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Geometric Deep Learning for Structure-Based
Drug Design: A Survey

Zaixi Zhang, Jiaxian Yan, Qi Liu, Enhong Chen, and Marinka Zitnik

Abstract—Structure-based drug design (SBDD) utilizes the three-dimensional geometry of proteins to identify potential drug
candidates. Traditional methods, grounded in physicochemical modeling and informed by domain expertise, are resource-intensive.
Recent developments in geometric deep learning, focusing on the integration and processing of 3D geometric data, coupled with the
availability of accurate protein 3D structure predictions from tools like AlphaFold, have greatly advanced the field of structure-based
drug design. This paper systematically reviews the current state of geometric deep learning in SBDD. We first outline foundational
tasks in SBDD, detail prevalent 3D protein representations, and highlight representative predictive and generative models. We then
offer in-depth reviews of each key task, including binding site prediction, binding pose generation, de novo molecule generation, linker
design, and binding affinity prediction. We provide formal problem definitions and outline each task’s representative methods, datasets,
evaluation metrics, and performance benchmarks. Finally, we summarize the current challenges and future opportunities: current
challenges in SBDD include oversimplified problem formulations, inadequate out-of-distribution generalization, a lack of reliable
evaluation metrics and large-scale benchmarks, and the need for experimental verification and enhanced model understanding;
opportunities include leveraging multimodal datasets, integrating domain knowledge, building comprehensive benchmarks, designing
criteria based on clinical endpoints, and developing foundation models that broaden the range of design tasks. We also curate
https://github.com/zaixizhang/Awesome-SBDD, reflecting ongoing contributions and new datasets in SBDD.

Index Terms—Geometric Deep Learning, Generative Models, Molecular Design, Structure-based Drug Design, Therapeutic Science
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1 INTRODUCTION

Structure-based drug design (SBDD) [1], [2], [3] is becoming
an essential tool for designing and optimizing drug candi-
dates by effectively leveraging the three-dimensional geo-
metric information of target proteins. Traditionally, the 3D
structures of the target protein are obtained with techniques
like X-ray crystallography [4], nuclear magnetic resonance
(NMR) spectroscopy [5], or cryo-electron microscopy (cryo-
EM) [6]. Recently, the progress on high-accurate protein
structure prediction such as AlphaFold [7] and ESMFold [8]
further boosts the availability of structural data and lays the
foundation for its broad applications. SBDD has emerged as
an instrumental approach in the development of new kinds
of therapies. Several drugs available in the market today
owe their genesis to SBDD. For instance, HIV-1 protease
inhibitors were identified using this approach [9]. Similarly,
raltitrexed, a thymidylate synthase inhibitor [10], and the
antibiotic norfloxacin [11] are other exemplars of success-
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ful SBDD applications. Nevertheless, conventional SBDD
methodologies, which are grounded in physical modeling,
the application of hand-engineered scoring functions, and
exhaustive search across vast biochemical space, present
substantial challenges. In response to these limitations, there
has been a burgeoning interest in geometric deep learning
[12] to accelerate and refine SBDD.

Geometric deep learning (GDL) [12], [13] refers to neural
network architectures designed to capture and encode 3D
geometric data. Unlike traditional methods that rely on
hand-crafted feature engineering, GDL can autonomously
extract salient 3D structural features. Additionally, certain
GDL techniques, such as TFN [14], EGNN [15], and GMN
[16] that integrate symmetry properties directly into the
network design, which serves as an effective inductive
bias and potentially leads to enhanced performance. In
the realm of 3D Euclidean space, ”symmetry” encompasses
transformations like rotations, translations, and reflections.
It’s imperative to understand how protein and molecular
properties vary under these transformations (Section 2.2).
With the rapid development of geometric deep learning, a
series of SBDD tasks including binding site prediction [17],
binding pose generation [18], de novo ligand generation [19],
linker design [20], binding affinity prediction [21], and more
[22], [23] have benefited. Geometric deep learning for SBDD
has advanced rapidly, drawing more attention from broad
communities. Therefore, writing a survey summarizing the
recent progress and envisioning the future directions is
necessary.

Geometric deep learning for SBDD has two main cat-
egories of tasks: predictive [24] and generative tasks [2].
Predictive tasks are concerned with predicting outcomes
based on given input protein/molecule data (e.g., binding

ar
X

iv
:2

30
6.

11
76

8v
5 

 [
q-

bi
o.

Q
M

] 
 2

4 
O

ct
 2

02
3

https://github.com/zaixizhang/Awesome-SBDD


JOURNAL OF LATEX CLASS FILES, VOL. 14, NO. 8, AUGUST 2015 2

affinity prediction), demanding high accuracy and reliability
due to their applications in drug discovery. On the other
hand, generative tasks are centered around the design of
new drug molecule data, such as de novo ligand generation.
In this paper, we discuss both tasks with an emphasis on
exploring the potential and capabilities of the new emerging
generative models for SBDD.

1.1 Distinctive Contributions of the Survey

Artificial intelligence is increasingly used to augment all
stages of scientific research [25], [26], including designing
and developing new therapeutics. We here focus on SBDD,
a critical element of therapeutic science underscored by a
plethora of surveys detailing its advancements [10], [27],
[28], [29], [30], [31], [32]. However, a common thread among
these surveys is their vantage point rooted firmly in bio-
chemistry, which may only partially cater to the machine
learning research community. Marking a departure from
these extant surveys, our review endeavors to bridge this
gap. We overview geometric deep-learning methods ex-
plicitly tailored for SBDD, elucidated through the lens of
machine learning and deep learning paradigms. A standout
feature of our review is its meticulous organization, deeply
anchored in SBDD task-specific frameworks. More explic-
itly, we have curated our sections based on distinct SBDD
task categories. We have framed each task within a machine
learning challenge, ensuring a seamless marriage between
domain-specific intricacies and computational methodolo-
gies. This entails clearly presenting algorithms, benchmark
datasets, evaluation metrics, and model performances for
each task. Through this approach, our aim is two-fold:
firstly, to enable researchers from the machine learning and
deep learning fraternities to gain insights into SBDD tasks
without being burdened by intricate domain-specific pre-
requisites, and secondly, to lay the groundwork that could
motivate the development of more sophisticated geometric
deep learning algorithms optimally suited for structure-
based drug design.

1.2 Organization of the Survey

In this survey, we delve into the interdisciplinary domain
bridging geometric deep learning and SBDD. To ensure
comprehensive coverage, we curated papers from machine
learning conferences and journals, including NeurIPS, ICLR,
ICML, KDD, TKDE, and TPAMI. Concurrently, we retrieved
publications from natural science journals. Guided by SBDD
tasks highlighted in this survey, our search strategy was
anchored by key terms, including ”structure-based drug
design,” ”protein-ligand docking,” ”protein-ligand affinity
prediction,” ”linker design,” and ”protein binding site pre-
diction,” among others, ensuring we amassed a broad spec-
trum of relevant studies. Given that the majority of FDA-
approved drugs fall into the category of small molecules
[33], our focus in this survey primarily centers on papers
and methodologies that discuss these small molecules. Fol-
lowing our exhaustive search, we meticulously categorized
the gathered papers, aligning them with their respective
tasks and methodologies. Table 1 provides a detailed break-
down.

In Section 2.1, we introduce 3D representations of pro-
teins, the SBDD tasks reviewed in this paper, and popular
predictive and generative models. The following sections
are organized based on the logical order of SBDD tasks as
shown in Figure 1: as for the target protein structure, we
first need to identify the binding site; then we can conduct
binding pose generation, de novo molecule generation, and
linker design; with the protein-ligand complex structure, we
can use binding affinity prediction and other filtering crite-
ria to filter drug candidates. Admittedly, the order and the
category of SBDD tasks are not fixed since SBDD is an iter-
ative process that proceeds through multiple cycles, leading
optimized drug candidates to clinical trials [34]. Some meth-
ods may also be capable of accomplishing multiple tasks.
For example, EquiBind [35] can predict the binding pose of
ligands without prior knowledge of the binding site, i.e.,
blinding docking, to ease readers’ understanding. Finally,
Section 4 identifies the open challenges and opportunities,
paving the way for the future of designing geometric deep
learning methods for structure-based drug design.

2 PRELIMINARIES

Figure 1 provides an overview of the SBDD tasks encom-
passing binding site prediction, binding pose generation,
de novo molecule generation, linker design, and binding
affinity prediction. Binding site and affinity prediction are
typically formulated as predictive tasks, whereas binding
pose generation, de novo molecule generation, and linker
design are addressed as generative tasks.

2.1 Protein and Ligand Representations
Protein and ligand molecule representations depend on the
SBDD tasks and specific geometric deep learning methods.
In SBDD, proteins are usually characterized by 3D represen-
tations that capture critical 3D structural information in the
form of grids, surfaces, and spatial graphs (Figure 2):

• 3D grids are Euclidean data structures comprised of
uniformly spaced 3D elements, termed voxels. These
grids have distinct geometric properties: each voxel has
a consistent neighborhood structure, making it indistin-
guishable from other voxels in terms of structure, and
the vertices maintain a fixed order determined by their
spatial dimensions. Owing to the Euclidean nature of
the 3D grid input, 3D CNNs are conventionally em-
ployed to encode such data and to handle subsequent
tasks.

• The 3D surface of a protein is the exterior layer of the
protein’s atoms and is pivotal in protein-ligand interac-
tions. Each point on this protein surface can be distin-
guished by its associated chemical (e.g., hydrophobic,
electrostatic) and geometric (e.g., local shape, curva-
ture) attributes. Protein surfaces can be represented
as meshes, polygons that demarcate the surface’s con-
tours, or point clouds, sets of nodes that specify the
surface’s position at a particular resolution level.

• 3D graphs are prevalently utilized to describe protein
structural data, wherein atoms serve as nodes and
covalent bonds as edges. Edges can also be formed by
linking the k-nearest neighbors. Geometric GNNs [15],
[36] are adept at processing protein 3D graphs.
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As for the ligand molecules, their representations vary
from 1D strings, e.g., simplified molecular-input line-entry
system (SMILES) [37] to 2D and 3D graphs [38] where nodes
represent atoms and edges represent bonds (Figure 3).

2.2 Symmetries

Incorporating the symmetry priors into neural network
architectures as inductive bias is an effective strategy to
build generalizable models [12], [39]. The main symmetry
groups in protein-ligand systems include the Euclidean
group E(3), the particular Euclidean group SE(3), and the
permutation group [12]. Both E(3) and SE(3) include rotation
and translation transformations in the 3D Euclidean space.
E(3) further covers the reflection operation. These transfor-
mations are essential for geometric deep learning because
the output should obey the underlying physics rules that
predicted properties of proteins/ligands should not change
under the transformation of coordinate systems and atom
orders. SE(3) is applicable when a neural network aims to
differentiate chiral systems [40], which are systems that are
not superimposable on their mirror images, much like left
and right human hands. In chemistry and biology, chiral
molecules can exhibit unique properties, e.g., a drug might
be therapeutic, while its mirror image might be harmful or
inactive. Formally, let T denote the transformation, f be
the neural network, and x be the input data. The output
of the neural network f(x) can transform equivariantly
or invariantly with respect to T if satisfy the following
constraints:

• Equivariance: f(x) is equivariant to a transformation
T if the transformation of input x commutes with the
transformation of f(x) via a transformation T ′ of the
same symmetry group, i.e, f(T (x)) = T ′f(x). Such
symmetry is important as the predicted vector outputs
(e.g., forces, coordinates) should not depend on the
choice of coordinate systems.

• Invariance: Invariance is a special case of equivariance
where f(x) is invariant to T if T ′ is the identity trans-
formation: f(T (x)) = T ′f(x) = f(x). Such symmetry
prior is important as the predicted scalar properties of a
certain molecule/protein (e.g., energies) should be the
same under the transformation of coordinate systems.

2.3 Predictive Methods

Next we summarize the main predictive methods for predic-
tive tasks, i.e., binding site and affinity predictions. These
methods are also widely used as the structure encoding
backbones for generative models.

2.3.1 Convolutional Neural Networks (CNNs)
CNNs are widely used for image processing where the input
elements, i.e., pixels, are arranged spatially. CNNs rely on
the shared-weight architecture of convolution kernels or fil-
ters that slide along input features and provide translation-
equivariant outputs. Convolution kernels and filters can
vary with data structure. For example, for the 3D surface
data, MaSIF [17] defines geodesic convolutional layers with
the geodesic polar coordinates. For the 3D grid data, 3D
CNNs are widely used [41], [42].

2.3.2 Graph Neural Networks (GNNs)
GNNs are widely used to model relational data. Most GNNs
follow a message-passing paradigm. Let the hi be the node
feature of the i-th node in the graph and eij be the edge
feature for the optional edge connecting node i and j. GNNs
iteratively conduct message computation and neighborhood
aggregation operations for each node (or edge). Generally,
we have:

mij = ψm(hi, hj , eij), (1)
h′i = ψh({mij}j∈N (i), hi), (2)

where N (i) denote the set of neighbors of node i, h′i is the
updated node feature, and ψm, ψh are learnable functions.

For the 3D structural data, each node in the 3D graph
has scalar features and contains 3D coordinates. Equivariant
graph neural networks are proposed to incorporate geomet-
ric symmetry into model building [43]. Let vi ∈ R3 denote
the 3D coordinate, we have:

mij = ψm(vi,vj , hi, hj , eij), (3)
mij = ψm(vi,vj , hi, hj , eij), (4)
h′i = ψh({mij}j∈N (i), hi), (5)
v′
i = ψv({mij}j∈N (i),vi), (6)

where mij and mij are scalar and vector messages. ψm and
ψh are geometrically invariant functions while ψm and ψv

are geometrically equivariant functions. Compared with tra-
ditional 3D CNNs, geometrically equivariant GNNs do not
require the voxelization of input data while still maintaining
the desirable equivariance. Some representative equivariant
GNNs are SchNet [44], EGNN [15], GVP [45], DimeNet [46],
[47], GMN [16], SphereNet [48], and ComENet [49].

2.3.3 Graph Transformers
Transformers were originally developed for sequential data
[50]. Transformer architectures were recently adapted to
2D and 3D graph data and achieved superior performance
[51], [52], [53], [54], [55] than GNNs on node and graph
classification tasks. A transformer is composed of stacked
transformer blocks, where each block consists of two layers:
a self-attention layer followed by a feed-forward layer with
normalizations (e.g., LayerNorm [56]) and skip connections
for both layers. For an input feature matrix H(l), the (l+1)-th
self-attention block works as follows:

A(l) = softmax

H(l)W(l)
Q (H(l)W(l)

K )⊤
√
d

 ; (7)

H(l+1) = H(l) +
B∑
i=1

A(l)H(l)W(l)
V W(l)

O , (8)

where A is the attention matrix, B is the total number of
attention heads, d is the dimension size, W(l)

Q , W(l)
K , and W(l)

V
are learnable transformation matrices at layer l.

To generalize transformers to graphs, positional encod-
ings are indispensable for encoding topological and geomet-
ric information [51], [55]. Popular positional encodings are
based on shortest paths [51], PageRank [57], and eigenvec-
tors [58]. Positional encodings are necessary for graph trans-
formers to consider graph connectivity–without positional
encodings the models would ignore the strong inductive
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(e) Binding Affinity Prediction

(c) De novo Ligand Generation (d) Linker Design

(b) Binding Pose Generation(a) Binding Site Prediction Input 
Fragments

Binding Affinity KD = ? nm

Legend
Protein
Carbon atom 
Nitrogen atom
Oxygen atom
Single bond
Double bond

Binding Site 

Linker

Fig. 1. Structure-based drug design tasks discussed in this survey: (a) binding site prediction identifies areas of the protein structure that can act
as binding sites for ligands (Section 3.1); (b) binding pose generation or protein-ligand docking focus on predicting the binding conformations of the
protein-ligand complex (Section 3.2); (c) de novo ligand generation designs binding ligands from scratch with the structural information of the target
protein (Section 3.3); (d) linker design combines disconnected molecular fragments into a combined ligand molecule conditioned on the target
protein (Section 3.4); (e) binding affinity prediction predicts the affinity between a protein and a ligand given their binding structure (Section 3.5).

(a) 3D Grid (b) 3D Surface (c) 3D Graph

Protein

Ligand

(a) 3D grid(a) 3D Grid (b) 3D Surface (c) 3D Graph

Protein

Ligand

(b) 3D surface(a) 3D Grid (b) 3D Surface (c) 3D Graph

Protein

Ligand

(c) 3D graph

Fig. 2. 3D representations of proteins used for geometric deep learning:
(a) 3D grid, (b) 3D surface, and (c) 3D graph, illustrated for PDB ID 2avd.

(a) 2D molecular graph (b) 3D molecular graph

Fig. 3. Representing molecules as (a) 2D graphs and (b) 3D graphs.

bias of edges and would attend to any pair of nodes. Rep-
resentative graph transformers include Graphormer [51],
Transformer-M [55], and Equiformer [54]. For example,
Transformer-M [55] develops two separated channels to
encode both 2D and 3D structural information of molecules.

The 2D channel uses encodings based on atom degrees,
shortest path distance, and 2D graph structure. In the 3D
channel, Gaussian basis kernel functions [59] are used to
encode 3D spatial distances between atoms.

2.4 Generative Methods
Next section summarizes generative methods for SBDD
tasks, including autoregressive models, flow models, vari-
ational autoencoders, and diffusion models.

2.4.1 Autoregressive Models (ARs)
A data point x can be factorized into a set of components
{x0, x1, . . . , xd−1}, where d is the number of components.
These components can be pixels in images and nodes and
edges in graphs. The components may have complicated
underlying dependencies, making the direct generation of
x challenging. With predefined or learned orders, the au-
toregressive models factorize the joint distribution of x into
the product of d likelihoods as follows:

p(x) =

d∏
i=1

p(xi|x1, x2, ..., xi−1). (9)

Autoregressive models sequentially generate x: In each step
of a generative process, the next subcomponent is predicted
based on the previously generated subcomponents.

2.4.2 Flow Models
A flow model aims to learn a parameterized invertible
function between a data point x and the latent variable
z: f : z ∈ Rd −→ x ∈ Rd. The latent distribution p(z)
is a predefined probability distribution, e.g., a Gaussian
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distribution. The data distribution p(x) is unknown. But
given a data point x, its likelihood can be computed with
the change-of-variable theorem:

p(x) = p(z)
∣∣∣det

(df−1(x)

dx

)∣∣∣, (10)

where det(·) is the matrix determinant and df−1(x)
dx is the

Jacobian matrix.
In the sampling process, a latent variable z is first

sampled from a predefined latent distribution p(z). Then
the corresponding data point x is obtained by performing
a feedforward transformation x = f(z). Therefore, f must
be differentiable, and the computation of detJ should be
tractable for training and sampling efficiency. A common
choice is the affine coupling layers [60], [61] where the
computation of detJ is very efficient because J is an upper
triangular matrix.

2.4.3 Variational Autoencoders (VAEs)

Variational autoencoders (VAEs) [62] maximize the evidence
lower bound (ELBO) of p(x). VAEs introduce the latent
variable z to express the likelihood of x as:

log p(x) = log

∫
z
p(z)p(x|z)dz (11)

≥ Eq(z|x)
[
log p(x|z)

]
−DKL(q(z|x)||p(z)) (12)

≜ ELBO. (13)

Here, p(z) represents the prior distribution of x. For
tractable calculation, parameterized encoder q(z|x) is usu-
ally used to approximate p(z|x), also known as the vari-
ational inference technique. The first term of ELBO is re-
construction loss, which quantifies the information loss of
reconstructing x from latent representations. The standard
Gaussian prior p(z) ∼ N (0, I) typically leads to mean-
squared error (MSE) loss for the first term. The second
term in ELBO is the KL-divergence term, ensuring that
our learned distribution q(z|x) is similar to the true prior
distribution.

2.4.4 Diffusion Probabilistic Models

Diffusion models [63], [64] are generative models inspired
by non-equilibrium thermodynamics. A diffusion model
defines a Markovian chain of random diffusion process
where each step adds noise to the data, and then it learns
the reverse of this process via neural networks to reconstruct
data points from noise distributions, e.g., isotropic Gaussian.

Let x0 ∼ p(x) denote the input data point and xt for
t = 1, . . . , T indicate a series of noised representations with
the same dimension as x0. The forward diffusion process
can be expressed as:

q(xt|xt−1) = N (xt;
√

1− βtxt−1, βtI), (14)

where βt ∈ (0, 1) controls the strength of Gaussian noise
added in each step. A desirable property of the diffusion
process is that a closed form of the intermediate state can be
obtained. Let αt = 1− βt, and ᾱt =

∏t
i=1 αi, we have:

q(xt|x0) = N (xt;
√
ᾱtx0, (1− ᾱt)I). (15)

Another desirable feature of the reverse diffusion process,
i.e., the denoising process, is that it can be computed in a
closed form when conditioned on x0 using Bayes theorem:

pθ(xt−1|xt) = N (xt−1;µt(x0,xt), β̃tI), (16)

where the parameters can be obtained analytically:

µt(x0,xt) =

√
ᾱt−1βt

1− ᾱt
x0 +

√
αt(1− ᾱt−1)

1− ᾱt
xt,

β̃t =
1− ᾱt−1

1− ᾱt
βt.

(17)

Similar to variational autoencoders, the objective of diffu-
sion models is to maximize the variational lower bound of
log-likelihood of p(x) as:

− log p(x) ≤ KL[q(xT |x0)||pθ(xT )]︸ ︷︷ ︸
prior loss LT

+

T∑
t=2

KL[q(xt−1|xt,x0)||pθ(xt−1|xt)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
diffusion loss Lt−1

− Eq[log pθ(x0|x1)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
reconstruction loss L0

.

Here, LT is a constant and L0 can be estimated using
an auxiliary model [64], [65]. For {Lt−1}Tt=2, diffusion
models adopt a neural network ϵθ to predict the noise.
More specifically, we can reparameterize Equation 15 as
xt =

√
ᾱtx0 +

√
(1− ᾱt)ϵt, ϵt ∼ N (0, I). The following

training objective is widely adopted:

L = Et

[
∥ϵt − ϵθ(xt, t)∥2

]
.

2.5 Other Methods
Apart from the generative methods previously discussed,
several alternative techniques such as Reinforcement Learn-
ing (RL) [66], Genetic Algorithm (GA) [67], and Monte
Carlo Tree Search (MCTS) [21], [52] are utilized to probe the
chemical space for properties of interest. Additionally, draw-
ing inspiration from molecular dynamics and fragment-
based drug design, innovative methods grounded on virtual
dynamics (VD) [68] and fragment-based molecule genera-
tion (Fragment) [69] have been introduced. For instance, in
generating 3D molecules suited to a target protein, VD-Gen
[68] initializes numerous virtual particles within the pocket.
These particles are then iteratively adjusted to mirror the
spatial arrangement of molecular atoms. A 3D molecule is
subsequently derived from the stabilized virtual particles.
In contrast, in fragment-based molecule generation, a motif
vocabulary is initially established by isolating prevalent
molecular fragments (referred to as motifs) from the dataset.
During the generative phase, molecules are generated by
autoregressively appending new fragments, ensuring the
resulting local structures maintain realism.

3 STRUCTURE-BASED DRUG DESIGN TASKS

3.1 Binding Site Prediction
3.1.1 Problem Formulation
The protein surface encompasses the outermost regions of
proteins, interacting with the environment. It is typically
characterized as a continuous shape with added geometric
and chemical attributes. Predicting binding sites based on
these protein surface representations is fundamental for
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TABLE 1
Summary of structure-based drug design models with geometric deep learning reviewed in this paper.

Task Model Input Output Method

Binding site prediction

MaSIF [17] Protein Surface Binding Site Probability CNN
dMaSIF [70] Protein Surface Binding Site Probability CNN

PeSTo [71] Protein 3D-Graph Binding Site Probability Transformer

ScanNet [72] Protein 3D-Graph Binding Site Probability GNN
PocketMiner [73] Protein 3D-Graph Binding Site Probability GNN
PIPGCN [74] Protein 3D-Graph Binding Site Probability GNN
EquiPocket [75] Protein 3D-Graph Binding Site Probability GNN
NodeCoder [76] Protein 3D-Graph Binding Site Probability GNN

DeepSite [41] Protein Grid Binding Site Probability 3DCNN
PUResNet [42] Protein Grid Binding Site Probability 3DCNN

Binding pose generation

EquiBind [35] Ligand 2D-Graph+Protein 3D-Graph Complex 3D-Graph Keypoint Align

DeepDock [77] Ligand 2D-Graph+Protein Surface Complex 3D-Graph Dist. Pred.
TankBind [78] Ligand 2D-Graph+Protein 3D-Graph Complex 3D-Graph Dist. Pred.
EDM-Dock [79] Ligand 2D-Graph+Protein 3D-Graph Complex 3D-Graph Dist. Pred.

DPL [80] Ligand 2D-Graph+Protein Sequence Complex 3D-Graph Diffusion
DiffDock [18] Ligand 2D-Graph+Protein 3D-Graph Complex 3D-Graph Diffusion
NeuralPLexer [81] Ligand 2D-Graph+Protein Sequence Complex 3D-Graph Diffusion
DynamicBind [82] Ligand 2D-Graph+Protein Sequence Complex 3D-Graph Diffusion

E3Bind [83] Ligand 2D-Graph+Protein 3D-Graph Complex 3D-Graph Iterative Update
DeepRMSD [84] Ligand 2D-Graph+Protein 3D-Graph Complex 3D-Graph Iterative Update
3T [85] Ligand 2D-Graph+Protein 3D-Graph Complex 3D-Graph Iterative Update

Binding affinity prediction

SIGN [24] Complex 3D-Graph Binding Affinity GNN
PIGNet [86] Complex 3D-Graph Binding Affinity GNN
HOLOPROT [87] Complex 3D-Graph+Surface Binding Affinity GNN
PLIG [88] Complex 3D-Graph Binding Affinity GNN
PaxNet [89] Complex 3D-Graph Binding Affinity GNN
IGN [90] Complex 3D-Graph Binding Affinity GNN
GIGN [91] Complex 3D-Graph Binding Affinity GNN
GraphscoreDTA [92] Complex 3D-Graph Binding Affinity GNN
PLANET [93] Complex 3D-Graph Binding Affinity GNN
DOX BDW [94] Complex 3D-Graph Binding Affinity GNN
MBP [95] Complex 3D-Graph Binding Affinity GNN

Pafnucy [96] Complex 3D-Grid Binding Affinity CNN
DeepAtom [97] Complex 3D-Grid Binding Affinity CNN
RoseNet [98] Complex 3D-Grid Binding Affinity CNN
IEConv [99] Complex 3D-Graph Binding Affinity CNN
SGCNN [100] Complex 3D-Graph Binding Affinity CNN

Fusion [101] Complex 3D-Grid+3D-Graph Binding Affinity CNN + GNN

de novo ligand generation

AutoGrow [102] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand 3D-Graph GA
RGA [67] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand 3D-Graph GA

liGAN [103] Pocket Grid Ligand 3D-Graph VAE
RELATION [104] Pocket Grid Ligand Smiles VAE
SQUID [105] Target Shape Point Cloud Ligand 3D-Graph VAE+Fragment

DeepLigBuilder [21] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand 3D-Graph MCTS+RL
DeepLigBuilder+ [52] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand 3D-Graph MCTS+RL

3DSBDD [2] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand 3D-Graph AR
Pocket2Mol [19] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand 3D-Graph AR
DESERT [106] Pocket Grid Ligand 3D-Graph AR
PrefixMol [107] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand Smiles AR
FLAG [69] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand 3D-Graph AR+Fragment
DrugGPS [108] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand 3D-Graph AR+Fragment
Lingo3DMol [109] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand 3D-Graph AR+Fragment

GraphBP [110] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand 3D-Graph Flow
MolCode [111] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand 3D-Graph Flow
GraphVF [112] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand 3D-Graph Flow+Fragment
SENF [113] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand 3D-Graph Flow

DiffSBDD [1] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand 3D-Graph Diffusion
TargetDiff [114] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand 3D-Graph Diffusion
DiffBP [115] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand 3D-Graph Diffusion
DecompDiff [116] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand 3D-Graph Diffusion
ShapeMol [117] Target Shape Point Cloud Ligand 3D-Graph Diffusion

VD-Gen [68] Pocket 3D-Graph Ligand 3D-Graph VD
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TABLE 1
Summary of structure-based drug design models with geometric deep learning reviewed in this paper (continued).

Task Model Input Output Method

Linker design

DeLinker [118] Pocket 3D-Graph+Ligand Fragments Ligand 2D-Graph VAE
3Dlinker [20] Pocket 3D-Graph+Ligand Fragments Ligand 3D-Graph VAE
DEVELOP [119] Pocket 3D-Graph+Ligand Fragments Ligand 3D-Graph VAE

Link-INVENT [120] Pocket 3D-Graph+Ligand Fragments Ligand 2D-Graph RL
PROTAC-INVENT [66] Pocket 3D-Graph+Ligand Fragments Ligand 3D-Graph RL

DiffLinker [121] Pocket 3D-Graph+Ligand Fragments Ligand 3D-Graph Diffusion

other SBDD tasks, including binding pose generation and
de novo ligand generation. Formally, let’s represent the target
protein surface as S (for instance, in the form of a mesh or
point cloud). The goal is to devise a predictive model f(S)
that determines the likelihood of each point on the surface
being a binding site.

3.1.2 Representative Methods

The Molecular Surface Interaction Fingerprinting (MaSIF)
[17] is a pioneering method that use 3D mesh-based ge-
ometric deep learning to predict protein interaction sites
(first row in Figure 4). In MaSIF, the protein surface data
is described in the geodesic space, where the distance be-
tween two points on the surface is measured by “walking”
between the two points along the surface. To encode the
protein surface, MaSIF decomposes the surface into overlap-
ping radial patches with a fixed geodesic radius. Each point
within a patch is assigned an array of precomputed geo-
metric (e.g., shape index and distance-dependent curvature)
and chemical (e.g., hydropathy, continuum electrostatics,
and free electrons/protons) features (Figure 4bc). MaSIF
then learns to embed the surface patch’s input features into
fingerprints for binding site prediction with convolutional
neural networks (Figure 4d).

However, MaSIF [17] is limited by the reliance on pre-
computed meshes, handcrafted features, and significant
computation time. dMaSIF [70] extend MaSIF and proposes
an efficient end-to-end prediction framework based on 3D
point cloud representations of protein. In Figure 4, it is
shown that dMaSIF [70] conducts all the computations
on the fly and is 600 times faster than MaSIF [17] while
obtaining prediction results with a similar accuracy level.

Furthermore, some recent works model protein surfaces
as 3D graphs and design GNN [72] or Graph Transformer-
based methods [71] for efficient and precise binding site
prediction. For example, ScanNet [72] builds representations
of atoms and amino acids based on the spatial-chemical
arrangement of protein and leverages GNN with specially
designed filters for prediction; PeSTo [71] is a rotation-
equivariant transformer-based neural network that acts di-
rectly on protein atoms for binding site prediction.

3.1.3 Datasets

Protein Data Bank (PDB) [122] contains 3D structural
protein data obtained by X-ray crystallography, NMR spec-
troscopy, and cryo-electron microscopy.
Dockground [123] provides a comprehensive set of protein-
protein docking complexes extracted from the PDB.

Fig. 4. Overview of MaSIF [17] and dMaSIF [70] for binding site predic-
tion. They have similar steps, and each step’s average running time per
protein is marked. MaSIF precomputes steps in a-c, whereas dMaSIF
computes them on the fly and is 600 times faster than MaSIF.

3.1.4 Evaluation Metrics
As there is typically no threshold for the binding site pre-
diction, ROC-AUC is widely used for the evaluation.

3.1.5 Limitations and Future Directions
Although remarkable success has been achieved by apply-
ing geometric deep learning for binding site prediction,
there are two limitations of existing methods that must
be addressed in future research. The first is to predict the
binding site conditioned on the binding ligands. Since bind-
ing ligands have various biochemical characteristics, such
as varying size, polar and hydrophobic groups, binding
pockets have specificity to ligands, and it is reasonable
to consider ligand information in binding site prediction.
The second open question is to predict cryptic pockets that
are not apparent in experimentally determined structures.
However, caused by protein structural fluctuations [124],
[125], ligands can bind to cryptic pockets and modulate
protein function via inhibition or activation. Therefore, the
ability to accurately and rapidly predict cryptic pockets is
an important opportunity to expand the space of druggable
proteome. PocketMiner [73] is a pioneering work on cryptic
pocket prediction, and we expect to see more research in
this area.

3.2 Binding Pose Prediction

3.2.1 Problem Formulation
Predicting the binding mode of a ligand molecule to a target
protein, commonly referred to as molecular docking, is a
fundamental challenge in drug discovery with a wide range
of practical applications. We can represent the target protein
structure as P , the ligand’s 2D graph as G, and the 3D
structure of the ligand as R. The primary goal is to develop
a model for p(R|G,P) model that can be used to predict the
3D binding pose of the ligand.
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3.2.2 Representative Methods

Traditional molecular docking methods rely on manually
designed scoring functions and extensive conformation
sampling to predict the optimal binding conformation.
More recently, this research area has witnessed significant
advancements by applying geometric deep-learning tech-
niques, resulting in remarkable progress. One noteworthy
progress in this field is EquiBind [35], which marks the
first instance of incorporating a geometric deep learning
model into the task of molecular docking. Specifically,
EquiBind [35] employs an SE(3)-equivariant geometric deep
learning model to facilitate direct-shot predictions of both
the receptor’s binding site location and the bound pose
of the ligand. This is achieved by predicting and aligning
key pocket landmarks on the ligand and the protein. In
comparative evaluations against traditional methods like
VINA [126] and SMINA, EquiBind substantially enhances
docking efficiency, outperforming them by orders of mag-
nitude—by a factor ranging from 3 to 5. TANKBind [80]
further improves over EquiBind by combining a divide-
and-conquer strategy and a Trigonometry-Aware Neural
network. TANKBind predicts the inter-molecular distance
matrix and then takes a numerical approach to generate
specific ligand coordinates based on the inter-molecular
distance matrix, coordinates of protein nodes, and the pair
distance matrix of ligand nodes. Following in the footsteps
of TANKBind, E3Bind [83] uses a divide-and-conquer strat-
egy and designs a trigonometry-aware equivariant graph
network to iteratively update the ligand coordinates. This
framework can directly predict the coordinates without the
employ of a numerical approach-based generation process.
Generally, these methods treat the binding pose generation
task as a regression problem.

In contrast to the prevalent approach, DiffDock [18]
introduces a groundbreaking perspective by framing it as
a generative modeling problem (Figure 5). As a diffusion
generative model over the non-Euclidean manifold of ligand
poses, DiffDock maps the manifold to the product space
of the degrees of ligand freedom (translational, rotational,
and torsional) involved in docking and develops an effi-
cient diffusion process on this space. The diffusion model
generates a set of candidate poses for each input protein-
ligand pair, and a trained confidence model is employed to
pick out the most likely pose. In scenarios of blind docking,
where binding sites are not provided, DiffDock achieves
comparable inference efficiency and significant performance
improvement over chemoinformatics and geometric deep
learning methods.

Generally, previous works predominantly focus on rigid
docking, where proteins are considered rigid bodies and
the flexibility of protein structures is ignored; it is cru-
cial to acknowledge that protein structures are inherently
flexible and can undergo intrinsic or induced conforma-
tional changes [127]. Unfortunately, these aspects are over-
looked by the methods above. Recent methods, such as
NeuralPLexer [81] and DynamicBind [82], consider the
flexibility of protein structures, resulting in superior per-
formance in predicting protein-ligand complex structures.
NeuralPLexer [81], for instance, incorporates a diffusion
model that integrates essential biophysical constraints cou-

t=T t=0

ligand &
protein

reverse diffusion over
translations, rotations and torsions

ranked poses &
confidence score

1

2

DiffDock

Fig. 5. Overview of DiffDock [18] for binding pose prediction. The model
takes as input the separate ligand and protein structures. Randomly
sampled initial poses are denoised via a reverse diffusion process over
translational, rotational, and torsional degrees of freedom. A trained
confidence model ranks the sampled poses to produce a final prediction
and confidence score.

pled with a multi-scale geometric deep learning system.
This combination enables the iterative sampling of residue-
level contact maps and the determination of all heavy-atom
coordinates within the protein-ligand complex. Following
the path blazed by DiffDock [18], DynamicBind [82] not
only considers the degree of ligand freedom (translational,
rotational, and torsional) but also takes into account the
degree of freedom within protein side chains (torsional).
These methods exhibit significant potential for advancing
the field of geometric deep learning in dynamic docking
scenarios.

3.2.3 Datasets
PDBBind [132] is a subset of the PDB [133] that contains
experimentally measured 3D structures of protein-ligand
complexes. The newest version, PDBBind v2020, contains
19,443 protein-ligand complexes with 3,890 unique recep-
tors and 15,193 unique ligands. This dataset is often used
for molecular docking tasks. Nevertheless, while nearly
all geometric deep learning methods are trained on this
dataset, variations exist in the detailed settings, as outlined
in Table 4.

3.2.4 Evaluation Metrics
Centroid Distance calculates the distance between the av-
eraged coordinates of the predicted and truly bound ligand
atoms.
Ligand Root Mean Square Deviation (L-RMSD) is the
mean squared error between the atoms of the predicted and
bound ligands. Formally, letR ∈ Rn×3 and R̂ ∈ Rn×3 be the
predicted and the ground truth ligand coordinates, where n
is the number of atoms. The L-RMSD is obtained with:

L-RMSD(R, R̂) =
( 1
n

n∑
i=1

||Ri − R̂i||2
) 1

2 , (18)

where Ri and R̂i denote the coordinate of the i-th atom.
Kabsch RMSD is the lowest possible RMSD that the roto-
translation transformation of the ligand can obtain. It first
uses the Kabsch algorithm to superimpose the two struc-
tures and then calculates the RMSD score similar to Equa-
tion. 18.
PoseBusters [134] is a novel test suite designed to assess
the chemical and physical plausibility of ligand poses, com-
plementing accuracy-based metrics like RMSD. The Pose-
Busters test suite consists of 18 checks in total, organized
into three groups of tests to evaluate chemical, intramolecu-
lar, and intermolecular validity.
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TABLE 2
Summary of different metrics of representative molecular docking methods on PDBBind dataset for blind docking task. Unless otherwise specified,

the default input is assumed to be the holo conformation of the protein. The best results are highlighted in bold.

Method
Top-1 Ligand RMSD Top-1 Ligand Centroid

Time(s) (↓)Percentiles (↓) Below threshold (↑) Percentiles (↓) Below threshold (↑)
25th 50th 75th 2 Å 5 Å 25th 50th 75th 2 Å 5 Å

VINA [126] 5.7 10.7 21.4 5.5 21.2 1.9 6.2 20.1 26.5 47.1 206
QVINA-W [128] 2.5 7.7 23.7 20.9 40.2 0.9 3.7 22.9 41.0 54.6 10

GNINA [129] 2.4 7.7 17.9 22.9 40.8 0.8 3.7 23.1 40.2 53.6 127
SMINA [130] 3.1 7.1 17.9 18.7 38.0 1.0 2.6 16.1 41.6 59.8 126
GLIDE [131] 2.6 9.3 28.1 21.8 33.6 0.8 5.6 26.9 36.1 48.7 1405

EquiBind [35] 3.8 6.2 10.3 5.5 39.1 1.3 2.6 7.4 40.0 67.5 0.04
TANKBind [78] 2.5 4.0 8.5 20.4 59.0 0.9 1.8 4.4 55.1 77.1 2.5

E3bind [83] 2.1 3.8 7.8 23.4 60.0 0.8 1.5 4.0 60.0 78.8 2.1
DiffDock [18] 1.4 3.3 7.3 38.2 63.2 0.5 1.2 3.2 64.5 80.5 40

DiffDock (Apo) [18] - - - 21.7 - - - - - - 10
NeuralPLexer (Apo) [81] 1.3 2.8 5.9 39.5 69.7 - - - - - 2.1
DynamicBind (Apo) [82] - - - 33.0 65.0 - - - - - -

3.2.5 Benchmark Performance
In Table 2, the performance of selected molecular dock-
ing methods is displayed. NeuralPLexer and DynamicBind
focus on dynamic docking, while the remaining methods
address rigid docking. Dynamic docking methods use the
apo conformation of proteins, and rigid docking methods
apply the holo conformation. The table indicates that Diff-
Dock performs well in rigid docking, and NeuralPLexer is
effective in dynamic docking scenarios.

3.2.6 Limitations and Future Directions
Ever since EquiBind [35] pioneered the incorporation of ge-
ometric deep learning into molecular docking tasks, a series
of geometric deep learning-based docking methods have
emerged. Although these methods exhibit notable enhance-
ments in the RMSD metric for blind docking tasks, they face
challenges in generating physically plausible ligand poses.
Research by Buttenschoen et al. [134] demonstrate that even
for data with RMSD less than 2.0 Å predicted by DiffDock,
only 36.8% of the data represents physically plausible ligand
poses (Table 3), with steric clashes between the protein
and ligand being a prevalent issue. These findings under-
score the ongoing challenge for geometric deep-learning
models to generate accurate and physically plausible lig-
and poses. What’s more, the recent development of GPU-
accelerated sampling methods, such as VINA-GPU [135]
and DSDP [136], achieve significant acceleration in speed.
Analyses suggest that current molecular docking has no
efficiency advantage and fails to predict physically valid
poses. Thus, in the future, it will be imperative to expand
more intrinsic advantages of geometric deep learning mod-
els, such as considering the protein side chain’s flexibility.

3.3 De Novo Ligand Generation
3.3.1 Problem Formulation
The goal of de novo ligand generation is to generate valid 3D
molecular structures that can fit and bind to specific protein
binding sites. De novo generation involves generating a
molecule while no reference ligand molecule is given, i.e.,

TABLE 3
Summary of different metrics of representative molecular docking
methods on PoseBuster [134] dataset for blind docking task. Data
points pass all PoseBuster tests and are denoted as ”PB-Valid”.

Method % RMSD ≤ 2.0 Å % RMSD ≤ 2.0 Å (PB-Valid)

VINA [137] 52 51
EquiBind [35] 2.6 0.0

TANKBind [78] 15 2.6
DiffDock [18] 38 14

TABLE 4
Datasets used by geometric deep learning-based molecular docking

methods.

Method Training and validation sets

EquiBind [35],
E3Bind [83],
DiffDock [18]

PDBbind 2020 General Set with com-
plexes published before 2019 and with-
out those with ligands found in the test
set—17,347 complexes in total.

TankBind [78],
DynamicBind [82]

PDBbind 2020 General Set with com-
plexes published before 2019 and with-
out those failing pre-processing—18,755
complexes in total.

NeuralPlexer [81] Constructing a new dataset, PL2019-
74k, based on the PDB accessed in
April 2022. PL2019-74k is obtained by
removing samples deposited after Jan-
uary 2019 and samples with UniProt ID
in the PocketMiner dataset, resulting in
74,477 samples for model training.

developing molecules from scratch. Formally, let P denote
the protein structure and G be the 3D ligand molecule. The
objective is to learn a conditional generative model p(G|P)
to capture the distribution of protein-ligand pairs.

3.3.2 Representative Methods
Early methods on de novo ligand generation represent the
target protein as a 3D grid and employ 3D CNN as the
encoder. For example, LiGAN [141] uses a conditional varia-
tional autoencoder trained on atomic density grid represen-
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TABLE 5
Training setting, testing setting, and test performance of binding affinity prediction models.

Method Year Training set Testing set RMSE (↓) PCC (↑)

Pafnucy [96] 2018 PDBbind v2016 general set (N=11,906) PDBbind v2016 core set (N=290) 1.420 0.780
DeepAtom [97] 2019 PDBbind v2016 refined set (N=3,390) PDBbind v2016 core set (N=290) 1.318 0.807
OnionNet [138] 2019 PDBbind v2016 general set (N=11,906) PDBbind v2016 core set (N=290) 1.287 0.816
PIGNet [86] 2021 PDBbind v2019 refined augment set (N=1,656,600) PDBbind v2016 core set (N=283) - 0.749
Fusion [101] 2021 PDBbind v2016 general set (N=-) PDBbind v2016 core set (N=290) 1.270 0.820
OnionNet-2 [139] 2021 PDBbind v2019 general set (N=17,367) PDBbind v2016 core set (N=285) 1.164 0.864
IGN [90] 2021 PDBbind v2016 general set (N=8,298) PDBbind v2016 core set (N=262) 1.220 0.837
SIGN [21] 2021 PDBbind v2016 refined set (N=3,390) PDBbind v2016 core set (N=290) 1.316 0.797
PLIG [88] 2022 PDBbind v2020 general set + PDBbind v2016 refined set (N=19,451) PDBbind v2016 core set (N=285) 1.210 0.840
PaxNet [89] 2022 PDBbind v2016 refined set (N=3,390) PDBbind v2016 core set (N=290) 1.263 0.815
GLI [140] 2022 PDBbind v2016 refined set (N=3,390) PDBbind v2016 core set (N=290) 1.294 -
GIGN [91] 2023 PDBbind v2016 general set (N=11,906) PDBbind v2016 core set (N=290) 1.190 0.840
KIDA [100] 2023 PDBbind v2016 general set (N=12,500) PDBbind v2016 core set (N=285) 1.291 0.837
GraphscoreDTA [92] 2023 PDBbind v2019 general set (N=9,869) PDBbind v2016 core set (N=279) 1.249 0.831
PLANET [93] 2023 PDBbind v2020 general set (N=15,616) PDBbind v2016 core set (N=285) 1.247 0.824
MBP [95] 2023 PDBbind v2016 refined set (N=3,390) PDBbind v2016 core set (N=290) 1.263 0.825

tations of protein-ligand structures for ligand generation.
The molecular structures of ligands are then constructed by
further atom fitting and bond inference from the generated
atom densities. However, as a preliminary work, LiGAN
does not satisfy the desirable equivariance property.

The follow-up methods represent the target protein and
ligand as 3D graphs/point clouds, and the equivariance
is achieved by leveraging equivariant GNNs for context
encoding. For example, 3DSBDD [142] uses SchNet [143]
to encode the 3D context of binding sites and estimate
the probability density of atom’s occurrences in 3D space.
The atoms are sampled auto-regressively until there is no
room for new atoms. GraphBP [144] adopts the framework
of normalizing flow [145] and constructs local coordinate
systems to predict atom types and relative positions.

Pocket2Mol [19] adopts the geometric vector percep-
trons [146] and the vector-based neural network [147] as
the context encoder. Inspired by AlphaFold [7] for protein
structure prediction, Pocket2Mol incorporates a triangular
self-attention in the encoder, where the attention bias is
designed to capture the geometric constraints. Pocket2Mol
jointly predicts frontier atoms, atomic positions, atom types,
and covalent chemical bonds. With vector-based neurons,
Pocket2Mol can efficiently sample drug molecules from
tractable distributions without relying on MCMC.

By leveraging the chemical priors of molecular frag-
ments such as functional groups, FLAG [69] and DrugGPS
[108] propose to generate ligand molecules fragment-by-
fragment and yield more realistic substructures. For exam-
ple, in FLAG [69], a motif vocabulary is firstly constructed
by preprocessing the dataset and extracting molecular frag-
ments with high occurrence frequencies (i.e., motif). Drug
molecules are constructed auto-regressively in the gener-
ation process with motifs as the building blocks. At each
generation step, as shown in Figure 6, a 3D graph neu-
ral network encodes the intermediate context information,
selects the focal motif, predicts the next motif type, and
attaches the new motif to the generated molecule. Since the
bond lengths/angles are largely determined, FLAG lever-
ages cheminformatics tools [148] to effectively determine
them and focus on training neural networks for rotation
angle prediction.

Building based on FLAG [69], DrugGPS [108] further
considers the generalizability issue of structure-based drug
design models: the amount of high-quality protein-ligand
complex data is rather limited and the target protein pocket
may not be in the training dataset. The trained model strug-
gles to generate good drug candidates for the unseen target
protein. DrugGPS [108] effectively incorporates the protein
subpocket prior to generalizable drug molecule generation.
Although two protein pockets might be dissimilar overall,
they may still bind the same fragment if they share similar
subpockets [149]. To capture the subpocket-level similari-
ties/invariance among the binding pockets, DrugGPS [108]
proposes to learn subpocket prototypes and construct a
global interaction graph to model the subpocket prototype-
molecular motif interactions during training.

Recently, motivated by the powerful generation capabil-
ity of the Diffusion models, Diffusion-based methods such
as DiffSBDD [1], TargetDiff [114], and DecompDiff [116]
are proposed for non-autoregressive ligand generation and
achieve superior performance. For example, TargetDiff [114]
learns a joint drug molecule generative process of both
continuous atom coordinates and categorical atom types
with an SE(3)-equivariant network conditioned on the pro-
tein pocket. Further studies show that TargetDiff [114] can
also extract representative features from protein-ligand com-
plexes to estimate the binding affinity, providing an effective
virtual screening method. Inspired by pharmaceutical prac-
tices, DecompDiff [116] considers different roles of atoms in
the ligand and decomposes the ligand molecule and prior
into two parts, namely arms and scaffold for drug design.
The arms are responsible for the interactions with the bind-
ing regions for higher affinity, whereas the scaffold’s role
involves placing the arms accurately within the intended
binding regions. Moreover, DecompDiff [116] incorporates
both bond diffusion in the model and additional validity
guidance in the sampling phase to improve the properties
of the generated molecules.

3.3.3 Datasets

CrossDocked dataset [150] is widely used in structure-
based de novo ligand design [2], [19], which contains 22.5
million protein-molecule structures by cross-docking the
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TABLE 6
Comparison of the properties of the reference molecules and the generated molecules by different de novo ligand generation methods. Vina Score
indicates the Vina scoring function is directly calculated without ligand redocking or local optimization. Vina Min denotes that the ligand is locally

minimized. Vina Dock indicates the ligand is locally optimized and redocked.

Model
Metric

Vina Score (↓) Vina Min (↓) Vina Dock (↓) High Affinity (↑) QED (↑) SA (↑) Diversity (↑)

Avg. Med. Avg. Med. Avg. Med. Avg. Med. Avg. Med. Avg. Med. Avg. Med.

Reference -6.36 -6.46 -6.71 -6.49 -7.45 -7.26 - - 0.48 0.47 0.73 0.74 - -

liGAN [103] - - - - -6.33 -6.20 21.1% 11.1% 0.39 0.39 0.59 0.57 0.66 0.67
GraphBP [110] - - - - -4.80 -4.70 14.2% 6.7% 0.43 0.45 0.49 0.48 0.79 0.78

3DSBDD [2] -5.75 -5.64 -6.18 -5.88 -6.75 -6.62 37.9% 31.0% 0.51 0.50 0.63 0.63 0.70 0.70
Pocket2Mol [19] -5.14 -4.70 -6.42 -5.82 -7.15 -6.79 48.4% 51.0% 0.56 0.57 0.74 0.75 0.69 0.71
TargetDiff [114] -5.47 -6.30 -6.64 -6.83 -7.80 -7.91 58.1% 59.1% 0.48 0.48 0.58 0.58 0.72 0.71

FLAG [69] -5.30 -5.89 -6.46 -6.68 -7.25 -7.17 53.7% 54.8% 0.50 0.51 0.75 0.72 0.70 0.73
DrugGPS [108] -5.45 -5.81 -6.49 -6.88 -7.36 -7.42 54.9% 55.7% 0.59 0.58 0.72 0.73 0.71 0.74

Decompdiff [116] -5.67 -6.04 -7.04 -7.09 -8.39 -8.43 64.4% 71.0% 0.45 0.43 0.61 0.60 0.68 0.68

(a) Context encoding and 
focal motif selection

focal motif

…

(b) Next motif Prediction (c) Motif attachments enumeration 
and prediction

(d) Rotation angle prediction 
and structure refinement

Rotation angle

Nitrogen atom 

Oxygen atom 

Single bond 

Carbon atom 

Binding site

Double bond 

Predicted force

Fig. 6. Overview of FLAG [69] for de novo ligand generation. There are
four steps in each iteration: (a) context encoding and focal motif selec-
tion, (b) next motif prediction, (c) motif attachments enumeration and
prediction, and (d) rotation angle prediction and structure refinement.

Protein Data Bank [122]. Considering the variability in the
cross-docked complex qualities, existing methods typically
employ filtering steps. After filtering out data points whose
binding pose RMSD is greater than 1 Å, a refined subset
with around 180,000 data points is obtained. For the dataset
split, mmseqs2 [151] is widely used to cluster data at 30%
sequence identity, 100,000 protein-ligand pairs are randomly
drawn for training and 100 proteins from the remaining
clusters for testing. One hundred molecules for each protein
pocket in the test set are sampled to evaluate generative
models.
Binding MOAD [152] contains experimentally determined
complexed protein-ligand structures. The dataset is filtered
and split based on the proteins’ enzyme commission num-
ber [153]. Specifically, the split ensures different sets do
not contain proteins from the same Enzyme Commission
Number (EC Number) main class. Finally, there are 40,354
protein-ligand pairs for training and 130 for testing.

3.3.4 Evaluation Metrics

The following metrics are widely used in related works [2],
[19], [69], [108], [144] to evaluate the qualities of the sam-
pled molecules: (1) Validity is the percentage of chemically
valid molecules among all generated molecules. A molecule
is valid if it can be sanitized by RDkit [148]. (2) Vina
Score measures the binding affinity between the generated
molecules and the protein pockets. It can be calculated with
traditional docking methods such as AutoDock Vina [137],
[154] or trained CNN scoring functions [155]. Before cal-
culating the vina score, the generated molecular structures
are refined by universal force fields [156]. (3) High Affinity

is calculated as the percentage of pockets whose generated
molecules have higher affinity to the references in the test
set. (3) QED measures how likely a molecule is a potential
drug candidate. (4) Synthetic Accessibility (SA) indicates
the difficulty of drug synthesis (the score is normalized
between 0 and 1, and higher values indicate more accessible
synthesis). (5) LogP is the octanol-water partition coefficient
(LogP values should be between -0.4 and 5.6 to be promising
drug candidates [157]). (6) Lipinski (Lip.) calculates how
many rules the molecule obeys the Lipinski’s rule of five
[158]. (7) Sim. Train represents the Tanimoto similarity
[159] with the most similar molecules in the training set.
(8) Diversity (Div.) measures the diversity of generated
molecules for a binding pocket (It is calculated as 1 - average
pairwise Tanimoto similarities). (9) Time records the cost of
generating 100 valid molecules for a pocket.

3.3.5 Bechmark Performance

We benchmark representative de novo ligand generation
methods on the CrossDocked dataset in Table 6. Generally,
there is not a single method that is optimal on all the metrics.
We can observe that diffusion-based methods achieve the
best performance on binding affinity (Vina-related metrics).
This may be attributed to their non-autoregressive genera-
tion scheme that facilitates global optimization. As for QED
and SA, fragment-based methods such as DrugGPS achieve
the most competitive performance. This may be explained
by incorporating drug-like fragments, effectively increasing
drug-likeliness and synthesizability.

3.3.6 Limitations and Future Directions

Despite the success of applying geometric deep learning for
de novo ligand generation, it is still challenging to explore the
vast chemical space and generate high-quality drug candi-
dates with satisfied properties. Generally, current methods
have the following limitations and require further explo-
rations: (1) failing to consider essential chemical priors; (2)
lacking ligand optimization methods; (3) noncomprehensive
evaluation metrics.

Firstly, most current methods fail to consider essen-
tial chemical priors such as molecular motifs and protein-
ligand interaction patterns. Therefore, the generated ligand
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Fig. 7. Overview of DiffLinker [121] for linker design. The inputs are the
molecular fragments and the protein pocket (optional). The output is the
linker that links the fragments into a complete molecule. DiffLinker is an
E(3)-equivariant diffusion-based model. In the generation process, the
probabilities of linker sizes are first computed for the input fragments.
Next, linker atoms are sampled and denoised using a conditioned equiv-
ariant diffusion model. The bottom shows the linker generation process
with linker atoms highlighted in orange.

molecules may have invalid 3D structures and limited bind-
ing affinity with the target protein. FLAG [69] and DrugGPS
[108] have tried to leverage chemical priors of motifs and
subpockets in the model construction. In the future, we
expect more methods that leverage the chemical priors for
high-quality ligand generation.

Secondly, existing works fail to explicitly optimize drug
properties in the generation process. In practice, it is chal-
lenging to directly generate drug candidates satisfying a
series of property constraints. A common practice is sam-
pling promising lead compounds and then conducting lead
optimization. Therefore, exploring multiple-property opti-
mization methods for de novo ligand generation is one future
direction.

Thirdly, the current evaluation metrics are noncompre-
hension, and most focus on 2D molecule properties such
as QED and SA. A recent work, PoseCheck [160], proposes
four metrics to evaluate the generated molecules’ poses,
including interaction profiles, steric clashes, strain energy,
and redocking RMSD. Their evaluations show that the lig-
and molecule generated by existing methods often exhibits
nonphysical features such as steric clashes, hydrogen place-
ment issues, and high strain energy. In the future, we expect
more comprehensive evaluation metrics and more advanced
ligand generative models that address the shortcomings.

3.4 Linker Design

3.4.1 Problem Formulation
Most small molecular drugs bind to the target protein and
inhibit its activity. However, due to the complexity of dis-
eases, some amino acids in target proteins may mutate, lead-
ing to weak binding affinity and drug falling off. To solve
this problem, an emerging therapeutic mechanism involving
proteolysis targeting chimera (PROTAC) can inhibit protein
functions by prompting complete degradation of the target
protein. Specifically, PROTAC contains two molecular frag-
ments and a linker that links the fragments into a complete
molecule. One fragment in PROTAC binds the target protein
and the other fragment binds another molecule that can
degrade the target protein. Because PROTAC only requires
high selectivity in binding its targets instead of inhibiting
the target protein’s activity, much attention is focused on

TABLE 7
Linker design performance comparisons on the ZINC test sets. Given
anchors denotes that the anchors are known to the model. Sampled
size indicates the linker size is sampled and is not necessarily the

same as the ground truth.

Model QED (↑) SA (↑) Valid (↑) Unique (↑) Novel (↑)

DeLinker [118] 0.64 0.77 98.3% 44.2% 47.1%
3DLinker [20] (given anchors) 0.65 0.77 99.3% 29.0% 41.2%
3DLinker [20] 0.65 0.76 71.5% 29.2% 41.9%
DiffLinker [121] 0.68 0.78 93.8% 24.0% 30.3%
DiffLinker [121] (given anchors) 0.68 0.77 97.6% 22.7% 32.4%
DiffLinker [121] (sampled size) 0.65 0.76 90.6% 51.4% 42.9%
DiffLinker [121] (given anchors, sampled size) 0.65 0.76 94.8% 50.9% 47.7%

repurposing previously ineffective inhibitor molecules as
PROTAC for the next generation of drugs. One critical prob-
lem in PROTAC is linker design, which generates the linker
conditioned on the given fragments and the target protein.
Formally, denote the target protein as P , the molecular
fragments as F , and the linker as L; the objective is to learn
a conditional generative model p(L|F ,P).

3.4.2 Representative Methods

DeLinker [118] uses VAE and autoregressively generates
the atoms and edges of the linker. Only simple geometric
information, such as the relative distances and orientations,
is considered in DeLinker, and the output is the 2D molecule
graph. 3Dlinker [20] also generates linker autoregressively
but can further generate the 3D molecule structure without
specifying the anchor atoms, i.e., the atoms of fragments
for linking. The anchor node, next node type, edge, and
coordinate are predicted sequentially in each step.

Link-INVENT [120] and PROTAC-INVENT [66] are re-
inforcement learning-based methods. Link-INVENT [120]
expands the widely used REINVENT [161] model and
incorporates a reward function to optimize the length,
linearity, and flexibility of generated linkers. However,
Link-INVENT [120] only focuses on 2D linker generation.
PROTAC-INVENT [66] can jointly sample the 2D molecular
graphs and the 3D structures of linkers inside the target
protein pocket.

DiffLinker [121] designs a conditional diffusion-based
model that generates molecular linkers conditioned on input
fragments and the target protein structure (optional). In
the generation process (Figure 7), the probabilities of linker
sizes are first computed for the input fragments. Next,
linker atoms are sampled and denoised using a conditioned
equivariant diffusion model. Results show that considering
the target protein structure improves the binding affinity of
the resulting PROTAC molecules.

3.4.3 Datasets

Zinc [162] is a free database of commercially-available com-
pounds for virtual screening. A subset of 250,000 molecules
randomly selected by [163] is used for linker design. The
dataset is preprocessed as follows: firstly, 3D conformers are
generated using RDKit [148], and a reference 3D structure
with the lowest energy conformation is selected for each
molecule. Then, these molecules are fragmented by enu-
merating all double cuts of acyclic single bonds outside
functional groups. The results are further filtered by the
number of atoms in the linker and fragments, synthetic
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accessibility [164], ring aromaticity, and pan-assay interfer-
ence compounds (PAINS) [165] criteria. As a result, a single
molecule may yield different combinations of two fragments
separated by a linker. The Zinc dataset is randomly split into
train, validation, and test sets (438,610/400/400 examples).
CASF [166] includes experimentally verified 3D conforma-
tions. The preprocessing procedure is the same as Zinc.
GEOM [167] is considered for real-world applications that
require connecting more than two fragments with one or
more linkers. The molecules are decomposed into three or
more fragments with one or two linkers with an MMPA-
based algorithm [168] and BRICS [169].
Binding MOAD [152] contains experimentally determined
complexed protein-ligand structures. DiffLinker [121] uses
Binding MOAD to assess further the ability to generate
valid linkers given additional information about protein
pockets. The authors extract amino acids with at least one
atom closer than 6 Å to any ligand atom as the pockets.
The molecules are preprocessed into fragments using RD-
Kit’s implementation of MMPA-based algorithm [168]. The
resulting dataset is split based on the proteins’ Enzyme
Commission (EC) numbers.

3.4.4 Evaluation Metrics
The following metrics are widely used to evaluate linker
design methods: (1) Validity is the percentage of chemically
valid molecules among all generated molecules. (2) Quan-
titative Estimation of Drug-likeness (QED) measures how
likely a molecule is a potential drug candidate. (3) Synthetic
Accessibility (SA) indicates the difficulty of drug synthesis.
(4) Rings is the average number of rings in the linker.
(5) Uniqueness measures the percentage of non-duplicate
generated molecules. (6) Novelty calculates the ratio of
generated molecules not in the training set. (7) Recovery
records the percentage of the original molecules recovered
by the generation process. (8) Root Mean Squared De-
viation (RMSD) is calculated between the generated and
real linker coordinates in the cases where true molecules
are recovered. (9) RDscit [170] evaluates the geometric and
chemical similarity between the ground truth and generated
molecules.

3.4.5 Benchmark Performance
We benchmark representative linker design methods on the
Zinc dataset in Table 7. In the default setting, all the methods
generate the linker the same size as the ground truth.
DiffLinker [121] as the state-of-the-art method achieves the
best results on molecule drug-likeliness and synthesizability.
We also note that sampling the linker size can significantly
improve novelty and uniqueness of the generated linkers
without much degradation of the other important metrics.

3.4.6 Limitations and Future Directions
Although impressive progress has been obtained for linker
design with geometric deep learning, there remain open
questions. Firstly, most existing methods fail to consider the
protein pocket context. The generated molecules may have
steric clashes or inferior binding affinities with the target
protein. We are glad to see some recent methods, such as
DiffLinker [121], manage to design linkers conditioned on

the pocket and expect to see more progress in this direction.
Secondly, existing models for linker design assume that the
relative positions of the fragments are known, which may
not be practical in real scenarios. Generative models that co-
design both fragment poses and linkers are more favorable.

3.5 Binding Affinity Prediction
3.5.1 Problem Formulation
Protein-ligand binding affinity is a measurement of inter-
action strength. Accurate affinity prediction helps design
effective drug molecules and plays a vital role in SBDD.
Formally, denoted the bound protein structure as P , the
bound ligand as L, and the binding affinity as y, our target is
to train a model f(P,L) = y for binding affinity prediction.

3.5.2 Representative Methods
The exploration of binding affinity prediction methods has
a long-standing history. Early studies focused on utilizing
empirical formulas [171] or designing handcrafted features
coupled with traditional machine learning algorithms for
binding affinity prediction [172]. Despite some advance-
ments, these methods have limited prediction accuracy
and require considerable feature engineering to perform
well. Recent research has highlighted the application of
geometric deep learning methods, representing the protein-
ligand complex structure as 3D grids or 3D graphs for
processing and prediction. These approaches directly model
the relationship between the complex’s 3D structure and
binding affinity using CNNs or GNNs. For example, given
a complex structure, Pafnucy [96] extracts a 20 Å cubic box
focused on the geometric center of the ligand and discretizes
it into a 21×21×21×19 grid with 1 Å resolution. A 3D-CNN
is then employed to process the grid, treating it as a multi-
channel 3D image. SIGN [21] converts the complex structure
into a complex 3D graph and designs a structure-aware
interactive graph neural network to capture 3D spatial in-
formation and global long-range interactions using polar-
inspired graph attention layers in a semi-supervised man-
ner. PIGNet [86] introduces a novel physics-informed graph
neural network, which can predict accurate binding affinity
based on four physics energy components – van der Waals
(vdW) interaction, hydrogen bond, metal-ligand interaction,
and hydrophobic interaction (Figure 8). Fusion [101] simul-
taneously utilizes the complex 3D grid representation and
3D graph to capture different characteristics of interactions.
HOLOPROT [87] considers both complex structures and
complex surfaces. MBP [95] introduces the first affinity pre-
training framework, which involves training the model to
predict the ranking of samples from the same bioassay.
This pre-training uses a self-constructed ChEMBL-Dock
dataset containing over 300,000 experimental affinity labels
and about 2.8M docking-generated complex structures. The
geometric deep learning-based methods effectively capture
the 3D structural information and show superior prediction
accuracy.

3.5.3 Datasets
PDBBind [132] is the most commonly used dataset for
binding affinity prediction. As previously mentioned, the
latest version of the dataset consists of 19,443 complexes.
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Fig. 8. Overview of PIGNet [86] for binding affinity prediction. A protein-
ligand complex is represented in a graph, and adjacency matrices are
assigned from the binding structure of the complex. Each node feature
is updated through neural networks to carry the information of covalent
bonds and intermolecular interactions. Given each atom pair’s distance
and final node features, four energy components are calculated from
the physics-informed parameterized equations. The total binding affinity
is obtained as a sum of pairwise binding affinities, a sum of the four
energy components divided by an entropy term.

Specifically, the dataset comprises three overlapping sub-
sets: the general set (14,127 3D protein-ligand complexes),
the refined set (5,316 complexes selected from the general
set with higher quality), and the core set (290 complexes
selected as the highest quality benchmark for testing). It
is customary to train and validate models on either the
general or refined sets and evaluate them on the core set.
The PDBbind v2016 core set is also known as the CASF-2016
dataset.
CSAR-HiQ [173] is another commonly used dataset, con-
sisting of two subsets containing 176 and 167 complexes,
respectively. This dataset is often used as the independent
dataset in generalizability benchmarks.

3.5.4 Evaluation Metrics
Root Mean Square Error (RMSE) and Mean Absolute
Error (MAE) are widely used to quantify the errors between
the predicted values and the ground-truth values [174].
These two metrics are the most direct evaluation metrics
for prediction errors.
Pearson’s Correlation Coefficient (PCC) [175] quantifies
the linear correlation between the predicted values and
the ground-truth values. This metric serves as a means to
evaluate prediction accuracy. Unlike RMSE and MAE, PCC
is a normalized value ranging from -1 to 1, allowing for a
standardized assessment of prediction accuracy.
Spearman’s Correlation Coefficient (SCC) [176] quantifies
the ranking correlation between predicted values and ex-
perimental values. It is calculated as the PCC between the
rank values of the two variables. This metric is relevant,
as affinity prediction is frequently employed to identify
molecules with the highest rankings in virtual screening.

3.5.5 Benchmark Performance
The field of affinity prediction methods has a rich history,
characterized by various methodologies and the utilization
of diverse datasets. Consequently, conducting a fair and
comprehensive comparison of all these methods presents

a formidable challenge. In Table 5, we present statistics on
training and testing settings and the performance of these
binding affinity prediction models. As shown in the table,
although the testing settings of these methods are generally
the same, their training settings vary significantly. Larger
training datasets generally lead to better results. For future
research in binding affinity prediction, it is essential to
carefully select suitable settings for training and testing.

3.5.6 Limitations and Future Directions
While recent advancements in geometric deep learning for
affinity prediction have significantly improved accuracy,
several critical limitations remain to be addressed. Firstly,
the current geometric deep learning methods are predomi-
nantly trained on co-crystal complex structures where all the
data are positive, making it challenging for these methods
to effectively screen out true active ligands from a large pool
of decoys. As exemplified by PIGNet, previous research has
aimed to enhance both the scoring power and the screening
power of affinity prediction models. Nevertheless, their
results suggest that improving screening power often results
in a trade-off with reduced scoring power, underscoring
the difficulty of simultaneously achieving high performance
in both aspects. It is essential to develop robust models
capable of excelling in scoring and screening, expanding
their practical applications.

Furthermore, generalization to protein structures be-
yond those encountered during training is crucial. One po-
tential solution to this challenge involves creating additional
high-quality training datasets. Currently, there are approx-
imately 5,000 high-quality protein-ligand complexes with
experimentally verified affinities, as the PDBBind refined set
exemplifies. However, this limited dataset often constrains
the full training of deep learning models. Additionally,
integrating prior physical knowledge into deep learning
models, such as physics-informed deep learning [177], rep-
resents a promising avenue for enhancing generalization
capabilities.

4 CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES

We discuss challenges and opportunities in SBDD across
various dimensions, including algorithmic innovation, prac-
tical considerations concerning model and output evalua-
tion, and integration with experimental systems.

4.1 Challenges
• Oversimplified Problem Formulation: In structure-

based drug design (SBDD), problem formulations must
align with real-world applications and adhere to estab-
lished physical and chemical principles. For instance,
numerous studies on binding pose generation and de
novo ligand generation operate under the assumption
that the target protein structure remains static. In reality,
protein structures exhibit flexibility and can experience
intrinsic or induced conformational alterations [127].
This discrepancy underscores a gap between SBDD
models and their practical applications.

• Out-of-distribution Generalization: Most existing
studies do not sufficiently address the out-of-
distribution challenge. Given the constraints posed by
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dataset sizes and, occasionally, inappropriate dataset
splits, certain studies might overestimate the efficacy of
model predictions. For instance, during the COVID-19
pandemic, generative models need to produce ligand
molecules for novel protein targets, such as the main
protease of SARS-CoV-2. Consequently, the need for
generalizable geometric deep learning models becomes
evident, especially for real-world applications.

• The Need for Reliable Evaluation Metrics: Establish-
ing robust criteria to define an optimal drug candi-
date remains challenging. Even though various evalu-
ation metrics have been proposed, they often fall short
in their applicability. Some models exploit shortcuts
[178] in these metrics, resulting in the generation of
molecules with limited real-world utility.

• Lack of Large-scale Benchmarks: While datasets and
evaluation splits are available for diverse SBDD tasks,
there remains a dearth of large-scale, reliable bench-
marks with high-quality data. For example, the re-
fined dataset from PDBbind [132] used in training
affinity prediction models encompasses merely 5,000
complexes. The CrossDocked dataset [150], used to
benchmark de novo ligand design methods, comprises
only 2,922 distinct proteins and 13,780 unique ligand
molecules. These datasets pale compared to the size of
chemical space and protein universe, underscoring the
need for expansive, high-quality benchmarks.

• The Need for Experimental Verification: Computation-
ally evaluating generated drug candidates using a set of
metrics, while valuable, is not sufficient. Experimental
verification using in vivo or in vitro tests is crucial to
validate a candidate’s effectiveness. These experimen-
tal outcomes can be harnessed to refine the models,
facilitating an integrative loop between computational
simulations and empirical experiments.

• Lack of Interpretability: Achieving interpretability is
a paramount yet formidable task for deep learning
models, often perceived as black boxes. Within SBDD,
researchers often seek insights into rationales behind
predicted protein-ligand affinities or factors that can
explain why a specific protein surface region represents
a viable binding site. While the interpretability of SBDD
models aids in debugging and model enhancement,
current efforts in this direction, such as those outlined
in [72], [179], [180], remain in their infancy and warrant
further exploration.

4.2 Opportunities

• Leverage Multimodal Datasets: High-quality protein
structure data remains limited; for example, Cross-
Docked and PDBBind datasets contain fewer than 10
thousand unique protein structures. In contrast, UniRef
[181] boasts over 260 million protein sequences. As
such, the incorporation of protein language models
[182], [183], [184] trained on protein sequence data
into structure-based drug design holds promise [185].
Additionally, textual data describing protein functions
[186] and proteomics [187] can be integrated into SBDD
models.

• Incorporate Biological and Chemical Knowledge:
Integrating chemical and biomedical knowledge into
model development has proven effective across various
tasks. For instance, geometric symmetry is incorporated
in equivariant neural networks, while molecular frag-
ments are utilized to generate more realistic and valid
molecules. Geometric deep learning stands to gain from
the further infusion of domain knowledge.

• Build Comprehensive Benchmarks: Standardized
benchmarks offer dataset splits and evaluation tools,
facilitating straightforward and robust comparison of
SBDD models within a consistent framework [188],
[189].

• Design Criteria Based on Clinical Endpoints:
Structure-based drug design is considered during the
early stages of drug discovery and development. How-
ever, a palpable chasm exists between early-phase drug
discovery and pre-clinical and clinical drug develop-
ment [190], [191]. This can result in drug candidates fal-
tering in clinical trials. Consequently, leveraging feed-
back from late drug development and using it to design
novel design criteria to guide SBDD may increase ther-
apeutic yield.

• Establish Foundation Models for SBDD: Contempo-
rary research on geometric deep learning methods for
SBDD predominantly revolves around single-task mod-
els. However, with the emergence of general-purpose
pre-trained models [192], [193], [194], [195], there is
potential to develop unified foundation models that are
compatible with a variety of data formats and tasks in
SBDD.

• Consider a Broad Range of Design Tasks: This survey
examines geometric deep learning methods tailored for
SBDD tasks, emphasizing small molecule drugs. Many
methods are broadly applicable and can be adapted
to other areas, such as antibody design [196], protein
pocket design [197], and crystal material generation
[198].

5 CONCLUSION

We systematically review geometric deep learning meth-
ods and applications for structure-based drug design. Our
methodology involves categorizing existing research into
five distinct categories based on the tasks they address. We
present a comprehensive problem formulation for each task,
summarizing noteworthy methods and delineating datasets
and evaluation metrics. Considering both challenges and
prospects for the field, we anticipate that this survey will
facilitate a rapid comprehension of existing methodology
and lay the groundwork for future structure-based drug
design using geometric deep learning.
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[151] M. Steinegger and J. Söding, “Mmseqs2 enables sensitive protein
sequence searching for the analysis of massive data sets,” Nature
biotechnology, vol. 35, no. 11, pp. 1026–1028, 2017.

[152] L. Hu, M. L. Benson, R. D. Smith, M. G. Lerner, and H. A. Carlson,
“Binding moad (mother of all databases),” Proteins: Structure,
Function, and Bioinformatics, vol. 60, no. 3, pp. 333–340, 2005.

[153] A. Bairoch, “The enzyme data bank,” Nucleic acids research,
vol. 22, no. 17, pp. 3626–3627, 1994.

[154] A. Alhossary, S. D. Handoko, Y. Mu, and C.-K. Kwoh, “Fast,
accurate, and reliable molecular docking with quickvina 2,”
Bioinformatics, vol. 31, no. 13, pp. 2214–2216, 2015.

[155] M. Ragoza, J. Hochuli, E. Idrobo, J. Sunseri, and D. R. Koes,
“Protein–ligand scoring with convolutional neural networks,”
Journal of chemical information and modeling, vol. 57, no. 4, pp. 942–
957, 2017.
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[159] D. Bajusz, A. Rácz, and K. Héberger, “Why is tanimoto index an
appropriate choice for fingerprint-based similarity calculations?”
Journal of cheminformatics, vol. 7, no. 1, pp. 1–13, 2015.

[160] C. Harris, K. Didi, A. R. Jamasb, C. K. Joshi, S. V. Mathis, P. Lio,
and T. Blundell, “Benchmarking generated poses: How rational
is structure-based drug design with generative models?” arXiv
preprint arXiv:2308.07413, 2023.
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