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Abstract

Identifying low-energy conformers with quan-
tum mechanical accuracy for molecules with
many degrees of freedom is challenging. In
this work, we use the molecular dihedral an-
gles as features and explore the possibility of
performing molecular conformer search in a la-
tent space with a generative model named vari-
ational auto-encoder (VAE). We bias the VAE
towards low-energy molecular configurations to
generate more informative data. In this way,
we can effectively build a reliable energy model
for the low-energy potential energy surface. Af-
ter the energy model has been built, we ex-
tract local-minimum conformations and refine
them with structure optimization. We have
tested and benchmarked our low-energy latent-
space (LOLS) structure search method on or-
ganic molecules with 5—9 searching dimensions.
Our results agree with previous studies.

Introduction

Organic molecules are typically very flexible,
and any molecule with rotatable bonds can
adopt multiple energetically accessible confor-

mations, each associated with different chemi-
cal and electronic properties.>? Identifying the
low-energy molecular conformers and determin-
ing their energy ranking is therefore a topic of
great importance in computational chemistry,?
cheminformatics,* computational drug design,®
and structure-based virtual screening.® How-
ever, the dimension of configurational spaces
and the complexity of energy landscapes in-
creases drastically with the size of the molecule.
This makes molecular conformer search one of
the persistent challenges in molecular model-
ing. b7

A variety of methods and tools have been de-
veloped for molecular conformer search. Sys-
tematic methods use a grid to sample all possi-
ble torsion angles in a molecule. This approach
is deterministic but limited to small molecules
due to its poor scaling with increasing search di-
mensions. Conversely, methods such as Monte
Carlo annealing,® minima hopping,® basin hop-
ping!® and genetic algorithms!!' sample config-
urational space stochastically. Stochastic meth-
ods can be applied to larger molecules with
high-dimensional search spaces, but due to the
random nature of the process, extensive sam-
pling is required to achieve convergent results.



To balance the accuracy and computational
cost, hierarchical methods which first scan a
large portion of configurational space, and then
refine the promising candidate with more costly
and accurate computations have been devel-
oped.!?! Since simulation methods at differ-
ent levels of accuracy may predict different po-
tential energy surfaces (PES), a large number
of structures still needs to be optimized at the
higher level to avoid missing the true low-energy
conformers. 2

In recent years, machine learning techniques
such as artificial neural networks, %' Gaussian
process regression (GPR),'%1® and machine-
learned force fields?® have been successfully ap-
plied to accelerate structure-to-energy predic-
tions and geometry optimization for molecules.
However, most of these schemes require train-
ing on large data sets, usually costly to compute
with ab initio methods.

In our recent work, we presented a new ap-
proach based on Bayesian Optimization and
quantum chemistry methods for molecular con-
former identification and ranking.?! We first
kept all bond lengths and angles fixed, and se-
lected the dihedral angles as the features to
form the search space. Then we employed the
BOSS code???? to actively learn the PES of
the molecule by Bayesian Optimization itera-
tive data sampling. After the PES converged,
we analyzed the PES to extract the local min-
ima locations and related structures, and opti-
mized the structures with density funcational
theory (DFT) and other post-processings. We
have tested our method on cysteine, serine,
tryptophan, and aspartic acid. The method
shows both high accuracy and efficiency, and
can be easily automated for extensive searches.
The excellent efficiency is partly due to learning
the PES in the reduced conformational space
of dihedral angles and only refining the local
minima structures with DFT, and partly be-
cause Bayesian Optimization creates small and
compact data sets. However, our method is
not directly transferable to molecules with high-
dimensional search spaces. The data required
for building reliable PESs increases rapidly with
search dimensions. With increasing data set
size, the cost to compute the necessary data

with quantum mechanical methods and to build
the surrogate model of the PES in BOSS grows
and eventually becomes prohibitively expen-
sive.

To address this challenge, we will explore the
possibility of using a generative model to ac-
quire samples in a latent space for molecular
conformer search. We decided on variational
auto-encoders (VAEs) as the generative model,
because the neural network structure of VAEs is
typically simple; and VAEs are equipped with a
regularization term in the loss function to pre-
vent over-fitting. VAEs combine an encoding
neural network (encoder) with a decoding neu-
ral network (decoder). The encoder compresses
data from real space (here the space of dihe-
dral angles) into a latent space. This compres-
sion ideally retains the essential data correla-
tions in the reduced representation. The de-
coder maps latent vectors back to the original
representation. Figure 1 illustrates how sam-
pling in latent space with a generative model (c)
differs from conventional random sampling in
real space (a) and from our previous approach
of employing a surrogate model and an acquisi-
tion strategy (b).

To sample more efficiently with our genera-
tive approach, we are steering the VAE towards
low-energy molecular configurations during the
training. The latent space then predominantly
encodes information on the relevant, low-energy
region of the PES. As in previous work, we
use dihedral angles to represent the different
molecular conformations. We also extract lo-
cal minima structures and apply structure opti-
mization only after a meaningful PES has been
learned.

In brief, in this work we designed a low-energy
latent-space (LOLS) structure search method
for molecular comformer search and determined
appropriate settings and suitable hyperparam-
eters for it. We tested LOLS on cysteine and
four peptides tryptophyl-glycyl (WG), glycyl-
phenylalanyl-alanyl ~ (GFA),  glycyl-glycyl-
phenylalanyl (GGF) and tryptophyl-glycyl-
glycyl (WGG) (Figure 2). The main reasons
for choosing these molecules are: First, amino
acids and peptides are important biomolecules.
Second, peptides are very flexible and exhibit
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Figure 1: A viewer of sampling methods. The blue and red dots represent the acquired samples and
candidates for next sampling. The dash lines in (b) represents the contour lines of the surrogate
model. The green dots in (c¢) represent samples in latent space. The generator can map them to

real space.

complex PESs, making them a challenging sys-
tem for conformer search. Third, previous stud-
ies provide reference data.?'?%25 Another ob-
jective of our work is to gain insight into the
nature and properties of latent space. For this,
we visualize and analyze the latent spaces of
cysteine and GFA. Our method and our results
will be presented in the following sections.

Methods

Our LOLS method consists of three steps (Fig-
ure 3). In step 1, we employ an active learn-
ing approach to generate data on-the-fly. We
combine two strategies to steer the genera-
tive model towards generating more low-energy
data, which helps us build a compact and re-
liable model for the low-energy regions of the
PES. Strategy one is data processing. We scale
the energy of training data with a non-linear
function and exclude high-energy data. Strat-
egy two attributes more weight to lower en-
ergy data in the loss function of the genera-
tive model. Both strategies will be discussed
in the following sections. In step 2, we build a
Gaussian process (GP) regression model in real
space. We extract the local minima from the
GP and use them to initialize DF'T geometry
optimizations. In step 3, the candidate struc-
tures are further optimized with DF'T structure
relaxation. Details of our method will be ex-

plained in the following sections.

Data Generation Loop

The left part of Figure 3 shows the data gen-
erative loop we designed for sampling informa-
tive data. The “data pool” is initialized with
an initial data set, in which each data point
represents the dihedral angles and DFT energy
of a conformation. Then we set up an active
learning approach and iteratively acquire sam-
ples from the latent space. For each new sam-
ple, the structural features are decoded by the
VAE into real space, then the energy is calcu-
lated with DFT. As we add new samples to the
data pool, we keep retraining the VAE.

Each time we carry out three parallel runs to
average out the effects of randomization in the
sampling method, and continue the data gener-
ation loop up to a preset maximum number of
iterations. If the global minimum and at least
70% of the reference targets are found, we stop
the data generation, otherwise we continue.
The details are explained in sections “VAE and
latent space” and “sampling method”.

VAE and latent space

Figure 4(a) shows the architecture of our VAE.
The encoder layers reduce the dimension of
the input data and cast the input data into
a distribution in latent space with mean
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Figure 2: Ball-and-stick models of cysteine, tryptophyl-glycyl (WG), glycyl-phenylalanyl-alanyl
(GFA), glycyl-glycyl-phenylalanyl (GGF) and tryptophyl-glycyl-glycyl (WGG). Red atoms denote
oxygen, white hydrogen, gray carbon, blue nitrogen, and yellow sulfur. The dashed circle mark the
dihedral angles that have a reduced search range of [0°, 180°]. The solid circles and squares mark
peptide bonds and dihedral angles that are kept fixed during sampling. All other dihedral angles
belong to our space with their full range [0°,360°].
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Figure 3: The LOLS workflow starts from initial data and finishes with the structures and energies
of stable conformers. The eclipses represent data, the rectangles machine learning models, and the
rectangles with round corners represent DFT calculations.



(a)
[ Input ] [Encoder Layers] [Decoder Layers]

[ Output ]

wu
o

“ -+~ 32-32,B=0
—w- 32:32,B=-1
81 W —— 128-128,8=0
AR
\ —— 128-128,8= -1

B
o

o

N
o

MAE (unit: degree)
]
Latent Scale

=
o
N ke
%

EEET Y

o
I
i
i
I

o

10 20 30 40
Model Parameters in 1000s

0 0.0010.003 0.01 0.03 0.1

0.3 1
A

Figure 4: (a) Architecture of our variational auto-encoder. The input X consists of molecular
dihedral angles, and input E* is the scaled energy of the corresponding structure. The output
X are again dihedral angles, but no energy. Both encoder and decoder have two layers with the
same layer size. The mean (u) and variance (0?) are the outputs of the encoder and the normal
distribution is taken for samples z. (b) The mean absolute difference (MAE) between input and
output dihedral angles for the VAE models with different numbers of trainable parameters. The text
near the data points shows the numbers of neurons of each fully connected layer in the en/decoder
(layersize). During the test of layersize, X is fixed to 0.01. (c) The relationshop between the

latent-space scale L and the hyperparameter A. The test were performed with 32-32, 128-128
neural networks and g =0, —1.



and variance 0]2 (j represents the axis num-

ber of latent space). During the training stage,
the vector z in latent space is generated by
zj = N(uy,03),%° where N is the normal dis-
tribution. The vector z can be mapped back to
real space by the decoder layers.

Data preprocessing. The raw data includes
the dihedral angles of sampled molecular struc-
tures and their DFT-calculated energy E. We
preprocess the data in two stages. In stage one,
the dihedral angles are normalized from [0,360)]
to [-1, 1], and the total DFT energy is scaled
according to the following equation

. E-E,  E<E,

where Ej is a threshold energy that is used to
shift the DFT energies close to zero. Ej is sys-
tem dependent but once chosen is kept constant
for the same molecule (see Table 2). We adopt
the logarithmic function in Equation 1 to scale
down high energies (E > Ej), because we are
primarily interested in the low energy region
and wish to avoid high energy regions that can
obstruct model fitting.

In stage two, data with a scaled energy larger
than E} = = mean(E*) 4+ a X std(E*) is ex-
cluded from the training set of the VAE, since
the corresponding structures frequently exhibit
steric clashes and are therefore not relevant. In
this work, we set the cutoff threshold a = 2,
which resulted in a data exclusion of 3 — 6%
from the training set of the VAE. The excluded
data is usually 5 to 25 eV above the global min-
imum, and was still kept in the data pool and
used to build the energy model in step 2.

Loss function. The trainable parameters of
the VAE are optimized by minimizing the total
loss function, which consists of two contribu-
tions

5t0tal = 5rec + Aéreg- (2)

The first part is the reconstruction loss (drec),
which forces the encoder-decoder pair to mini-
mize information loss (i.e. minimize the differ-
ence between input and output). The second
part is the regularization (d,,) that confines

the latent space by forcing the encoder output
towards a standard normal distribution. A is a
hyperparameter that controls the ratio between
the two loss terms.

To make the VAE more sensitive to low-
energy structures, we weight the reconstruction
loss term (&) with the corresponding scaled

energy exp(8E*),

SN exp(BEY) x Diff (v, z9"%)
Zﬁil eXP(ﬁEf)

where [ is a hyperparameter which will be ex-
plored and discussed later. In this work, we
varied 3 from 0 to -3. ¢ refers to the ith
training data and N is the size of the train-
ing data. Diff (2", z9"") returns the difference
between input and output for the ith train-
ing data. Since our VAE does not output the
scaled energy, we define Diff only in terms of
the scaled dihedral angles

Orec = (3)

Diff (i, 1") =
1 D

(G
j=1

Here D refers to the number of dihedral angles
and j to the jth input and output vectors.

The regularization term (drg) can be ex-
pressed as the Kulback-Leibler (KL) divergence
(0ra) between the returned distribution and a
standard Gaussian.?® According to Ref. 26, the
KL divergence is calculated by the encoder out-
put mean j;; and variance o7;, where i is the ith
training data, j the axis number of latent space
and d is the dimension of latent space

(4)

— 23" +1) mod 2) —1)°

1
Okid = Nd

i=1 j

(1+log afj — u?j —o2).

v

(5)

The total loss function (dgeta1) in our work is

N | —

d

1

5t0ta1 - 5rec + A(Skld- (6)

Next, we will select a suitable value for A
and the right neural network settings for the
cysteine data set we generated in our previous
work.?! The data set consists of 800 cysteine



structures and their corresponding DFT ener-
gies from a BOSS run. We refer to this data set
as CYS800. The dihedral angle and energy dis-
tributions of this data set are shown in Figure
S1.

Neural network configurations. We chose
2 as the latent space dimension, for the simple
reason that two dimensions are convenient to
visualize. Visualizing and analyzing the latent
space will help us gain insight into the nature
of the latent space and develop suitable sam-
pling methods. It remains an open question if
increasing the dimension of latent space would
help sample more informative data and thus in-
crease the efficiency of the approach. We will
return to this question in future work.

For both encoder and decoder, we used two
fully connected layers of the same size and
ReLU as activation function. We varied the
number of neurons in each fully connected layer
in the encoder or decoder (layersize) from
8 to 128 and checked the mean absolute er-
ror (MAE) between inputs and outputs. The
CYS800 data set was used in all the tests. Sim-
ilar to Equation 4, the MAE is defined as

MAE (2", 29™) =

D
52|l — i+ 1) mod2)—1].
j=1

(7)

In Figure 4(b) we show the MAE as a func-
tion of the number of neural network parame-
ters, which is determined by the layersize. The
MAE decreases with increasing layersize, but
eventually converges around 20°. We believe
that with a higher dimensional latent space
(i.e., less information loss) we could further re-
duce the MAE, but we deemed 20° sufficient for
our purposes. We therefore picked a layersize
of 80 for cysteine and extended it to 128 for
other molecules in this work with higher search
dimensions.

The VAE was trained for 100,000 epochs to
ensure the convergence of the total loss func-
tion dyorar (Figure S2). The value of the energy
weight hyperparameter (5 =0 or § = —1) has
no significant effect on the MAE for the CYS800
data set, as shown in Figure 4(b). However, [

will play an important role in the active learn-
ing workflow (shown in Figure 3). We will dis-
cuss its effect in the results part.

Loss ratio A and latent space. After the
training is finished, the encoder maps the train-
ing data into the latent space as the latent-
space data z;; = p;;. The encoder output vari-
ances ofj are only used in the reparameteriza-
tion during the training stage and ignored after
training. The hyperparameter A controls the
ratio between the reconstruction loss and the
KL-divergence, thus determining the shape and
distribution of the latent-space data. We intro-
duce the latent-space scale L to measure the

size of the latent space

Figure 4(c) shows that L varies by one order
of magnitude for A\ between 0 and 1. Between
A = 0.001 and 0.03, L stabilizes around 1.47
and changes little, indicating we should pick A
from this region. In this range, L is also almost
independent of the size of the neural network.

Figure S3 shows the data distribution in la-
tent space for different A values. The shape
and size of latent spaces are highly dependent
on A. When A = 0.01, the latent-space data
distributes uniformly inside a circle (Figure 5),
which may benefit sampling. Therefore, we set
A = 0.01 for all networks in the following.

Sampling method

After generating the latent space, we can sam-
ple it. Every sample will be decoded into di-
hedral angles to reconstruct the atomic struc-
ture in real space. Then the DFT energy of
this structure is calculated. The combination of
scaled dihedral angles and DFT energy (z, E*)
is collected as new data.

We use a random sampling method to pick
new structures from latent space. We had con-
sidered building a surrogate model of latent
space with BOSS and sampling from its acqui-
sition function, but the complex structure of
latent space (which will be discussed in more
detail in the “Results and Discussion” section)



does not lend itself to more advanced sampling
methods. More specifically, we use a rectan-
gle random sampling method (Figure 5), which
contains the following steps. First, we create a
minimal rectangle that covers all of the latent-
space data. Then we increase the width and
height of the minimal rectangle with an expan-
sion rate. The expansion rate is a hyperparam-
eter that can be varied. We use a rate of 20% in
this work, which balances sampling from known
latent space areas with the need to explore un-
known areas away from available latent-space
data. Finally, we choose positions randomly in
the extended rectangle as samples.

In LOLS, the generation loop will keep run-
ning until the number of iterations reaches the
preset maximum. At each iteration, the VAE is
retrained and a data batch is acquired. These
newly acquired data points are added to the
data pool for training the new VAE in the next
iteration. In this work, we fix the batch size in
each iteration to 50, which is small enough to
track changes in latent space and large enough
to effect a change in the VAE.

Rectangle random sampling

Figure 5: The dashed and solid lines show the
minimal rectangle and the extended rectangle,
and the red crosses show a new sampling batch
inside the extended rectangle. The latent space
is the same as in Figure S3.

Energy Model

We fit a surrogate model in real space after
every k iterations of the generation loop. We
call this the “energy model” as it establishes
a relation between the dihedral angles and the
energy. k is the energy model interval. Here
we choose k = 5 for cysteine and £ = 20 for
other molecules, which helped us find the rele-
vant conformers without performing too many
structure optimizations. The number of opti-
mized structures is about 10-15% of the num-
ber of samples (See Table 3). We could use a
smaller £ to build more energy models and ex-
tract more local minima, but this would also
require performing more DFT structure opti-
mizations in step 3.

We use BOSS?# to fit a GP to the energy
model. The kernel is set to standard periodic
(STDP) to account for the periodicity of the
dihedral angles, with inverse gamma priors em-
ployed to stabilise kernel hyperparameters. The
noise is set to 0.001 eV, comparable to the accu-
racy of DFT calculations. We set an uninforma-
tive prior on the GP mean to avoid biasing the
model. After the energy model in real space is
built by BOSS, we take the training data as the
initial positions and apply the conjugate gradi-
ent method to find local minima. Only differ-
ent local minima are kept and duplicates are
purged. In accordance with our previous work,
we fully optimize all molecular degrees of free-
dom with DFT for only these unique minima
structures.

DFT Method

In this work, we employed the all-electron code
FHI-aims?™ % for all DFT calculations. We
used “tight” numerical settings, “tier 2”7 ba-
sis sets, the PBE exchange-correlation func-
tional®® and many-body dispersion (MBD) van
de Waals corrections.®! For a few structures,
in which two or more atoms come too close to
each other, the FHI-aims single-point calcula-
tions fail. We consider these structures invalid
(steric clashes). For different molecules, 3 — 6%
of samples were invalid and we omitted them.
For geometry optimization, a geometry was



considered to be converged when the maximum
residual force was below 0.01 eV/ A. We stopped
geometry optimization after a maximum of 200
steps to reduce the calculation costs. Any struc-
ture that is not converged after 200 steps is
excluded. For cysteine, all structures are con-
verged in less than 200 relaxation steps, but for
larger molecules, 5 — 20% of structures do not
converge (see Table 3).

Complete Workflow

Algorithm 1 shows the complete workflow
of LOLS. We have defined the parameters
initdata, layersize, Egy, «, B, A\, k, and the
noise in the previous sections. In addition, M
represents the maximum iterations.

Algorithm 1 Complete workflow

Require: initdata, layersize, Fy, a, 3, A,
noise, M, k
1: DataPool = initdata
2: StableComformers = ()
3: fori=1...M do
4: Initialize(VAE, layersize)

5: data = Trim(DataPool, Ey, «)

6: Optimize(VAE, g, \, data)

7 latent = VAE — Encode(data)

8: sample = TakeSamples(latent)

9: decoded = VAE — Decode(sample)
10: for vector € decoded do
11: atoms = Vec2Atoms(vector)
12: energy = DFTEnergy(atoms)
13: DataPool « {vector, energy}

14: end for
15: if (i =0 mod k) then

16: Initialize(GP, DataPool)

17: Optimize(GP, noise)

18: for vector, energy € DataPool do
19: Optimize(vector, GP)

20: atoms = Vec2Atoms(vector)
21: Optimize(atoms)

22: StableComformers < atoms
23: end for

24: end if

25: end for

26: Return StableComformers

We applied our LOLS method to cysteine and

the peptides WG, GFA, GGF and WGG. Fig-
ure 2 shows how we chose the dihedral angles
as features. The dihedral angles of the pep-
tide bonds in WG, GFA, GGF and WGG are
fixed at 180° for the trans conformation because
they usually have lower energy than the cis iso-
mers. For GFA and GGF, the dihedral angles
of the benzene rotation are only searched from
0° to 180° due to symmetry. For GFA, the di-
hedral angle of the methyl rotation is fixed at
180°. The final dimension of features for cys-
teine, WG, GFA, GGF, and WGG are 5, 7, 9,
9 and 9.

The parameters in Table 1 are shared by all
molecules. We do not fine-tune them for indi-
vidual molecules because all the molecules in
this work are small and organic. The molecule-
dependent parameters are shown in Table 2.

We could initialize LOLS with random data.
However, since BOSS performs active learning
for optimal knowledge gain and BOSS sampling
is very fast for small amounts of data, we use
samples from one BOSS run as the initial data
in this work. The initial data size is also shown
in Table 2.

During testing on cysteine, we noticed that
some targets that were correctly identified at
a certain point would disappear, if we contin-
ued iterating (See Figure S4), due to statistical
fluctuations of GP fitting. Because of this ob-
servation, we not only take the result from the
final energy model with maximum data size but
also from previous energy models.

Table 1: General parameters of LOLS used for
all the molecules in this work

name value
VAE latent dimension 2
cutoff threshold (a) | 2
energy weight (53) 0,—1,-3
loss ratio () 0.01
training epochs 100
Sampling | expansion rate 20%
batch size 50
GP model | kernel STDP
fitting noise 0.001




Table 2: Molecule-dependent parameters of LOLS

name Cysteine | WG GFA | GGF | WGG
search dimensionality D 7 9 9 9
initial data size 100 350 350 350 350
en/decoder layer size (layersize) 80 128 128 128 128
maximum iteration (M) 40 120 120 120 140
energy model interval (k) 5 20 20 20 20
threshold energy (Ey/eV) -19635 | -24320 | -27467 | -26399 | -29977

Results and Discussion

We applied LOLS to cysteine, WG, GFA, GGF
and WGG. For cysteine, we mainly compared
the results to our previous study,?! which used
BOSS and quantum chemistry methods. The
conformer structures in Ref. 21 obtained with
the same DFT settings as this work were se-
lected as targets for cysteine. For the other
molecules, we compared our results to the
database generated by Valders et al.?®> The au-
thors first ran molecular dynamics/quenching
(MD/Q) simulations with tight-binding DFT to
scan the free energy surfaces and then recalcu-
lated the low-energy structures with high-level
quantum chemistry methods. We reoptimized
their structures in the database with our DFT
functional and settings before using them as
targets. The mean difference in dihedral angles
between our reoptimzied and the geometries in
Ref. 25 are generally less than 5°, except WG
03 (22.6°), GGF 05 (12.3°), GGF 13 (11.9°),
and WG 11 (7.0°). Two structures are consid-
ered similar when the mean difference in the
dihedral angles is less than 15°. In the series of
similar structures, only the structure with the
lowest energy is kept. If the maximal difference
of dihedral angles between one target and one
of our results is less than 15°, we state that the
target has been reached. Otherwise, we con-
sider that a new structure has been found.

Cysteine

First we analyze the VAE training process and
acquired samples. The training loss, the latent-
space scale, and the average energy of samples
were all within reasonable values during the
training, proving that the training went well for

10

cysteine(see Figure S5 and SI). Next we analyze
the latent space of cysteine. The trained VAE
has two components: the encoder and the de-
coder. The latent-space data generated by en-
coders with different g are shown in Figure 6
(a)-(c). The latent-space data is distributed
uniformly as a circle in the latent spaces. For
B = 0, low- and high-energy data are mixed.
For g < 0, low- and high-energy regions start
to form that become more pronounced for more
negative fs.

To understand the correspondence between
the eleven target cysteine conformers?! and the
latent space, we discretized latent space on a
400 x 400 grid, and mapped all points back to
real space with the decoder. We assigned each
corresponding structure to one of the eleven
conformers, if the MAE is smaller than 30°. If
it is larger, the structure remains unassigned.
The result is a map of islands in latent space,
shown in panels (d)-(f). The total area of is-
lands are 6.1%, 3.7% and 7.3% of the latent
space for § = 0, —1 and —3. However, the map-
ping is not always unique, and multiple islands
may map to the same target, such as Ia in Fig-
ure 6 (d). This suggests that structures that are
similar in real space are not necessarily close in
latent space.

The eleven targets are distributed within [0,
0.25 eV] from the global minimum. We repeat-
ede the same procedure described in the last
paragraph, but now use all the conformers we
identified in the energy window [0, 0.5 eV] from
the global minimum as references. We colored
the latent space by the energies of these refer-
ence conformers and call the colored area low-
energy areas. For § = 0,—1, and —3, the low-
energy areas cover 36.2%, 26.6%, and 36.8% of



the latent space in Figure 6(g)-(i).

Finally, we analyze and evaluate the perfor-
mance of LOLS for cysteine conformer search.
Figure 7(a) shows the numbers of targets found
in the nine parallel runs. The same color is
used for results with the same [ value. The
y value gives the accumulative number of cor-
rectly identified targets before that iteration.
The best outcome is in one run with § = —3
(top green curve), while the worst result has
S = 0 (bottom red curve). The other seven
runs perform accordingly. S = —3 runs are
among the best, § = —1 average and = 0
the worst. We therefore recommend a 3 value
smaller than zero. The results using the same
B for three parallel runs are merged into one
and shown in Figure 7(b). The figure shows
that all the eleven targeted conformers (along
with some new ones) were found regardless of
B. This is also shown again in Table 3.

GFA

Next we applied LOLS to GFA. The training
loss, the latent-space scale and the average en-
ergy of the samples in Figure S6 indicate that
the training went well for GFA. In addition, we
observed that more low-energy data is gener-
ated for non-zero #s. More discussions can be
found in the SI. We plot the latent spaces of
GFA for f = 0, —1 and —3 using the same map-
ping methods as for cysteine. Panels (j)-(1) in
Figure 6 show the latent-space data generated
by the encoder. For § = —3, the latent-space
data is more compact and contains more low-
energy data than for § = 0 and § = —1. Fig-
ures 6(m)-(o) show the correspondence of the
latent-space data to the target GFA conform-
ers? in real space generated by the decoder.
Unlike for cysteine, the colored latent space of
GFA is quite empty. The total area of col-
ored islands are 0.06%, 0.28% and 0.28% for
f =0,—1and —3. Figures 6(p)-(r) are colored
in the same way as Figures 6(g)-(i). The low-
energy areas ([0, 0,5 eV]) cover 1.0%, 7.6% and
11.7% of the latent space of GFA, for 8 = 0,
—1, and —3. The coverages are much smaller
than in cysteine. We believe that this due to
the higher dimensionality of GFA (9 compared
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to 6). Higher-dimensional systems usually have
more complex PESs, and less area can be asso-
ciated with low-energy conformers, which may
explain the emptiness of latent space.

For every 3, the accumulative results of three
parallel runs were merged into one and shown in
Figure 8. We used the sixteen GFA structures
reported in Ref 25 as our targets. We found
nine, thirteen and thirteen out of the sixteen
targets for § = 0, —1 and —3. Among the three
values of 3, f = —3 performs best for GFA, g =
—1 has similar performance as § = —3, but § =
0 missed six out of nine lowest energy targets.
As mentioned in Ref 25, these targets can be
divided into six structural types according to
the different hydrogen bonds. All six types are
found with 8 of 0, —1 and —3.

The differences between our results and the
reference results?® are mainly due to the flexi-
bility of the end groups of GFA. The —CH,NH,
branch and the —CgHy branch (benzene ring)
of GFA have several stable configurations which
have energy differences within 10 meV. The
two groups are at the end of the peptide, thus
having little effect on the overall structures of
GFA, however resulting in the different con-
formers. For example, GFA 06, GFA 11, and
GFA 08 have very similar structures (See Fig-
ure S7). The only difference between GFA 06
and GFA 11 is the configuration of the benzene
ring, which causes an 1.7 meV energy difference.
And the only difference between GFA 11 and
GFA 08 is the configuration of the —CH,NH,
branch, which causes a difference of 1.9 meV.
We found GFA 11 but missed GFA 06 and 08
in the result with § = —1, and we missed GFA
11 but found GFA 06 and 08 with g = —3.
Importantly, the global minimum (GFA 15) is
always found by our method even with different
Bs. The reference did not find any conformers
in the energy range from 0.05 to 0.12 eV above
the global minimum. However, we found six,
ten, and eight new structures in this energy re-
gion using f = 0, —1, and —3. Overall, we have
achieved comparable accuracy as the reference.
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Figure 6: The latent spaces of cysteine (left, (a)-(i)) and GFA (right, (j)-(r)) for different 5 are
visualized in three ways. In (a)-(c) and (j)-(1) the latent spaces are formed by the latent-space data
generated by the encoders with different 5. The color represents the scaled energy. In (d)-(i) and
(m)-(r) the points in latent space are decoded into real space, and the reconstructed structures are
compared with a series of targets. If the mean difference of dihedral angles (MAE) between the
reconstructed structure and the nearest target is less than 30°, the points are colored. In (d)-(f)
and (m)-(o) the targets are from the references,?"?* and the same color represents the same target.
In (g)-(i) and (p)-(r) the targets are all stable conformers we found with energy less than 0.5 eV
above the global minimum. In (g)-(i) and (p)-(r) the color represents the energy of the nearest
conformer: the darker color, the lower energy.
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WG, WGG and GGF
We also tested WG, WGG and GGF, whose

search dimensions are seven, nine and nine, re-
spectively, and compared them with Ref. 25.
For each 3 of 0, —1, and —3, three parallel runs
were carried out for WG and GGF, with maxi-
mum iteration count M = 120. Unfortunately,
we did not find the global minimum of WGG
at 120 iterations for any value of 3, so we ran
an additional 20 iterations for WGG. The ac-
cumulative results are shown in Figure S8. The
results of all the five molecules are also summa-
rized in Table 3.

For WG, using § = 0 or —3, we found all
the thirteen targets, but § = —1 missed the
highest energy target. For GGF, the perfor-
mance for different S were close but § = —1
found the most targets. For WGG, = 0
missed the global minimum, which was found
with 8 = —1 or f§ = —3. Combined with
the results for cystine and GFA, we can state
that non-zero (8 is at least beneficial for larger
molecules such as GFA, GGF and WGG. Ex-
cept cysteine, all other molecules are peptides
which are very flexible molecules. It is there-
fore no surprise that our structure lists are not
exactly the same for different § or as the ones
in Ref 25. We have missed some targets but

13

also found some new ones in the same energy
region. Overall we achieved the same level of
performance as the reference.

Comparison to real space search

In order to compare the sampling in low-energy
latent space and in real space, we compared
LOLS to a real space search workflow. In the
real space search, we took samples randomly
from real space and fitted a GP surrogate model
every k samples, gathered the local minima as
the relaxation starting points, relaxed the ge-
ometries with DFT, removed duplicates and
then compared them with targets (Algorithm
S1). In other words, the real space search work-
flow replaces the data generation loop by taking
random samples directly in real space but keeps
the other steps of LOLS. We tested the real
space search workflow on cysteine(5-D), WG
(7-D), and GFA(9-D). For each molecule, we
carried out three parallel runs. The results of
the parallel runs were merged and compared to
LOLS with f = —3 in Figure 9. The details of
the observed targets are shown in Figure S9.

Figure 9 presents the number of targets found
versus the number of samples used to build the
energy models. For cysteine, the real space
search found all the eleven targets with 2250
samples, while LOLS (8 = —3) required 3000
samples. For WG, the real space search and
LOLS both took 18000 samples to find all the
thirteen targets. LOLS’s performance is sim-
ilar to the real space search for cysteine and
WG. However, for GFA LOLS starts to pro-
vide an advantage. The real space search found
eleven out of sixteen targets using 30000 sam-
ples, while LOLS (8 = —3) found twelve targets
with 12000 samples and thirteen targets with
18000 samples. LOLS clearly outperforms the
real space search, indicating our method is more
suitable for larger molecules with more degrees
of freedom.

Discussion

First, we discuss the properties of latent spaces
in this work. Our analysis of the 2-D latent
spaces generated by encoders revealed them to



Table 3: Final results for all 5 molecules. Results for three parallel run are merged. “Achieved”
means the number of targets we found. “New” means the number of stable structures we found but
missed by the reference. (Only the ones with energy less than the maximum energy of targets are
counted.) “Achieved Details” enumerate the targets sorted by energy, where e and o represent found
and missed targets. “Single” means the total number of single-point energy calculations during the

three parallel samplings. “Relax” shows the number of optimized structures. “Converged” gives
the number of stable structures that are converged within 200 geometry optimization steps.

Material | Dim | # | Target | Achieved | New | Single | Relax | Converged | Achieved Details
Cysteine ) 0 11 11 16 6000 919 919 T YYYYYYYYY Y
Cysteine | 5 | -1 11 11 18 6000 922 922 eccccccccce
Cysteine | 5 | -3 11 11 20 6000 944 944 eccccccccce
WG 7 0 13 13 46 | 18000 | 2314 2172 XYY YYYYY Y YY)
WG 7 |-1 13 12 47 | 18000 | 2292 2177 0000000000000
WG 7 -3 13 13 45 | 18000 | 2214 2087 eccccccccccce
GFA 9 0 16 9 15 18000 | 1443 1227 ©000000000000000
GFA 9 -1 16 13 23 | 18000 | 1872 1588 00000000000 0000
GFA 9 -3 16 13 27 | 18000 | 1873 1597 000000000000 0000
GGF 9 0 13 9 23 | 18000 | 1870 1555 0000000000000
GGF 9 |-1 13 10 22 | 18000 | 1645 1381 LY YT Y Y Y Yot Yo YoI
GGF 9 |-3 13 9 22 | 18000 | 1553 1379 LY YeT T Y Y YoToY Y YoI
WGG 9 0 13 7 13 | 21000 | 2536 2004 0000000000000
WGG 9 |-1 13 7 10 | 21000 | 3073 2508 000000000000
WGG 9 -3 13 9 9 21000 | 2844 2270 000000000000

be neither smooth nor continuous (See Fig-
ure 6(a)-(c) and (j)-(1)). High- and low-energy
areas appear intermixed in the latent space, and
it proved difficult to fit GP models to latent-
space data and extract any information on low
energy regions. Moreover, casting previously
known conformers into latent space demon-
strated that the same conformer structure can
be mapped into different locations in latent
space (see Figure 6(d)-(i) and (m)-(r)). This
suggests that similar structures in real space are
not necessarily close in latent space. For these
reasons, we did not further pursue designing
acquisition functions or minima searches in la-
tent space. Instead we use the fast, explorative
and space-filling random sampling approaches
to sample latent space.

We analyzed the low-energy area ([0, 0.5 eV])
of our latent spaces. For cysteine, all workflows
with the different = 0, —1, —3 achieved good
results, which may be due to the similar cover-
age of low-energy area (~ 30%). However, for
GFA, only 1% of latent space corresponds to
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low-energy structures for § = 0, which is likely
to be the reason for missing most of the tar-
gets (See Figure 8). This percentage increases
to 10% for 8 = —1 and —3, and we achieved
much better results. This analysis suggests that
a non-zero (3 is an advantage for LOLS. More
detailed discussion of how the g affects the dat-
apool can be found in ST (Figure S10 and Figure
S11).

Next, we discuss the efficiency of LOLS.
Building a high-dimensional energy model and
thoroughly exploring it requires a large amount
of data. For example, if we take the grid sam-
pling method in nine-dimensional space and di-
vide each dimension into ten equal parts, we
would need 10° samples. Although our work
does not aim to achieve the highest efficiency,
we acquired enough data to build a reliable en-
ergy model for nine-dimensional peptides with
18000 - 21000 single-point energy calculations.
We compared LOLS to a real space sampling al-
gorithm, and conclude that LOLS found more
conformers with fewer samples than the real
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space search algorithm for 9-D molecules. How-
ever, for small molecules such as cysteine (5-D)
and WG (7-D), our method is unlikely to out-
perform this real space sampling.

The LOLS algorithm is flexible and offers sev-
eral parameters that could further be modified
and optimized for different systems. Also, we
chose the rectangle random sampling method
for simplicity. Replacing it with some more so-
phisticated sampling methods may further in-
crease the efficiency. The architecture of the
neural networks in the VAE, and the hyper-
parameters [ and A could also be fine-tuned
for even better performance. After acquiring a
fixed amount of samples, we use a GP model
to build the energy model and gather the local
minima for post-relaxation. Here the GP model
could be replaced by any continuous model, for
example, a neural network.

Conclusion

In this work, we have developed the active
learning workflow LOLS for molecular con-
former search. LOLS is a stochastic method
that contains two machine learning models: the
generative model VAE for data sampling and
the GP for energy model fitting. We introduced
the hyperparameter [ to steer the latent space
towards low-energy molecular configurations for
generating more informative data. We have ap-
plied LOLS to cysteine and the peptides WG,
GFA, GGF, and WGG, and achieved a similar
level of accuracy as the references. For small
molecules such as cysteine, it is more efficient
to sample data in real space; however, LOLS is
more suitable for larger molecules such as pep-
tides. LOLS is still at an early stage of devel-
opment: further optimization of the generative
model and energy model may increase the effi-
ciency and facilitate applications to other sys-
tems beyond molecules.

We have also gained insight into the nature
and properties of latent space both quantita-
tively and qualitatively. Quantitatively, we
found that the distribution of latent-space data
can be controlled by the hyperparameter A that
is used to balance the reconstruction loss and



regulation term in the loss function of the VAE.
By tuning A, a more uniform latent space can be
formed, which is beneficial for sampling. In ad-
dition, we found that the latent-space scale (L)
is a good parameter to measure the size of la-
tent space. Qualitatively, we found for cysteine
and GFA that latent space is neither smooth
nor continuous in the low-energy regions. More-
over, the structures are close in real space might
not be close in latent space. Therefore we rec-
ommend exploratory and space-filling sampling
approaches for latent space sampling.
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Supporting Information Avail-
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(Figure S1) The distributions of dihedral an-
gles and scaled energy of the CYS800 data set;
(Figure S2) the progression of training loss with
training epochs; (Figure S3) the latent-space
data distributions of the CYS800 data set with
different \; (Figure S4) the targets found at dif-
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ferent iterations; (Figure S5 and S6) the latent-
space scale and the energies of samples during
the data generation step for cysteine and GFA;
(Figure S7) three very similar GFA conformers:
GFA 08, GFA 11 and GFA 06.; (Figure S8) the
accumulative results for WG, GGF and WGG;
(Figure S9) comparison of LOLS and real space
search workflow on GFA; (Figure S10) the rela-
tionship between the reconstruction error and
the scaled energy in the last iteration of LOLS
on cysteine; (Figure S11) the energy distribu-
tion of the data in the last LOLS iteration for
cysteine, WG and GFA.
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Analysis of CYS800 data set (CYS800)

Figure S1 shows the distributions of dihedral angles and scaled energy of the CYS800 data
set. The size of the data set is 800. The histogram shows that d; and d3 are uniformly
distributed in [0°, 360°], but the distributions of ds, d4, and ds have three, two and two
peaks. Only 5 data in the test set has the scaled energy above 1.0. And most data has

energy around the peak at —0.25.

The progression of training loss

Figure S2 shows the training loss of the CYS800 data set changes with training epochs. The
VAE models are trained by using A = 0.01, 5 = 0 and layersize = 128. The blue, red and

green lines represent the total loss, the reconstruction loss, and the KL divergence. The KL
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Figure S1: The dihedral angles and energy distribution of test set.

divergence keeps stable after 10000 epochs. The reconstruction loss decreases to 0.03 at the
first 50000 epochs and stabilizes after 100000 epochs. We select 100000 epochs to ensure the

convergence of the network training.

The latent-space data distributions with different \

Figure S3 shows the latent-space data distributions of the CYS800 data set with different A
values. We plot the latent-space data (u;1, f2) and the color represents the scaled energy
of the corresponding molecular structure. For A = 0, the VAE decays to a normal auto-
encoder and the data distribution is non-uniform: data points in the center of latent space
are closed to each other, while other data points are sparsely distribute in the rest of latent
space. When A increases a small amount to 0.001, the scale of latent space drops (see axis
labels in Figure S3). When A = 0.01, the data distribute even more uniformly inside a circle.

When X increases to 0.1 the latent space restructures into parallel lines. Further increasing
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Figure S2: The progression of training loss with training epochs.

A compresses latent space and it finally collapses into a single point for A ~ 1.

Statistic analysis of cysteine results

We extract the local minima from the GP at different iterations and use them to initialize
DFT geometry optimization. The candidate structures are further optimized with DFT
structure relaxation and the results are shown in Figure S4. Some targets found at certain
iteration might be missed in following iterations. For example, the second target (sorted by
energy) is found at iteration 15 and 20 but missed at iteration 25. This suggests us not to
keep only the result of the final energy model but the accumulative results.

Figure S5 shows how the training loss, the latent-space scale and the energies of samples
changes during the data generation step for cysteine. For the same [, the KL Divergence
remains stable among iterations because it is controlled by the hyperparameter A. The fixed
A also limits the value of latent-space scale L in the range 1.40 — 1.55, which is closed to
the latent-space scale L ~ 1.47 of the test set. The reconstruction loss and the total loss
increase as the iteration increases, but the increasing rate and the start value are not related

to the values of f3.
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Figure S3: The latent-space data distributions of the CYS800 data set with different A.
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Figure S5: The training loss, latent-space scale, and energies of samples during the data
generation. (a)f =0 (b)f = —1 (c) f = —3.

Statistic analysis of GFA results

Figure S6 shows the reconstruction loss, the latent-space scale and the energies of samples
during the data generation step for GFA . For each run, both the reconstruction loss and
the latent-space scale slowly increase as the iteration steps increase, in which the workflow
with § = —3 has a minimal increase rate. The KL-Divergence has a stable value among
iterations, but the value for § = —3 is only half of which for § = 0 or -1. The latent-space
scale L is about 1.25 for = —3, which is smaller than 1.47 — 1.61 for § = 0 and 1.45 — 1.52
for § = —1. The average energy of samples has ~ 10% fluctuation among iterations but
decreases about 1 eV when 8 changes from 0 to —3. More low-energy samples are acquired

for § = —3 than 8 = —1 or 0.

Similar GFA conformers

Figure S7 shows three very similar GFA conformers. The blue rectangles show the difference
between GFA 06 and GFA 11 is at the —Cy4Hy branch (benzene ring), which causes the
energy difference 1.7 meV. The orange rectangles show the difference between GFA 11 and
GFA 08 is at the —CH,NH, branch, which causes the energy difference 1.9 meV.
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Figure S7: Three very similar GFA conformers: GFA 08, GFA 11 and GFA 06. The orange
rectangles show the main difference between GFA 08 and GFA 11. The blue rectangles show
the main difference between GFA 11 and GFA 06.



Detailed results of WG, GGF and WGG

Figure S8 shows the accumulative results for WG (7d), GGF (9d) and WGG (9d).
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Figure S8: The accumulative results for (a) WG (7d), (b) GGF (9d) and (c) WGG (9d).

Detailed results of real space search

Algorithm S1 shows the real space search workflow.

Figure S9 is the comparison of the GFA results from real space search workflow (Algo-
rithm 2) and the LOLS. The real space search workflow acquired 6000 and 10000 samples.
LOLS acquired 6000 samples with different values of 8. The real space search workflow
missed the top eight lowest energy targets with 6000 samples and remained to perform

poorly up to 10000 samples.



Algorithm S1 Real space search workflow

Require: noise, M, k
1: DataPool = ()
2: StableComformers = ()
3: fori=1...M do
4: vector = RamdomVector ()

5: atoms = Vec2Atoms(vector)

6: energy = DFTEnergy(atoms)

7: DataPool <« {vector, energy}

8: if (:=0 mod k) then

9: Initialize(GP, DataPool)

10: Optimize(GP, noise)

11: for vector,energy € DataPool do
12: Optimize(vector, GP)

13: atoms = Vec2Atoms(vector)
14: Optimize(atoms)
15: StableComformers <+ atoms
16: end for
17: end if
18: end for

19: Return StableComformers
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Figure S9: Comparison of LOLS and real space search workflow on GFA. RS 6k and RS 10k
represent the results of the real space search workflow with 6000 and 10000 samples.



Analysis of the final data pools of cysteine, WG, and
GFA

Figure S10 gives the relationship between the reconstruction error (MAE of dihedral angles)
and the scaled energy in the last iteration of LOLS for cysteine. A negative S makes the
data with lower energy have less reconstruction loss and causes the workflow to acquire more

lower-energy data.
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Figure S10: The relationship between the reconstruction error (MAE of dihedral angles) and
the scaled energy in the last iteration of LOLS for cysteine.

Figure S11 shows the energy distribution of the data in the last LOLS iteration for
cysteine, WG and GFA. The iteration number for Cysteine, WG, and GFA are 40, 120, and
120. The energy zero point is set to the global minima of the molecules. f = —3 makes
LOLS obtain more lower energy samples. And the tendency becomes more significant as the
dimension increases from five to nine. On the other hand, the ratio of higher energy (> 4
eV) increases as the dimension increases. The reason is that molecules with more atoms

have a higher probability of collisions between atoms which causes high DFT energies
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Figure S11: The energy distribution of the data in the last LOLS iteration for cysteine, WG
and GFA.
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