. Liang S, Zhang C, Liu S, Zhou Y: Protein binding site prediction using an
empirical scoring function. Nucl Acids Res 2006, 34(13):3698-3707.

49. Chen H, Zhou HX: Prediction of interface residues in protein-protein
complexes by a consensus neural network method: Test against NMR
data. Proteins: Struct Funct Bioinf 2005, 61:21-35.

50. Qin S, Zhou HX: Meta-PPISP: a meta web server for protein-protein
interaction site prediction. Bioinformatics 2007, 23(24):3386-3387.

doi:10.1186/1471-2105-13-41
Cite this article as: Jordan et al.: Predicting protein-protein interface
residues using local surface structural similarity. BMC Bioinformatics 2012
13:41.

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central
and take full advantage of: 

• Convenient online submission

• Thorough peer review

• No space constraints or color figure charges

• Immediate publication on acceptance

• Inclusion in PubMed, CAS, Scopus and Google Scholar

• Research which is freely available for redistribution

Submit your manuscript at 
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

Jordan et al. BMC Bioinformatics 2012, 13:41
http://www.biomedcentral.com/1471-2105/13/41

Page 14 of 14

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11874449?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/11874449?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15262822?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15262822?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15613384?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15613384?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17237081?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19180183?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19180183?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19214704?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19214704?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19214704?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20529890?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20529890?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9299343?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9299343?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15050833?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/15050833?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16963645?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16963645?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19622743?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19622743?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19622743?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19843613?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19843613?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19843613?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12730379?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12730379?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12730379?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16329107?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16329107?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18620705?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18620705?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19879880?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19879880?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10592235?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17388583?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17388583?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18476685?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20534496?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20534496?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21609948?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/21609948?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20305268?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20305268?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20919700?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20919700?dopt=Abstract
http://www.bioinf.manchester.ac.uk/naccess/
http://protindb.cs.iastate.edu/
http://protindb.cs.iastate.edu/
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/9787643?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18491384?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/18491384?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17637336?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17637336?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10871264?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/10871264?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16893954?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16893954?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17895276?dopt=Abstract
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17895276?dopt=Abstract

	Abstract
	Background
	Results
	Conclusions

	Background
	Methods
	Structural elements and their representation
	Distance between histogram of atom nomenclatures
	Repository of structural elements
	Retrieving similar structural elements
	PrISE algorithm
	Datasets
	Performance evaluation

	Results and discussion
	Comparison of PrISEL, PrISEG and PrISEC
	Impact of homologs of the query protein on the quality of predictions
	Comparison with two prediction methods based on geometric-conserved local surfaces
	Comparison with a prediction method based on protein structural similarity
	Comparison with other prediction methods
	Prediction performances in the absence of similar proteins

	Conclusions
	Endnotes
	Acknowledgements
	Author details
	Authors' contributions
	Competing interests
	References

