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Abstract

Protein diffusion models have emerged as a promising approach for protein design.
One such pioneering model is Genie, a method that asymmetrically represents pro-
tein structures during the forward and backward processes, using simple Gaussian
noising for the former and expressive SE(3)-equivariant attention for the latter. In
this work we introduce Genie 2, extending Genie to capture a larger and more
diverse protein structure space through architectural innovations and massive data
augmentation. Genie 2 adds motif scaffolding capabilities via a novel multi-motif
framework that designs co-occurring motifs with unspecified inter-motif positions
and orientations. This makes possible complex protein designs that engage multiple
interaction partners and perform multiple functions. On both unconditional and
conditional generation, Genie 2 achieves state-of-the-art performance, outperform-
ing all known methods on key design metrics including designability, diversity,
and novelty. Genie 2 also solves more motif scaffolding problems than other
methods and does so with more unique and varied solutions. Taken together,
these advances set a new standard for structure-based protein design. Genie 2
inference and training code, as well as model weights, are freely available at:
https://github.com/aqlaboratory/genie2.

1 Introduction

The design of proteins with novel structures and functions has emerged as a potent technology in
therapeutic [35, 10, 34] and industrial applications [32, 23]. Generative AI has driven recent advances
in protein design, most notably diffusion [22, 36] and flow matching [30] models, as has the revolution
in protein structure prediction sparked by AlphaFold 2 [25]. Proteins are one-dimensional polymers of
amino acids ("sequences") that fold into three-dimensional shapes ("structures"). Generative protein
models mirror this delineation, with most operating either in the sequence or structural domain.
One rationale for sequence-based methods is that sequences are what ultimately get synthesized as
functioning biomolecules, while structures require an additional structure-to-sequence map (inverse
folding). Sequence-based models include EvoDiff [2], a discrete diffusion model that uses order-
agnostic autoregressive diffusion with a ByteNet-style [26] architecture for denoising. EvoDiff is a
promising and complementary approach to structure-based design, currently the prevalent paradigm.

Structure-based methods [37, 43, 28, 24, 48, 47, 3, 21, 40] focus on modeling structure space and
typically employ separate inverse folding models such as ProteinMPNN [16] to propose plausible
sequences given a generated structure. Their key rationale is that structure more closely associates
with protein function than sequence. Among them, Genie performs diffusion on backbone atom
coordinates and uses an SE(3)-equivariant denoiser to reason over a cloud of reference frames
constructed from backbone coordinates. FrameDiff [48] uses a diffusion process in SE(3) on
backbone frames with an AlphaFold-inspired architecture for denoising. FrameFlow [47] adopts the
general architecture of FrameDiff but uses flow matching instead. Chroma [24] combines a correlated
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diffusion process that respects statistical properties of natural proteins with an efficient graph neural
network. It also includes a separate design network that predicts sequences and side-chain atoms given
a generated backbone. More recently, Proteus [40] uses a similar diffusion process and architecture as
FrameDiff but introduces graph triangle blocks that combine the expressiveness of triangle attention
from AlphaFold 2 with faster runtimes by limiting attention to nearby residues.

The inter-connectedness of sequence and structure suggests that integrating their representations
would advance protein design, particularly for conditional tasks that require pre-specified sequence
or structural elements. Recent methods reflect this. One approach integrates sequence information as
a condition of a structure-based diffusion process, as RFDiffusion [42] does when designing proteins
with known sequence fragments. Another approach performs diffusion or flow matching in a joint
sequence-structure space, as done by MultiFlow [9] when it combines an SE(3) structural flow with a
discrete sequence flow. There have also been attempts [15] at jointly encoding sequence and structure
in a latent space and diffusing in this space; however, the approach remains nascent.

Whether encoded by sequence or structure, function is what is sought in protein design. Many
functions, including interactions with small molecules and other proteins, are governed by few
residues, or a motif. Achieving prescribed functions can thus often be distilled into designing a
protein with a specific motif (e.g., an enzyme active site [41] or antigen-binding site [46]), known
as motif scaffolding. Diffusion models have shown success in this realm: Wu et al. [44] developed
a sequential Monte Carlo sampler called Twisted Diffusion Sampler and applied it to FrameDiff
to scaffold motifs while RFDiffusion and an updated FrameFlow [49] were explicitly trained on
motif-conditioned tasks. Yet, current models cannot design proteins with multiple independent motifs,
as they require inter-motif positions and orientations to be known a priori. Proteins often comprise
independent functional sites, either as separate domains connected by a flexible linker or as one
globular domain, such as an enzyme with multiple substrate binding sites or a scaffolding protein that
engages multiple signaling ligands. The ability to design such proteins, which we term multi-motif
scaffolding, would enable the development of new enzymes [18], biosensors [46], and therapeutics
that disrupt or enhance protein-protein interactions [31]. Concurrent with our work, Castro et al. [11]
employed an established non-diffusion model, RFjoint2, to inpaint an immunogen containing three
distinct epitopes. This approach appears promising but has yet to be systematically benchmarked.

In this work, we extend Genie to support single- and multi-motif scaffolding. We also improve the
core Genie model through architectural modifications and enhancements to its training data and
process. The resulting Genie 2 better captures protein structure space. When compared to existing
models, Genie 2 sets state-of-the-art results in designability, diversity, and novelty. In addition,
Genie 2 surpasses RFDiffusion on motif scaffolding tasks, both in the number of solved problems
and the diversity of designs. We also curate a benchmark set comprising 6 multi-motif scaffolding
problems from the literature and show that Genie 2 can propose complex designs incorporating
multiple functional motifs, a challenge unaddressed by existing protein diffusion models.

2 Previous Genie Model

Diffusion with asymmetric protein representations In contrast to all other SE(3)-equivariant
diffusion models for protein generation, which use unified representations for the forward and
backward diffusion processes, Genie represents proteins as point clouds of Cα atoms in the forward
process and as clouds of reference frames in the reverse process. Let x = [x1,x2, · · · ,xN ] be a
sequence of Cα coordinates of length N . Given a sample x0 from the unknown protein structure
distribution, Genie’s forward process gradually adds isotropic Gaussian noise through a cosine
variance schedule β = [β1, β2, · · · , βT ], where T is the total number of diffusion steps (set to 1,000).

q(xt|xt−1) = N (xt|
√

1− βtxt−1, βtI) (1)

By reparameterization, we have

q(xt|x0) = N (xt|
√
ᾱtx0, (1− ᾱt)I) where ᾱt =

t∏
s=1

αs and αt = 1− βt (2)

Since the isotropic Gaussian noise added at each diffusion step is small, the corresponding reverse
process could be approximated with a Gaussian distribution:

p(xt−1|xt) = N (xt−1|µθ(xt, t),Σθ(xt, t)I) (3)
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Figure 1: Genie 2 architecture (top), which extends Genie to enable scaffolding on (multiple) motifs.
It consists of an SE(3)-invariant encoder that transforms input features into single residue and pair
residue-residue representations, and an SE(3)-equivariant decoder that updates frames based on single
representations, pair representations, and input reference frames. Example inputs to the model for
single- and multi-motif scaffolding problems are shown (bottom-left green box), along with the
corresponding generated designs (bottom-right box). In single motif scaffolding (top row), the motif
may be contiguous or non-contiguous but all inter-residue positions and orientations are defined. In
multi-motif scaffolding (bottom row), inter-motif geometry is left unspecified. For input sequences,
white boxes denote masked out regions corresponding to the scaffold.

where

µθ(xt, t) =
1
√
αt

(
xt −

βt√
1− ᾱt

ϵθ(F (xt), t)

)
Σθ(xt, t) = γ2 · βt

F (·) is the Frenet-Serret frame construction process based on a sequence of coordinates, and γ ∈ [0, 1]
controls the scale of injected noise in the reverse process (analogous to sampling temperature).

SE(3)-equivariant denoiser The core of Genie is its SE(3)-equivariant denoiser ϵθ(F (xt), t),
which reasons over reference frames to predict the noise injected during the forward process. Figure
1 summarizes Genie’s architecture. The denoiser consists of an SE(3)-invariant encoder, which
transforms individual residue and residue-residue pair features into single and pair representations,
and an SE(3)-equivariant decoder, which uses Invariant Point Attention [25] to update single repre-
sentations that are in turn used to update input reference frames. Final noise vectors are computed
as the displacement between the translation component of the updated frames and that of the input
frames. For more details refer to [28].
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3 Methods

In this work we extend Genie’s architecture and training procedure to enable motif scaffolding. We
also substantially improve the core unconditional model through data augmentation and scaling.

Motif representation for conditional generation Genie’s architecture naturally permits integration
of conditional sequence and structure information into the diffusion process. We do so by encoding
the residues of each motif as one-hot vectors and concatenating these encodings to the single residue
features. We encode the structure of each motif using the pairwise distance matrix of its Cα atoms.
This representation is SE(3)-invariant as it does not encode the absolute position and orientation of
the motif(s), and is unlike the motif conditioning procedures of other methods (e.g., RFDiffusion and
FrameFlow), which fix motif coordinates and are thus sensitive to initial placement(s).

Our approach sidesteps a challenge in multi-motif scaffolding, where the design objective leaves
the relative positions and orientations of motifs unspecified. By representing motif structures using
pairwise distance matrices that specify intra-motif but not inter-motif distances, Genie 2 learns to
satisfy the constraints of each motif while generating self-consistent configurations of inter-motif
geometries. Figure 1 illustrates the types of (multi-)motif templates that can be specified. Note that
even in single motif scaffolding, a motif may be non-contiguous by comprising multiple segments.
What differentiates single and multi-motif scaffolding is that inter-segment geometric relationships
are specified while inter-motif relationships are not. Genie 2’s formulation does require specifying
sequence length separations between motifs, either by fixing them or sampling from a distribution.

Training Genie 2 is trained in a purely conditional manner with every training example constituting
a (single) motif scaffolding task. Tasks are constructed by first sampling structures from our training
dataset to serve as ground truths. A target motif is then constructed for each structure by sampling
Ns segments totaling Nr residues, where Ns ∼ U(1, 4), Nr ∼ U(⌊0.05N⌋, ⌈0.5N⌉), and N is
again the length of the protein. The starting positions and lengths of motif segments are randomly
chosen subject to the number of motif residues totalling Nr. Algorithm 1 describes the task sampling
procedure in more detail. We initially experimented with training on varying ratios of conditional and
unconditional tasks but found that higher proportions of conditional tasks generally yielded better
performance on both types of tasks, and thus switched to purely conditional training. We include
an analysis of this behavior in Appendix A.4. Due to computational constraints, we limit sequence
length to 256 during training; however, Genie 2 is capable of generating proteins longer than 256
residues. In addition, we do not train on multi-motif scaffolding as our input representation permits
under-specification of geometric relationships as an inference-time choice. Genie 2’s performance on
multi-motif scaffolding thus represents out-of-distribution generative generalization.

Algorithm 1 Motif construction for conditional training task
Require: Sampled structure x, a sequence of Cα coordinates of length N

Ns ∼ U(1, 4) ▷ Number of segments in the motif
Nr ∼ U(⌊0.05N⌋, ⌈0.5N⌉) ▷ Number of residues in the motif
B ← [0, b1, b2, · · · , bNs−1, Nr] where b1, b2, · · · , bNs−1

are randomly sampled from {1, 2, · · · , Nr − 1}
without replacement and sorted in ascending order.

L← [l1, l2, · · · , lNs
] where Li = Bi −Bi−1 ▷ Split motif residues into segments

M = Flatten(Permute([S1, S2, · · · , SN−Nr
,M1,M2, · · · ,MNs

])) where
Si = [0] for i ∈ [1, N −Nr] ▷ Represents a scaffold residue
Mj = [1, 1, · · · , 1] where |Mj | = lj for j ∈ [1, Ns] ▷ Represents a motif segment

return M where for i ∈ [1, N ] ▷ Represents a motif sequence mask
M[i] = 1 indicates that residue i is a motif residue
M[i] = 0 indicates that residue i is a scaffold residue

Data augmentation Diffusion models require large datasets to robustly capture complex distri-
butions. Generative protein models have thus far relied on training on experimentally determined
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protein structures from the Protein Data Bank (PDB) [6, 8]. Despite the enormous experimental
efforts that have gone into assembling the PDB, its size remains limited to ˜20,000 proteins of relevant
lengths. With the development of highly accurate protein structure prediction, we hypothesized that
augmenting Genie training with confidently predicted protein structures could boost its performance
by expanding the space of observed folds beyond those present in the PDB. Consequently, we
train Genie 2 using the AlphaFold database (AFDB) [39], which consists of approximately 214M
AlphaFold 2 predictions spanning nearly the entirety of UniProt [14]. As AFDB is highly structurally
redundant, we use a subsampled version [5] that applies FoldSeek [38] to cluster entries based on
structural similarity. We start with all cluster representatives from the FoldSeek-clustered database
and then filter them using a pLDDT threshold of >80, to enrich for highly confident predictions, and
a maximum sequence length of 256. This results in 588,570 structures. To our knowledge, Genie 2 is
the first protein diffusion model to train on AFDB.

Loss function We minimize the loss function below, which computes the mean squared error
between predicted and ground truth noise:

L(θ) = Et,x0,ϵ

[
1

N

N∑
i=1

∥∥ϵit − ϵiθ(F (xt), t)
∥∥2] (4)

= Et,x0,ϵ

[
1

|M|+ |S|

(∑
i∈M

∥∥ϵit − ϵiθ(F (xt), t)
∥∥2 +∑

i∈S

∥∥ϵit − ϵiθ(F (xt), t)
∥∥2)] (5)

whereM and S are the set of motif and scaffold residue indices, respectively. Under this construction,
motifs are enforced as a soft constraint, ensuring that the model is responsive to motif specifications
while also designing the protein as a whole.

4 Unconditional Protein Generation

To systematically assess Genie 2 and competing methods on unconditional protein generation, we
conduct two sets of analyses. First, we assess methods without accounting for length while restricting
the longest designed protein to 256 residues (Section 4.2). This reflects Genie 2’s in-distribution
generative power since it is trained on proteins up to 256 residues long. Second, we assess methods
in a length-specific manner up to 500 residues (Section 4.3) to quantify Genie 2’s out-of-distribution
generative capabilities. In both analyses, we rely on the evaluation metrics described in Section 4.1.

We compare Genie 2 to Chroma, FrameFlow and RFDiffusion. The latter is widely perceived
as the current state-of-the-art protein design model and has been extensively validated. A more
recent model, Proteus, asserts some gains on designability over RFDiffusion at the cost of lower
diversity. Unfortunately, the code for Proteus is not publicly available, precluding direct comparison.
Nonetheless, based on Proteus’ reported metrics, we believe that the comparison with RFDiffusion is
sufficient to establish Genie 2 as the new state-of-the-art model. We note that while Chroma contains
a built-in sequence design network, we find it to underperform ProteinMPNN and so exclude it;
instead we adopt the same evaluation pipeline across all methods.

4.1 Evaluation metrics

Designability A structure that can be plausibly realized by some protein sequence is one that is
designable. To determine if a structure is designable we employ a commonly used pipeline [37] that
computes in silico self-consistency between generated and predicted structures. First, a generated
structure is fed into an inverse folding model (ProteinMPNN [16]) to produce 8 plausible sequences
for the design. Next, structures of proposed sequences are predicted (using ESMFold [29]) and the
consistency of predicted structures with respect to the original generated structure is assessed using a
structure similarity metric (TM-score [50, 45]). Using this pipeline, we consider a generated structure
to be designable if it is within 2Å RMSD of the most similar predicted structure (scRMSD ≤ 2) and
the structure is confidently predicted (mean pLDDT ≥ 70). Over a set, "designability" quantifies
the fraction of designable structures within it. We note that designability alone can be misleading
because it does not account for structural diversity–for example, a model that has mode-collapsed
into a single designable structure achieves perfect designability.

5



Table 1: Unconditional generative performance of structure-based diffusion models.

METHOD DESIGNABILITY DIVERSITY F1 PDB NOVELTY AFDB NOVELTY

CHROMA 0.70 0.51 0.59 0.13 0.04
RFDIFFUSION 0.96 0.63 0.76 0.26 0.14
GENIE 2 0.96 0.91 0.93 0.41 0.21

Diversity Complementary to designability is the (structural) diversity of a generated protein set.
To quantify diversity we start by hierarchically clustering (with single linkage) the set of designable
generated structures. We exclude non-designable structures as we do not expect them to be realizable
and including them would thus inflate diversity. As sequence lengths vary within a set of designable
structures, we utilize TMAlign [51] to compute the pairwise similarities of all structures and use a
TM-score threshold of 0.6 as cutoff. This implies that any pair of structures across clusters would have
a TM score of at most 0.6. We then compute "diversity" as the fraction of distinct designable clusters
within a set of generated structures. As the diversity metric already enforces designability of generated
clusters, we find that it better reflects the generative capabilities of a model than designability. Note
that diversity depends on the number of samples generated, and tends to 0 as sample size increases.
In all our experiments we use a fixed sample size to enable even comparisons.

F1 score Following Lin and AlQuraishi [28], we compute the harmonic mean between designability
(pstructures) and diversity (pclusters) as follows:

Fβ = (1 + β2) · pstructures · pclusters

β2 · pstructures + pclusters
(6)

where β ∈ R+ controls the relative weighting of designability and diversity. We set β = 1 and report
the metric as F1 score.

Novelty Beyond designability and diversity, we also quantify the novelty of generated structures
with respect to reference datasets and, by extension, the known structural universe. To compute
the novelty of a generated structure we again employ TM-score as our structure similarity metric
and use TMAlign to compute the TM scores between a generated structure and all structures in a
reference dataset. We consider a generated structure to be novel if it is designable and its TM-score
to any reference structure is at most 0.5. Similar to our diversity calculations, we apply hierarchical
clustering (with single linkage and a TM-score threshold of 0.6) to the set of novel structures and
define "novelty" to be the fraction of distinct novel clusters within a set of generated structures. We
measure novelty with respect to both the PDB and Foldseek-clustered AFDB datasets (the latter being
our training dataset) and term these measures "PDB novelty" and "AFDB novelty", respectively.

4.2 In-distribution performance analysis

We assess Genie 2, Chroma, and RFDiffusion by generating 5 structures of every length ranging from
50 to 256 residues (1,035 structures in total). We omit FrameFlow here since it is trained using a
maximum sequence length of 128, but include direct comparisons with FrameFlow in Section 4.3.
Table 1 summarizes the performance of all methods on our key metrics. Relative to RFDiffusion and
Chroma, Genie 2 achieves comparable designability and much higher diversity and novelty. This
suggests that as a core unconditional model, Genie 2 best captures foldable protein structure space,
and may thus serve as a superior engine for downstream sampling-based protein design tasks [44, 17].

In Figure 2A, we visualize the secondary structure distribution of generated proteins. While all
methods yield a wide range of secondary structure elements, the resulting distributions are biased
(relative to AFDB), with beta strand-containing structures (top left of distribution) and loop elements
(bottom left) being generally underrepresented. There are multiple possible reasons for this bias.
First, the high frequency of helices in the training dataset leads to models that favor generating
helical structures. Second, alpha helices are likely easier to generate than beta sheets as they involve
largely local interactions while sheets may involve long-range interactions. Third, we assess Genie
2 using low temperature sampling as it yields better results, but this may shift the model from its
learned distribution. We test this hypothesis by visualizing the distribution of secondary structures
generated by Genie 2 under a normal temperature (γ = 1) in Figure 2B. We observe that the resulting
distribution is in fact consistent with that of the clustered AFDB dataset.
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Figure 2: Visualizations of in-distribution performance on unconditional generation. (A) Secondary
structure distributions of proteins generated by Chroma, RFDiffusion and Genie 2. For reference, we
also include the secondary structure distribution of 1,000 structures randomly drawn from AFDB (far
right). (B) Secondary structure distributions of proteins generated by Genie 2 when sampling noise
scale (γ in equation (3)) is set to 0 (left) and 1 (right). (C) Self-consistency results on 1,000 randomly
chosen structures from the PDB and clustered AFDB datasets.

This raises the question of whether low temperature sampling is necessary or, alternatively, why it
helps improve Genie 2’s performance. To investigate this we ran our self-consistency pipeline on 1,000
randomly chosen structures from the clustered AFDB dataset. We found that only 42.4% of these
structures are designable. When our designability criteria is relaxed to scTM ≥ 0.5 and pLDDT ≥ 70,
the percentage of designable structures increases to 80.2% (Figure 2C). For comparison, among
PDB structures 87.2% are considered designable by our original criteria. This suggests that while
AF-predicted structures are globally reliable (with scTM ≥ 0.5), local atomic details remain much
less accurate. Since we use AFDB for training, this might explain why designability is low at
normal temperature sampling, as lower temperatures appear to bias Genie 2 towards higher fidelity.
We note that ProteinMPNN was exclusively trained on the PDB and thus we cannot rule out the
possibility that the apparent discrepancy in designability between the PDB and AFDB is due to a bias
in ProteinMPNN towards the PDB.

4.3 Length-based performance analysis

We next assess generative performance in a length-dependent manner. For a subset of sequence
lengths ranging from 50 to 500 residues, we generate 100 structures and assess them using our design
metrics. Figure 3A shows the scRMSD distribution across sequence lengths while Figures 3B and 3C
plot designability and diversity as a function of sequence length, respectively. At nearly all assessed
lengths, Genie 2 has comparable designability to RFDiffusion but higher diversity. For short proteins
(<200 residues), Genie 2 exhibits considerably higher diversity (doubling that of RFDiffusion at 100
residues), which is noteworthy as shorter lengths constitute smaller design spaces.

Generative models generally struggle with creating larger proteins due to their increased complexity.
As sequence length increases, designability decreases and in turn so does diversity, likely because
diversity depends on the number of designable proteins. Larger protein lengths should in principle
permit greater diversity but they are harder to generate. Nonetheless, despite having been trained on
monomers of at most 256 residues, Genie 2 can generate 500-residue structures with comparable
or better performance than competing methods. For reference, RFDiffusion uses a crop size of 384
during training while Chroma trains on even larger proteins (>500 residues) owing to its efficient
graph neural network. Figure 3D shows examples of Genie 2 designed structures of varying lengths.
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Figure 3: Assessment of methods by sequence length. For each method/sequence length combination,
we generate 100 structures. (A) Box-and-whisker plots of scRMSDs between generated structures
and their most similar ESMFold-predicted structures. Asterisks (*) indicate that sequence lengths
exceed the maximum seen during training. (B-C) Plots of designability (B) and diversity (C) as a
function of sequence length. (D) Example structures generated by Genie 2.

5 Motif Scaffolding

In this section we assess Genie 2 on single motif scaffolding and compare it to RFDiffusion on the
same set of design tasks. A more recent method, FrameFlow, does assert superiority over RFDiffusion
on single motif scaffolding, but its scaffolding-capable code is unfortunately unavailable, precluding
direct comparison. We additionally assess Genie 2 on multi-motif scaffolding using a suite of 6
multi-motif tasks that we curated for this assessment.

5.1 Evaluation metrics

Motif scaffolding problems consist of sequence and structure constraints on motif(s) plus length
(min/max) constraints on scaffolds and the overall protein. To solve a motif scaffolding problem, we
first sample a constraint-satisfying length for each scaffold segment while ensuring that total protein
length is also within specifications. This information, together with the sequence and structure of
motif(s), is passed as conditions to Genie 2. We quantify success using the criteria of RFDiffusion,
which requires that generated structures achieve scRMSD ≤ 2Å, pLDDT ≥ 70, and pAE ≤ 5 to be
considered designable, and for designed motif(s) to have backbone RMSD ≤ 1Å with respect to each
motif to be considered constraint satisfying.

While most previous studies, including RFDiffusion, use success rate as the evaluation metric, we
find that this tends to inflate performance, as it is possible to achieve high success rates by repeatedly
generating only one or a few successful designs, i.e., while suffering from mode collapse. Instead,
and similar to [49], we cluster successful designs based on structure similarity and report the number
of unique successes. This approach better balances designability with diversity when assessing motif
scaffolding performance. We use hierarchical clustering with single linkage and a TM-score threshold
of 0.6. For each motif scaffolding problem, we sample 1,000 structures.
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Figure 4: Comparison of Genie 2 and RFDiffusion on single-motif scaffolding. (A) Performance of
Genie 2 and RFDiffusion across 24 single-motif scaffolding tasks. Inset (top right) shows a scatter
plot of the (unique) success rate of Genie 2 vs. RFDiffusion; each point represents a scaffolding task.
Summary statistics are shown in table (left). Example designs are shown (bottom) for successful
task 3IXT (green) as well as failed task 4JHW (red). Scaffolds (white), motifs (blue), and unsatisfied
sought motifs (red) are overlaid. (B) Plot of number of unique successes as a function of sample size.

5.2 Single-motif scaffolding

For evaluation, we use a previously published motif scaffolding benchmark [42] comprising 25 tasks
curated from six recent publications. We exclude one task, 6VW1, as its motif consists of segments
from multiple protein chains, a requirement not supported by Genie 2. Figure 4A summarizes the
performance of Genie 2 and RFDiffusion across the remaining 24 tasks. For 22 tasks, Genie 2 yields
a similar or larger number of unique designs than RFDiffusion. Genie 2 also solves task 5WN9 that
involves scaffolding the RSV G-protein 2D10 site [13], while RFDiffusion does not. We speculate
that Genie 2 solves this task because it is capable of generating more diverse designs. We show
examples of successful designs in Figure 4A with more in Appendix D.5. In addition, we observe
that the performance gap (in terms of number of unique successes) between Genie 2 and RFDiffusion
widens as sample size increases (Figure 4B), suggesting that Genie 2 is capturing a larger and more
diverse structure space than RFDiffusion. Genie 2 does fail on one problem, 4JHW, that RFDiffusion
also fails on, which involves scaffolding the RSV F-protein site-0. To better understand this failure
case, we visualize the two closest designs (red box in Figure 4) and observe that while Genie 2 yields
designable structures it does not satisfy the motif constraints.

5.3 Multi-motif scaffolding

To assess the multi-motif scaffolding capabilities of Genie 2, we curate from the literature a set of
6 scaffolding tasks that each require multiple motifs: designing an immunogen with two epitopes
[46], scaffolding two Ca2+ binding sites (four EF hand motifs) [41, 20], scaffolding two binding
motifs to PD-1 protein [7], scaffolding Cl− and Ni2+ binding sites [1, 12], and designing a binder of
two different proteins, IL-2 receptor βγc heterodimer (IL-2Rβγc) and IL-2Rα [33, 35]. More details
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Figure 5: Performance of Genie 2 on multi-motif scaffolding tasks. (A) Successful designs for
task 1PRW_four (scaffolding with four Ca2+ ion binding sites) and 4JHW+5WN9 (scaffolding with
RSV-F site II epitope and RSV-G 2D10 epitope). Scaffolds are in grey and distinct motifs are colored
differently. (B) (Top) Successful design for multi-epitope immunogen. (Bottom) Individual epitope
designs superposed over target structures (red).

on this set of tasks are included in Appendix B. The set is meant to reflect the breadth of potential
protein design tasks, including immunogen, binder, and enyzme design.

Genie 2 solves 4 of the 6 tasks. Figure 5A shows successful designs of task 1PRW_four (scaffolding
with four Ca2+ ion binding sites) and 4JHW+5WN9 (scaffolding with RSV-F site II epitope and
RSV-G 2D10 epitope). More results are included in Appendix E. In addition to our benchmark set,
we apply Genie 2 to a multi-motif task proposed in a concurrent preprint [11]. This task scaffolds
an immunogen containing three unique epitopes from the respiratory syncytial virus (RSV) fusion
protein. Genie 2 solves the task with only 1,000 samples. Figure 5B shows an example design.

6 Limitations and Future Work

Genie 2 achieves state-of-the-art performance on both unconditional generation and motif scaffolding.
Yet, its sampling time is longer than that of other methods, requiring 1,000 denoising iterations vs.
100 (FrameFlow), 500 (Chroma), and 50 (RFDiffusion). Appendix F provides a summary of sampling
times across sequence lengths. One future direction for Genie 2 is to improve its sampling efficiency
in both unconditional protein generation and motif scaffolding. Genie 2 also employs triangular
multiplicative update layers, introduced in AlphaFold 2. These layers are computationally expensive
with O(N3) scaling, thus disproportionately affecting larger design tasks. A second future direction
is thus to reduce the time and space complexity of the Genie 2 architecture, to enable generation of
and training on larger proteins.

10



References
[1] Christopher Agnew, Elena Borodina, Nathan R Zaccai, Rebecca Conners, Nicholas M Burton,

James A Vicary, David K Cole, Massimo Antognozzi, Mumtaz Virji, and R Leo Brady. Corre-
lation of in situ mechanosensitive responses of the Moraxella catarrhalis adhesin UspA1 with
fibronectin and receptor CEACAM1 binding. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences,
108(37):15174–15178, 2011.

[2] Sarah Alamdari, Nitya Thakkar, Rianne van den Berg, Alex Xijie Lu, Nicolo Fusi, Ava Pardis
Amini, and Kevin K Yang. Protein generation with evolutionary diffusion: sequence is all you
need. bioRxiv, pages 2023–09, 2023.

[3] Namrata Anand and Tudor Achim. Protein structure and sequence generation with equivariant
denoising diffusion probabilistic models. arXiv preprint arXiv:2205.15019, 2022.

[4] Minkyung Baek, Frank DiMaio, Ivan Anishchenko, Justas Dauparas, Sergey Ovchinnikov,
Gyu Rie Lee, Jue Wang, Qian Cong, Lisa N Kinch, R Dustin Schaeffer, et al. Accurate
prediction of protein structures and interactions using a three-track neural network. Science,
373(6557):871–876, 2021.

[5] Inigo Barrio-Hernandez, Jingi Yeo, Jürgen Jänes, Milot Mirdita, Cameron LM Gilchrist, Tanita
Wein, Mihaly Varadi, Sameer Velankar, Pedro Beltrao, and Martin Steinegger. Clustering
predicted structures at the scale of the known protein universe. Nature, 622(7983):637–645,
2023.

[6] Helen M Berman, Tammy Battistuz, Talapady N Bhat, Wolfgang F Bluhm, Philip E Bourne,
Kyle Burkhardt, Zukang Feng, Gary L Gilliland, Lisa Iype, Shri Jain, et al. The Protein Data
Bank. Acta Crystallographica Section D: Biological Crystallography, 58(6):899–907, 2002.

[7] Cassie M Bryan, Gabriel J Rocklin, Matthew J Bick, Alex Ford, Sonia Majri-Morrison, Ashley V
Kroll, Chad J Miller, Lauren Carter, Inna Goreshnik, Alex Kang, et al. Computational design
of a synthetic PD-1 agonist. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 118(29):
e2102164118, 2021.

[8] Stephen K Burley, Charmi Bhikadiya, Chunxiao Bi, Sebastian Bittrich, Henry Chao, Li Chen,
Paul A Craig, Gregg V Crichlow, Kenneth Dalenberg, Jose M Duarte, et al. RCSB Protein
Data Bank (RCSB. org): delivery of experimentally-determined PDB structures alongside one
million computed structure models of proteins from artificial intelligence/machine learning.
Nucleic acids research, 51(D1):D488–D508, 2023.

[9] Andrew Campbell, Jason Yim, Regina Barzilay, Tom Rainforth, and Tommi Jaakkola. Gener-
ative flows on discrete state-spaces: Enabling multimodal flows with applications to protein
co-design. arXiv preprint arXiv:2402.04997, 2024.

[10] Longxing Cao, Inna Goreshnik, Brian Coventry, James Brett Case, Lauren Miller, Lisa Kozodoy,
Rita E Chen, Lauren Carter, Alexandra C Walls, Young-Jun Park, et al. De novo design of
picomolar SARS-CoV-2 miniprotein inhibitors. Science, 370(6515):426–431, 2020.

[11] Karla M Castro, Joseph L Watson, Jue Wang, Joshua Southern, Reyhaneh Ayardulabi, Sandrine
Georgeon, Stephane Rosset, David Baker, and Bruno E Correia. Accurate single domain
scaffolding of three non-overlapping protein epitopes using deep learning. bioRxiv, pages
2024–05, 2024.

[12] Matthew J Chalkley, Samuel I Mann, and William F DeGrado. De novo metalloprotein design.
Nature Reviews Chemistry, 6(1):31–50, 2022.

[13] Patrick Chène. Inhibiting the p53–MDM2 interaction: an important target for cancer therapy.
Nature reviews cancer, 3(2):102–109, 2003.

[14] The UniProt Consortium. Uniprot: the universal protein knowledgebase in 2023. Nucleic acids
research, 51(D1):D523–D531, 2023.

11



[15] Allan dos Santos Costa, Ilan Mitnikov, Mario Geiger, Manvitha Ponnapati, Tess Smidt, and
Joseph Jacobson. Ophiuchus: Scalable modeling of protein structures through hierarchical
coarse-graining SO(3)-equivariant autoencoders. arXiv preprint arXiv:2310.02508, 2023.

[16] Justas Dauparas, Ivan Anishchenko, Nathaniel Bennett, Hua Bai, Robert J Ragotte, Lukas F
Milles, Basile IM Wicky, Alexis Courbet, Rob J de Haas, Neville Bethel, et al. Robust deep
learning–based protein sequence design using ProteinMPNN. Science, 378(6615):49–56, 2022.

[17] Kieran Didi, Francisco Vargas, Simon V Mathis, Vincent Dutordoir, Emile Mathieu, Urszula J
Komorowska, and Pietro Lio. A framework for conditional diffusion modelling with applications
in motif scaffolding for protein design. arXiv preprint arXiv:2312.09236, 2023.

[18] Sasha B Ebrahimi and Devleena Samanta. Engineering protein-based therapeutics through
structural and chemical design. Nature Communications, 14(1):2411, 2023.

[19] William Falcon and The PyTorch Lightning team. PyTorch Lightning, March 2019. URL
https://github.com/Lightning-AI/lightning.

[20] Jennifer L Fallon and Florante A Quiocho. A closed compact structure of native Ca(2+)-
calmodulin. Structure, 11(10):1303–1307, 2003.

[21] Cong Fu, Keqiang Yan, Limei Wang, Wing Yee Au, Michael Curtis McThrow, Tao Komikado,
Koji Maruhashi, Kanji Uchino, Xiaoning Qian, and Shuiwang Ji. A latent diffusion model for
protein structure generation. In Learning on Graphs Conference, pages 29–1. PMLR, 2024.

[22] Jonathan Ho, Ajay Jain, and Pieter Abbeel. Denoising diffusion probabilistic models. Advances
in neural information processing systems, 33:6840–6851, 2020.

[23] Timothy F Huddy, Yang Hsia, Ryan D Kibler, Jinwei Xu, Neville Bethel, Deepesh Nagarajan,
Rachel Redler, Philip JY Leung, Connor Weidle, Alexis Courbet, et al. Blueprinting extendable
nanomaterials with standardized protein blocks. Nature, 627(8005):898–904, 2024.

[24] John B Ingraham, Max Baranov, Zak Costello, Karl W Barber, Wujie Wang, Ahmed Ismail,
Vincent Frappier, Dana M Lord, Christopher Ng-Thow-Hing, Erik R Van Vlack, et al. Illumi-
nating protein space with a programmable generative model. Nature, 623(7989):1070–1078,
2023.

[25] John Jumper, Richard Evans, Alexander Pritzel, Tim Green, Michael Figurnov, Olaf Ron-
neberger, Kathryn Tunyasuvunakool, Russ Bates, Augustin Žídek, Anna Potapenko, et al.
Highly accurate protein structure prediction with AlphaFold. Nature, 596(7873):583–589, 2021.

[26] Nal Kalchbrenner, Lasse Espeholt, Karen Simonyan, Aaron van den Oord, Alex Graves, and Ko-
ray Kavukcuoglu. Neural machine translation in linear time. arXiv preprint arXiv:1610.10099,
2016.

[27] Diederik P Kingma and Jimmy Ba. Adam: A method for stochastic optimization. arXiv preprint
arXiv:1412.6980, 2014.

[28] Yeqing Lin and Mohammed AlQuraishi. Generating novel, designable, and diverse protein
structures by equivariantly diffusing oriented residue clouds. In Proceedings of the 40th
International Conference on Machine Learning, pages 20978–21002, 2023.

[29] Zeming Lin, Halil Akin, Roshan Rao, Brian Hie, Zhongkai Zhu, Wenting Lu, Nikita Smetanin,
Allan dos Santos Costa, Maryam Fazel-Zarandi, Tom Sercu, Sal Candido, et al. Language
models of protein sequences at the scale of evolution enable accurate structure prediction.
bioRxiv, 2022.

[30] Yaron Lipman, Ricky TQ Chen, Heli Ben-Hamu, Maximilian Nickel, and Matt Le. Flow
matching for generative modeling. arXiv preprint arXiv:2210.02747, 2022.

[31] Anthony Marchand, Alexandra K Van Hall-Beauvais, and Bruno E Correia. Computational
design of novel protein–protein interactions – An overview on methodological approaches and
applications. Current Opinion in Structural Biology, 74:102370, 2022.

12

https://github.com/Lightning-AI/lightning


[32] Alfredo Quijano-Rubio, Hsien-Wei Yeh, Jooyoung Park, Hansol Lee, Robert A Langan, Scott E
Boyken, Marc J Lajoie, Longxing Cao, Cameron M Chow, Marcos C Miranda, Jimin Wi,
Hyo Jeong Hong, Lance Stewart, Byung-Ha Oh, and David Baker. De novo design of modular
and tunable protein biosensors. Nature, 591(7850):482–487, 2021.

[33] Junming Ren, Alexander E Chu, Kevin M Jude, Lora K Picton, Aris J Kare, Leon Su, Alejandra
Montano Romero, Po-Ssu Huang, and K Christopher Garcia. Interleukin-2 superkines by
computational design. Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences, 119(12):e2117401119,
2022.

[34] Amir Shanehsazzadeh, Sharrol Bachas, Matt McPartlon, George Kasun, John M Sutton, An-
drea K Steiger, Richard Shuai, Christa Kohnert, Goran Rakocevic, Jahir M Gutierrez, et al.
Unlocking de novo antibody design with generative artificial intelligence. bioRxiv, pages
2023–01, 2023.

[35] Daniel-Adriano Silva, Shawn Yu, Umut Y Ulge, Jamie B Spangler, Kevin M Jude, Carlos
Labão-Almeida, Lestat R Ali, Alfredo Quijano-Rubio, Mikel Ruterbusch, Isabel Leung, et al.
De novo design of potent and selective mimics of IL-2 and IL-15. Nature, 565(7738):186–191,
2019.

[36] Yang Song, Jascha Sohl-Dickstein, Diederik P Kingma, Abhishek Kumar, Stefano Ermon, and
Ben Poole. Score-based generative modeling through stochastic differential equations. arXiv
preprint arXiv:2011.13456, 2020.

[37] Brian L Trippe, Jason Yim, Doug Tischer, David Baker, Tamara Broderick, Regina Barzilay,
and Tommi Jaakkola. Diffusion probabilistic modeling of protein backbones in 3D for the
motif-scaffolding problem. arXiv preprint arXiv:2206.04119, 2022.

[38] Michel Van Kempen, Stephanie S Kim, Charlotte Tumescheit, Milot Mirdita, Jeongjae Lee,
Cameron LM Gilchrist, Johannes Söding, and Martin Steinegger. Fast and accurate protein
structure search with Foldseek. Nature Biotechnology, 42(2):243–246, 2024.

[39] Mihaly Varadi, Stephen Anyango, Mandar Deshpande, Sreenath Nair, Cindy Natassia, Galabina
Yordanova, David Yuan, Oana Stroe, Gemma Wood, Agata Laydon, et al. AlphaFold Protein
Structure Database: massively expanding the structural coverage of protein-sequence space
with high-accuracy models. Nucleic acids research, 50(D1):D439–D444, 2022.

[40] Chentong Wang, Yannan Qu, Zhangzhi Peng, Yukai Wang, Hongli Zhu, Dachuan Chen, and
Longxing Cao. Proteus: exploring protein structure generation for enhanced designability and
efficiency. bioRxiv, pages 2024–02, 2024.

[41] Jue Wang, Sidney Lisanza, David Juergens, Doug Tischer, Joseph L Watson, Karla M Castro,
Robert Ragotte, Amijai Saragovi, Lukas F Milles, Minkyung Baek, et al. Scaffolding protein
functional sites using deep learning. Science, 377(6604):387–394, 2022.

[42] Joseph L Watson, David Juergens, Nathaniel R Bennett, Brian L Trippe, Jason Yim, Helen E
Eisenach, Woody Ahern, Andrew J Borst, Robert J Ragotte, Lukas F Milles, et al. De novo
design of protein structure and function with RFdiffusion. Nature, 620(7976):1089–1100, 2023.

[43] Kevin E Wu, Kevin K Yang, Rianne van den Berg, Sarah Alamdari, James Y Zou, Alex X Lu,
and Ava P Amini. Protein structure generation via folding diffusion. Nature Communications,
15(1):1059, 2024.

[44] Luhuan Wu, Brian Trippe, Christian Naesseth, David Blei, and John P Cunningham. Practi-
cal and asymptotically exact conditional sampling in diffusion models. Advances in Neural
Information Processing Systems, 36, 2024.

[45] Jinrui Xu and Yang Zhang. How significant is a protein structure similarity with TM-score=
0.5? Bioinformatics, 26(7):889–895, 2010.

[46] Che Yang, Fabian Sesterhenn, Jaume Bonet, Eva A van Aalen, Leo Scheller, Luciano A Abriata,
Johannes T Cramer, Xiaolin Wen, Stéphane Rosset, Sandrine Georgeon, et al. Bottom-up de
novo design of functional proteins with complex structural features. Nature Chemical Biology,
17(4):492–500, 2021.

13



[47] Jason Yim, Andrew Campbell, Andrew YK Foong, Michael Gastegger, José Jiménez-Luna,
Sarah Lewis, Victor Garcia Satorras, Bastiaan S Veeling, Regina Barzilay, Tommi Jaakkola, et al.
Fast protein backbone generation with SE(3) flow matching. arXiv preprint arXiv:2310.05297,
2023.

[48] Jason Yim, Brian L Trippe, Valentin De Bortoli, Emile Mathieu, Arnaud Doucet, Regina
Barzilay, and Tommi Jaakkola. SE(3) diffusion model with application to protein backbone
generation. In Proceedings of the 40th International Conference on Machine Learning, pages
40001–40039, 2023.

[49] Jason Yim, Andrew Campbell, Emile Mathieu, Andrew YK Foong, Michael Gastegger, José
Jiménez-Luna, Sarah Lewis, Victor Garcia Satorras, Bastiaan S Veeling, Frank Noé, et al.
Improved motif-scaffolding with SE(3) flow matching. arXiv preprint arXiv:2401.04082, 2024.

[50] Yang Zhang and Jeffrey Skolnick. Scoring function for automated assessment of protein
structure template quality. Proteins: Structure, Function, and Bioinformatics, 57(4):702–710,
2004.

[51] Yang Zhang and Jeffrey Skolnick. TM-align: a protein structure alignment algorithm based on
the TM-score. Nucleic acids research, 33(7):2302–2309, 2005.

14



A Additional Details on Genie 2

A.1 Hyperparameter choices

In Table 2 we detail the key hyperparameters of the Genie 2 architecture and highlight differences
from the original Genie model. For Genie 2, we increase input embedding and single representation
dimensions as we found this improves performance without substantially impacting training speed.
Due to the increase in model complexity, Genie 2 consists of 15.7M trainable parameters, ∼4x the
original Genie architecture. However, Genie 2 remains four times smaller than RFDiffusion, which
has 59.8M trainable parameters.

Table 2: Key hyperparamters of Genie and Genie 2. Updated values are indicated in bold.

Hyperparameter Genie Genie 2

Number of parameters 4.1M 15.7M

Input embedding dimension
Residue index 128 256
Chain index - 64
Diffusion timestep 128 512

Representation dimension Single representation 128 384
Pair representation 128 128

SE(3)-equivariant decoder Number of IPA layers 5 8

A.2 Training

For training, we use the Adam [27] optimizer with a constant learning rate of 10−4. We train Genie 2
using data parallelism on 8 Nvidia A100 GPUs with an effective batch size of 48. We train the model
for 40 epochs (∼5 days) for a total of ∼960 GPU hours. In comparison, RFDiffusion is initialized
with pretrained weights from RoseTTAFold [4], whose training requires 64 Nvidia V100 GPUs for
4 weeks. Training of RFDiffusion takes 3 days on 8 Nvidia A100 GPUs. Hence, Genie 2 requires
much less computational resources to train than RFDiffusion.

A.3 Sampling

To improve designability, we adjusted the sampling noise scale (γ in Equation (3)) to trade diversity
for designability. We set γ = 0.6 and γ = 0.4 for unconditional generation and motif scaffolding,
respectively, as these settings provided the best results. Moreover, for motif scaffolding, we use the
checkpoint at epoch 30 since it gives slightly better performance.
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A.4 Effect of varying conditional task ratio

We experimented with varying the frequency of conditional vs. unconditional tasks during training
(0.0, 0.2, 0.5, 0.8, and 1.0). Due to computational constraints, we trained models only up to 10 epochs.
Although models do not fully converge, we believe the trends are still indicative of final performance.
To evaluate models, we follow the same procedure from Section 4.2 when assessing unconditional
generation performance: for each model, we generate 5 samples per sequence length ranging from 50
to 256 residues. For single-motif scaffolding evaluation, we use the pipeline described in Section 5.2,
but sample only 100 designs per motif scaffolding problem to conserve computational costs.

Table 3 summarizes the performance of these models on both unconditional protein generation and
single motif scaffolding. As the conditional task ratio increases, motif scaffolding performance
generally improves, with the best performance achieved when the conditional task ratio equals 1.
Surprisingly, unconditional generation performance fluctuates but is ultimately also maximized when
conditional tasks are exclusively sampled. As a result we use a conditional task ratio of 1 during all
training runs.

Table 3: Unconditional generation and motif scaffolding performance by conditional task ratio.
SUCCESSES denote total number of unique successes across all problems.

RATIO
UNCONDITIONAL GENERATION MOTIF SCAFFOLDING

DESIGNABILITY DIVERSITY F1 SOLVED SUCCESSES

0.0 0.858 0.771 0.812 1 6
0.2 0.892 0.752 0.816 14 101
0.5 0.740 0.649 0.692 13 98
0.8 0.865 0.783 0.822 18 179
1.0 0.898 0.802 0.847 19 202
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B Multi-Motif Scaffolding Benchmark

In Table 4, we provide detailed configurations for each multi-motif scaffolding task. We name each
problem using the names of PDB structures that contain the motif(s) used in the problem. Additional
postfixes are added to distinguish between problems whose motifs come from the same PDB structure.
In the third column ("configuration"), we provide a detailed input specification for each multi-motif
scaffolding problem. Each bolded part denotes a motif segment, including its location in the PDB
structure. For example, "5WN9/A170-189{2}" in problem 4JHW+5WN9 indicates that the motif
segment comes from residue 170 - 189 of Chain A in the protein 5WN9, and "2" (in curly bracket)
indicates that this motif segment belongs to the second motif. Each non-bolded part denotes a scaffold
segment with minimum and maximum lengths specified. At sampling time, each scaffold length is
sampled within this range. For example, "10-40" in problem 4JHW+5WN9 indicates that the scaffold
has a length between 10 and 40 (inclusive). The last column ("Total length") specifies the minimum
and maximum length requirements for the whole sequence.

Table 4: The benchmark set of multi-motif scaffolding problems.

Name Description Configuration Length

4JHW+5WN9 [46] Two epitopes 10-40, 4JHW/F254-278{1}, 20-50, 5WN9/A170-
189{2}, 10-40

85-175

1PRW_two [41, 20] Two 4-helix bundles 5-20, 1PRW/A16-35{1}, 10-25, 1PRW/A52-
71{1}, 10-30, 1PRW/A89-108{2}, 10-25,
1PRW/A125-144{2}, 5-20

120-200

1PRW_four [41, 20] Four EF-hands 5-20, 1PRW/A21-32{1}, 10-25, 1PRW/A57-
68{2}, 10-25, 1PRW/A94-105{3}, 10-25,
1PRW/A125-144{4}, 5-20

88-163

3BIK+3BP5 [7] Two PD-1 binding motifs 5-15, 3BIK/A121-125{1}, 10-20, 3BP5/B110-
114{2}, 5-15

30-60

3NTN [1, 12] Two 3-helix bundles 3NTN/A342-348{1}, 10-10, 3NTN/A367-
372{2}, 10-20, 3NTN/B372-367{2}, 10-10,
3NTN/B348-342{1}, 10-20, 3NTN/C342-
348{1}, 10-10, 3NTN/C367-372{2}

89-109

2B5I [33, 35] Two binding sites 5-15, 2B5I/A11-23{2}, 10-20, 2B5I/A35-45{1},
10-20, 2B5I/A61-72{1}, 5-15, 2B5I/A81-95{2},
20-30, 2B5I/A119-133{2}

116-166

For problem 3NTN, the original PDB structure is a homotrimer. It consists of three helices, which
together form a binding site for Ni2+ ion and a binding site for Cl− ion. When setting up this
multi-motif scaffolding problem, we are interested in whether it is possible to combine two binding
sites (formed by multiple chains) into a single-chain protein. One possible reason that Genie 2 fails
on this task might be that this problem is not solvable given the current specification.
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C Additional Results on Unconditional Protein Generation

C.1 Length-based performance analysis using scTM

We provide additional assessments of Genie 2 and competing methods using a second designability
metric, the self-consistency TM score (scTM). scTM is computed using the same pipeline as scRMSD,
described in Section 4.1, except using TM score to measure the structural distance between a generated
structure and its most similar ESMFold-predicted structure. scTM is a less stringent metric than
scRMSD since TM score is less sensitive to minor structural variations. Figure 6A visualizes the
distribution of scTM by sequence length for Genie 2 and competing methods, while Figures 6B and 6C
visualize scTM-based designability and diversity as a function of sequence length, respectively. Here,
a structure is considered as scTM-based designable if it satisfies both scTM > 0.5 and pLDDT > 70.
Diversity is computed using the same clustering procedure described in section 4.1. Overall trends
remain consistent with our main results.

Figure 6: Assessment of Genie 2 and competing methods by sequence length using scTM as the
designability metric. 100 structures are generated per sequence length and method. (A) Distribution of
self-consistency TM between generated structures and the most similar ESMFold-predicted structures.
Asterisk (*) indicates that the sampled sequence length is beyond the maximum sequence length
sampled at training time. (B) Plot of scTM-based designability (percentage of scTM-designable
structures) as a function of sequence length. (C) Plot of scTM-based diversity (percentage of unique
scTM-based designable clusters) as a function of sequence length.
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C.2 Additional examples of designable clusters by Genie 2
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Figure 7: Examples of Genie 2 designed structures with in-distribution sequence lengths (within the
maximum sequence length of 256 set at training time).
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Figure 8: Examples of Genie 2 designed structures with out-of-distribution sequence lengths.
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D Additional Results on Single-Motif Scaffolding

D.1 Evaluation details

Watson et al. [42] asserts that RFDiffusion achieves a higher success rate when the noise scale is set
to 0; however, this success rate does not account for the diversity of designed structures. To ensure a
fair comparison, we first assessed the performance of RFDiffusion with noise scale set to 0 and 1. For
each motif scaffolding problem, we sampled 100 structures per problem and evaluated them using
the same pipeline as in Section 5.2. Figure 9 visualizes the number of unique successes by motif
scaffolding problems. We observe that RFDiffusion solves more motif scaffolding problems with
more diverse designs when the noise scale is set to 1. Thus, to maximize RFDiffusion’s performance,
we compare Genie 2 with RFDiffusion with a noise scale of 1 throughout this work.

Figure 9: Performance of RFDiffusion with a noise scale of 0 and 1 across 24 single-motif scaffolding
tasks. Inset (top right) shows a scatter plot of the (unique) success rate of RFDiffusion with a noise
scale of 1 versus RFDiffusion with a noise scale of 0; each point represents a scaffolding task.
Summary statistics are shown in table (left).
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D.2 Number of unique successes

Table 5: Number of unique successes (out of 1,000 structures) generated by Genie 2 and RFDiffusion
on each single-motif scaffolding task.

Name Genie 2 RFDiffusion

6E6R_long 415 381
6EXZ_long 326 167
6E6R_med 272 151
1YCR 134 7
5TRV_long 97 23
6EXZ_med 54 25
7MRX_128 27 66
6E6R_short 26 23
5TRV_med 23 10
7MRX_85 23 13
3IXT 14 3
5TPN 8 5
7MRX_60 5 1
1QJG 5 1
5TRV_short 3 1
5YUI 3 1
4ZYP 3 6
6EXZ_short 2 1
1PRW 1 1
5IUS 1 1
1BCF 1 1
5WN9 1 0
2KL8 1 1
4JHW 0 0
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D.3 Performance as a function of sample size

Figure 10: Single-motif scaffolding performance as a function of sample size by problem. The y-axis
represents the number of unique successes and is rescaled for each problem.

23



D.4 Scatterplot of scRMSD versus motif backbone RMSD

Figure 11: Scatterplot of scRMSD versus motif backbone RMSD by problem, where each point
represents one generated structure. The green box denotes the region with scRMSD ≤ 2Å and motif
backbone RMSD ≤ 1Å, which are the two deciding factors of a design’s success.
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D.5 Additional examples of successful motif scaffolding designs by Genie 2
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Figure 12: Examples of successfully designed structures by Genie 2 for six single-motif scaffolding
tasks. Scaffolds (white) and motifs (blue) are overlaid.
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E Additional Results on Multi-Motif Scaffolding

E.1 Number of unique successes

Table 6: Number of unique successes (out of 1,000 structures) generated by Genie 2 on each
multi-motif scaffolding task.

Name Number of Unique Successes

3BIK+3BP5 17
1PRW_four 11
1PRW_two 8
4JHW+5WN9 4
2B5I 0
3NTN 0

E.2 Additional examples of successful designs by Genie 2

Figure 13: Examples of successfully designed structures by Genie 2 for three multi-motif scaffolding
tasks. Scaffolds are in grey and different motifs are colored differently. For 4JHW+4WN9, all four
unique successes are shown in Figure 5.

Figure 13 shows the successful designs of three multi-motif scaffolding problems. The designs
for 3BIK+3BP5 exhibit diverse secondary structures, including structures containing strands (first),
helices (second and fourth), and loops (third). For tasks 1PRW_two and 1PRW_four, the loops of EF-
hand motifs that interact with substrates are well exposed to the surface in all designs. The structures
are diverse and clearly different from the original 1PRW, with the EF-hand motifs distributed
asymmetrically throughout the structure. In the designs of 1PRW_two, the 4-helix bundles are also
in different relative orientations compared to the original 1PRW. For example, in the second design,
the loops of two bundles face the same side. These diverse and novel designs open the possibility of
creating more stable or functional proteins with the desired motifs.
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F Sampling Time

In this section, we compare the generation times of Genie 2, RFDiffusion, FrameFlow, and Chroma
at different lengths. We use a single A6000 GPU (48GB memory) and average the inference time of
a single sample over 10 runs. For RFDiffusion, we use the self-conditioning sampler and exclude
pLDDT and amino acid prediction for fair comparison. For Chroma, we use unconditional monomer
sampling and exclude amino acid prediction. We use the simple profiler from PyTorch Lightning
[19] to profile inference function calls of FrameFlow and Genie.

Table 7: Sampling time of different methods for proteins of different lengths.

Method Parameters Timesteps Length
50 100 200 300 400 500

Genie 2 15.7M 1000 42.2 49.4 71.4 134 236 353
RFDiffusion 59.8M 50 18.7 21.4 41.2 80.1 137 214
FrameFlow 17.4M 100 3.45 4.33 6.50 9.84 13.8 18.5
Chroma 18.5M 500 22.0 22.6 29.0 35.4 41.8 48.5
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