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Abstract

Despite the exciting progress in target-specific de novo protein binder design, peptide binder design
remains challenging due to the flexibility of peptide structures and the scarcity of protein-peptide complex
structure data. In this study, we curated a large synthetic dataset, referred to as PepPC-F, from the
abundant protein-protein interface data and developed DiffPepBuilder, a de novo target-specific peptide
binder generation method that utilizes an SE(3)-equivariant diffusion model trained on PepPC-F to co-
design peptide sequences and structures. DiffPepBuilder also introduces disulfide bonds to stabilize the
generated peptide structures. We tested DiffPepBuilder on 30 experimentally verified strong peptide
binders with available protein-peptide complex structures. DiffPepBuilder was able to effectively recall
the native structures and sequences of the peptide ligands and to generate novel peptide binders with
improved binding free energy. We subsequently conducted de novo generation case studies on three targets.
In both the regeneration test and case studies, DiffPepBuilder outperformed AfDesign and RFdiffusion
coupled with ProteinMPNN, in terms of sequence and structure recall, interface quality, and structural
diversity. Molecular dynamics simulations confirmed that the introduction of disulfide bonds enhanced
the structural rigidity and binding performance of the generated peptides. As a general peptide binder
de novo design tool, DiffPepBuilder can be used to design peptide binders for given protein targets with
three dimensional and binding site information.
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1 Introduction

Peptides have emerged as promising candidates
for drug development due to their diverse biological
activities and relatively low toxicity[1–10]. The field
of peptide drug design has experienced significant
progress, driven by advancements in computational
methods[11, 12], structural biology[13, 14], and syn-
thetic chemistry[15–17]. Computational tools and
algorithms are pivotal in predicting peptide struc-
tures, interactions and pharmacokinetic properties,
thus facilitating the development of peptide-based
therapeutics. Traditional methods such as molecu-
lar dynamics simulations and docking studies have
enabled researchers to explore the conformational
space of peptides and predict their binding affinity
to target proteins with improved accuracy[18–22].
For example, Chen et al.[23] has used Rosetta
FlexPepDock[21] to design peptide scaffolds and
sequences from existing peptides. However, tradi-
tional design methods encounter challenges in terms
of efficiency and accuracy.

Over the years, the Protein Data Bank
(PDB)[24] has compiled a substantial amount
of three-dimensional structural information for
biomacromolecules and their complexes. Leverag-
ing the expanding volume of available data, deep
learning methods have achieved significant suc-
cess in protein structure prediction[25–29] and
design[30–33]. However, the number of well-defined
protein-peptide complex structures in PDB remains
relatively limited. Peptides demonstrate a higher
level of conformational plasticity with less sec-
ondary structures compared to proteins[34–38].
The flexibility of peptides and the scarcity of data
pose challenges for deep learning models. Moreover,
co-design of peptide binder backbone structures
and sequences is particularly difficult due to the
non-conservative nature of peptide backbones.
Recently, geometric deep generative models, espe-
cially diffusion models[39–41] were used to meet
these challenges. For instance, Kosugi et al.[42]
developed the AfDesign[30] approach for the gen-
eration of backbone conformation and sequence
features of peptide binders with good solubility.
RFdiffusion[32] has demonstrated its capability
in generating protein binders, and also suggested
potential adaptability for the generation of peptide
ligands. Despite these advances, the application of
deep generative models in peptide design highlights
a pressing yet challenging opportunity, primarily
confronted by three substantial hurdles: (1) the need
for a comprehensive collection of protein-peptide

complex structures for effective model training; (2)
the difficult task of implementing co-design of struc-
ture and sequence; (3) the requirement of ensuring
the stability of binding conformations of the gener-
ated peptides.

In this study, we first constructed a comprehen-
sive protein-peptide structure dataset from protein-
protein interfaces and then developed a diffusion-
based generative model to co-design backbone
structures and sequences for peptide binders. The
SE(3)-equivariant diffusion model architecture was
further integrated with a geometric disulfide bond
construction module to forge a novel tool referred
to as DiffPepBuilder, which excels in peptide ligand
sequence-structure co-design tasks. We tested Diff-
PepBuilder on 30 non-redundant protein-peptide
complex systems with strong binding strength and
found that it can regenerate natural peptide binders
with similar binding positions and high sequence
similarity. We then used DiffPepBuilder to design
novel linear and cyclic peptide binders for three
important targets: activin receptor-like kinase 1
(ALK1), 3C-like protease of SARS-CoV-2 (3CLpro),
and tumor necrosis factor (TNF-α). In both the
regeneration tests and case studies, DiffPepBuilder
outperformed AfDesign and RFdiffusion coupled
with ProteinMPNN (RFd+MPNN).

2 Results

2.1 Overview of the DiffPepBuilder
model

DiffPepBuilder is an end-to-end de novo pep-
tide binder generation model that utilizes a
diffusion-based generative procedure to simultane-
ously design the peptide sequence and structure
through gradual structural denoising, coupled with
a post-processing procedure designed to enhance
the stability of the generated peptide structures
by introducing disulfide bonds when appropriate.
The de novo peptide binder generation process
is as follows. DiffPepBuilder takes the full tar-
get as input and initializes the protein binding
pocket-peptide ligand complex structure based on
user-specified binding site information and gen-
eration settings (Fig.1a, see Sec.4.2 for details).
This initial complex structure is then fed into the
diffusion-based generative procedure, as illustrated
in Fig.1b, where an arbitrary residue is parameter-
ized as an orientation-preserving rigid body frame
Ti ∈ SE(3) as in AlphaFold 2[25] (SE(3) denotes
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Fig. 1 | Overview of DiffPepBuilder. a. Input preparation. DiffPepBuilder accepts user-specified binding site information
formatted as Hotspots (in crimson), Motif (in crimson), or Reference ligand (in transparent, used to define the hotspots). The
model then determines the center position (marked by a yellow star) and length range (default 8 to 30) for generated pep-
tide binders and initializes them with Gaussian noise. b. The diffusion process. All residues in the model are represented by
local frames that possess SE(3) equivariance. The coordinates of the target protein remain unchanged. The reverse (genera-
tive) process involves the peptide starting from Gaussian noise and progressively denoising into a complete binder structure.
Conversely, the forward (noising) process entails the addition of Gaussian noise for model training. c. Construction of disul-
fide bonds with SSBuilder module. After generation, the peptide ligand structure, along with the residue entropy, is fed into
SSBuilder. SSBuilder then filters out the residues whose entropy exceeds a threshold and constructs disulfide bonds among
them based on geometrically matched fragments. d. The architecture of the diffusion model. It primarily utilizes pLM Embed-
dings and positional encoding as node information, employs a distogram to additionally encode edge information, and converts
three-dimensional coordinates into local frames. After these different modalities of information interact via the Cross Update
Module, the Multitask Decoder outputs translational and rotational scores, predicted residue types, predicted torsion angles,
and residue entropies.

the special Euclidean group). The full-atom struc-
ture of the generated peptide ligand is reconstructed
using the final (t = 0) frame representations. Diff-
PepBuilder subsequently identifies peptide residues
whose amino acid type entropy exceeds a speci-
fied threshold, searches the disulfide bond fragment
library for matching geometric conformations and
replaces the matched residues with disulfide bond-
connected cysteine residues (Fig.1c, see Sec.4.4 for
details). The structures of the peptide, both before
and after the construction of disulfide bonds, are
incorporated into the sampling repertoire.

The architecture of the denoising network is out-
lined in Fig.1d (see Sec.4.3 for details). The initial
node and edge embeddings, in conjunction with the
backbone frames, are processed through a 6-layer
Cross Update Module adapted from FrameDiff[43]
that alternately updates the embeddings and frame
representations. A Multi-Task Decoder is utilized
to predict the translational and rotational scores
of the current diffusion step, the residue types of
the peptide ligand, the main chain torsion angles
ϕ/ψ and the side chain torsion angles χ1∼χ4. We
employed a composite loss scheme (see Sec.4.5) and
trained the denoising network exclusively on the
PepPC-F (Peptide Protein Complexes-Fragment)
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Fig. 2 | Statistics of the curated datasets. a. An illustration of the construction process of protein-fragment complex
entries is provided. Interface peptide fragments (in purple) are truncated from the complete binder (in pink), and, together with
their corresponding binding proteins (in gray), form the complex structures that are collected in the PepPC-F dataset. b. A
comparative diagram of secondary structures across two datasets, PepPC and PepPC-F. c. The number of unsatisfied hydrogen
bonds at the interface normalized by residue count. d. The distribution graph of Rosetta ddG normalized by residue count. e.
The ratio of ligand hydrophobic exposure residues between PepPC-F and PepPC. f. A graph of length distribution of PepPC
and PepPC-F.

dataset (see Sec.2.5 for details).

2.2 Protein-peptide complex dataset
construction and analysis

Currently available protein-peptide complex
structures are limited in quantity, and according to
experimental data compiled from PDBbind2020[44],
peptide binders typically exhibit relatively weak
binding affinity, mostly at the micromolar level,
which is approximately three orders of magni-
tude weaker than protein-protein interactions (See
Fig.S1). In order to build a deep learning model to
design strong peptide binders, we used the protein-
protein complex structures to build a large synthetic
protein-peptide structure dataset, PepPC-F. We
collected structures of protein-protein complexes
from PDB and extracted buried interfacial peptide
fragments. The basic assumption is that peptide
fragments that are exposed in the free ligand pro-
teins and become buried by the target proteins
represent good binding states of peptides. These
peptide fragments, along with their corresponding
binding proteins, constitute the complex structures

collected in the PepPC-F dataset. At the same time,
we also built a dataset of protein-peptide complexes
dataset, PepPC for comparison. We restricted the
peptide length in PepPC and PepPC-F dataset
between 8 to 30, akin to other databases such
as ProPedia[45] and PepBDB[46]. We divided the
peptides into helical (helix ratio ≥ 0.5) and non-
helical (including turns and unstructured peptides
as shown in Fig.2b). After redundant removal and
data cleaning (See Sec.4.1), there are 14,897 com-
plexes in PepPC-F, including 4,241 helical peptides
and 10,656 non-helical peptides and 4,377 com-
plexes in PepPC, including 259 helical peptides and
4,118 non-helical peptides. We compared the char-
acteristics of the peptides in these two datasets.
The contents of secondary structures are similar
with slightly high helical structures in PepPC-F
(Fig.2b). Though both dataset contain peptides
with 8-30 residues, short peptides are more pop-
ulated in PepPC-F(Fig.2c). Peptides in PepPC-F
form better interactions with the targeting pro-
teins as indicated by the fewer unsatisfied interface
hydrogen bonds (Fig.2d,e) and better normalized
binding free energy. One might worry that peptide
fragments isolated from proteins may have high
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proportion of exposed hydrophobic residues since
protein interiors often feature tight hydrophobic
packing, but our analysis shows that PepPC-F’s
hydrophobic exposure is not apparently different
from that in natural dataset PepPC(Fig.2f). The
size and diversity of PepPC-F make the training of
the diffusion model feasible and enhance the model’s
generalization capability on various targets.

2.3 DiffPepBuilder regenerates
peptide binders in known
protein-peptide complexes

After training DiffPepBuilder on the PepPC-F
dataset, we first tested whether it can regenerate
peptide binders in known protein-peptide com-
plexes. For this purpose, we constructed an inde-
pendent testing dataset, PepPC-HF (PepPC High
binding Affinity), that contains 30 non-redundant
protein-peptide complexes with high-resolution
structures (better than 2.5 Å) and strong binding
potency (See Sec.4.6 for details). For comparison,
we also conducted peptide binder design using
RFd+MPNN and AfDesign. We used peptide ligand
RMSD (L-RMSD) and peptide sequence similar-
ity(calculated by Biopython’s pairwise2 module[47])
to evaluate whether these models can generate lig-
ands that resemble the original peptides in the
complexes.

For these 30 non-redundant protein-peptide
complexes, peptides generated by DiffPepBuilder
showed a mean L-RMSD of 4.76 Å, while that of
RFdiffusion and AfDesign were 13.62 Å and 7.28 Å,
respectively. In terms of the average best L-RMSD
(the minimum L-RMSD of all generated peptides
for the same target), DiffPepBuilder achieved 3.34
Å, while that of RFdiffusion and AfDesign were 6.75
Å and 9.76 Å, respectively. DiffPepBuilder could
generate peptide binders with similar sequence as
the original binder peptides with the best aver-
age sequence similarity of 52.38% (ranging from
40.71% to 65.00%), while that of RFd+MPNN and
AfDesign-designed sequences achieved average best
similarity of 45.03% and 33.72%, respectively. The
distribution of L-RMSD and similarity is illustrated
in Fig.3a,b. These analyses demonstrate that Diff-
PepBuilder performs well in the regeneration test.

Fig.3c to Fig.3e give examples of regenerated
peptide ligands with different types of secondary
structures. Fig.3c displays an example of major his-
tocompatibility complex class 2 (MHCII, PDB ID:

1SJH[48]), where our model generated an extended
peptide that aligns well with the original back-
bone structure, achieving an L-RMSD of 2.42 Å
and a sequence similarity of 44.4%. The second
example corresponds to a peptide binder with a
loop structure that binds human O-GlcNAc trans-
ferase (PDB ID: 6MA3[49]), where DiffPepBuilder
generated peptide has an L-RMSD of 1.49 Å and
sequence similarity of 38.46%. Fig.3e illustrates
an example that contains a peptide binder with
helical structure, which is a complex structure of
MDM2 (mouse double minute 2 homolog) with
a 12-mer peptide inhibitor (PDB ID: 3EQS[50]),
where DiffPepBuilder generated a helical peptide
with an L-RMSD of 1.78 Å and a sequence simi-
larity of 45.45%. MDM2 is an important regulator
that inhibits the tumor suppressor p53. Peptide
inhibitors like ALRN-6924[51] have achieved good
therapeutic effects in clinical settings. MDM2 pep-
tide inhibitors share a relatively conserved sequence
pattern, ‘PxFxDYWxxL’, where the hydrophobic
residues F, W, and L play major roles in hydropho-
bic interactions with MDM2[52, 53]. We further
searched all generated sequences for MDM2 against
this pattern and found 3 designs that recover all
three of these critical conserved sites. We showcased
one of these structures in Fig.S2, from which we
can see that the aforementioned conserved residues
are closely aligned, demonstrating that our model
holds the potential of generating novel inhibitors
for MDM2.

In general, the best ddG (the lowest ddG of all
the generated peptides on the same target) of pep-
tide ligands generated by DiffPepBuilder are lower
than those of the original peptides in the complexes,
as shown in Fig.3f. We further analyzed the perfor-
mance of DiffPepBuilder on peptide binders with
different secondary structures. We differentiated
helix from other conformations (mostly loop struc-
tures) by setting a criterion where the content of
helix secondary structure in the ground truth pep-
tide is at least 40%, with at least five consecutive
residues adopting a helix conformation. As shown
in Fig.3g and h, DiffPepBuilder performs better on
helical structures both for sequence similarity and
L-RMSD. In some cases, the loops generated by
DiffPepBuilder do not match well with the native
ligand, which may stem from the irregular nature
of loop structures.
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Fig. 3 | DiffPepBuilder’s performance on regeneration test. a. Distribution of mean and best L-RMSD values across
different methods. b. Distribution of mean and best similarity values across different methods. c-e. Representative regeneration
results for various targets. The targets (shown in gray, with interacting side chains in wheat) include human O-GlcNAc trans-
ferase, MHC class II and MDM2. The original peptides are depicted in cyan, while the generated peptides are shown in violet.
f. Plot comparing the best ddG values of generated peptides with the ddG values of the original peptides in the testing targets.
The best ddG refers to the lowest ddG achieved among all peptides generated for the same target. Targets for which the best
generated ddG is lower than the original ddG are depicted in violet, while others are shown in wheat. g-h. Distributions of
L-RMSD and similarity values for peptides generated by DiffPepBuilder, categorized into helical and non-helical groups.

2.4 De novo peptide binder design
using DiffPepBuilder

We further used DiffPepBuilder to generate
novel peptide binders for several important drug
targets which do not have homologous proteins in
the training dataset to assess its capabilities of
generating peptides from scratch and compared its
performance to AfDesign and RFd+MPNN. We
tested on three targets, 3CLpro, ALK1 and TNF-α.
3CLpro is critical for SARS-CoV-2 viral maturation
and replication, which can be inhibited by drugs
like Pfizer’s Paxlovid containing 3CLpro inhibitor
of Nirmatrelvir, yielding significant clinical bene-
fits [54]. ALK1 is vital for angiogenesis regulation,
which serves as a key target in cancer therapy.

Inhibiting the ALK1 signaling pathway that is
crucial for tumor vasculature, can substantially
reduce tumor growth. Therapies targeting ALK1,
such as the monoclonal antibody PF-03446962 and
the trap receptor Dalantercept, disrupt its signal-
ing to curb tumor progression[55, 56]. TNF-α, a
pivotal cytokine in immune regulation and inflam-
mation, plays a significant role in chronic diseases
like rheumatoid arthritis and psoriasis. Its central
function in inflammation makes it a key target for
drugs such as Infliximab and Adalimumab, which
treat autoimmune disorders by neutralizing TNF-α
to reduce symptoms and control inflammation[57–
59].
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Fig. 4 | De novo generation performance of DiffPepBuilder. a., c., and e. Distributions of interface metrics of binding
ddG, buried unsatisfied hbond, non-polar exposure ratio, and binding ddG of candidates with 8-15 residues targeting 3CLpro,
ALK1, and TNF-α, respectively. The performance of DiffPepBuilder is compared with that of AfDesign and RfD+MPNN. b,
d, and f. Examples of peptides generated by DiffPepBuilder (in violet) targeting three proteins (in gray, with interacting side
chains in wheat): 3CLpro, ALK1, and TNF-α, respectively.

For 3CLpro, we selected the substrate pocket
as the peptide targeting site (volume: 681.00
Å3, surface area: 461.50 Å2, as measured by
CavityPlus[60, 61]), which is suitable to accommo-
date extended peptides and would be too narrow
for helical peptides. The crystal structure of 3CLpro

with a PDB ID of 7Z4S[62] was chosen to test
the model’s proficiency in generating non-helical
peptides. Conversely, the interface of ALK1 with
BMP10 (Bone Morphogenetic Protein 10, PDB ID:
6SF1[63]) is more expansive, leading DiffPepBuilder
to favor both helical and non-helical peptides. As
the interface features a significant proportion of

hydrophobic residues (with a hydrophobic interface
area of 958.46 Å2 and a hydrophobic interface ratio
of 67% as calculated by Rosetta[64]), the peptides
need to cover more hydrophobic regions and balance
the polar interactions for higher binding affinity.
TNF-α forms a stable homo-trimer, and its recep-
tor TNFR1 binds to each of the grooves formed by
two TNF-α protomers. This placement demands the
generation of peptides capable of simultaneously
interacting with two protein chains. Consequently,
we selected TNF-α as a case study to evaluate the
efficacy of DiffPepBuilder in addressing targets with
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Table 1 De novo generation results. The best in-group results are shown in bold.

Target Method
Metric (Mean)

ddG (kcal/mol, ↓) ddG8∼15 (kcal/mol, ↓) pTM-score (↓) Success % (↑)

3CLpro
AfDesign -12.33 -9.77 0.22 47.82

RFd+MPNN -23.38 -21.04 0.44 68.42
DiffPepBuilder -23.16 -21.17 0.27 96.22

ALK1
AfDesign -7.61 -7.28 0.41 30.43

RFd+MPNN -20.31 -20.18 0.67 81.89
DiffPepBuilder -24.62 -20.57 0.34 99.63

TNF-α
AfDesign -17.16 -19.98 0.30 71.36

RFd+MPNN -22.37 -16.26 0.54 92.76
DiffPepBuilder -26.88 -23.63 0.20 96.83

binding sites formed by more than one chain. Specif-
ically, we utilized the protein structure with PDB
ID 7KP7[65], which showcases the TNF-α binding
interface with human TNFR1. Given the interface’s
large size (2843.77 Å2), flatness, and hydrophilic
nature, the design task needs to generate peptides
with a large interaction surface and a sophisticated
network of polar interactions.

For 3CLpro, as detailed in Table 1 and Fig.4a,
DiffPepBuilder and RFd+MPNN generated poten-
tial peptide binders containing 8 to 30 residues
with comparable ddG values. As peptides with
about 10 residues are preferable for peptide drugs,
we then tested the performance of different mod-
els with peptide length between 8 to 15 residues.
DiffPepBuilder achieved the best performance
with an average ddG of -21.17 kcal/mol. In the
case of ALK1, as shown in Fig.4c and Table 1,
DiffPepBuilder achieved an average Rosetta bind-
ing free energy of -24.49 kcal/mol, outperforming
RFd+MPNN for peptide length of 8 to 30 residues.
For peptides with 8 to 15 residues, DiffPepBuilder
not only generated structures with best binding
energies (∼ -45 kcal/mol) but also demonstrated
better average values compared to RFd+MPNN.
For TNF-α, as illustrated in Fig.4e and Table 1,
DiffPepBuilder achieved the best average ddG of -
26.88 kcal/mol, with the lowest value approaching
about -60 kcal/mol. In generating peptides with 8
to 15 residues, DiffPepBuilder reached an average
ddG of -23.63 kcal/mol, outperforming AfDesign
and RFd+MPNN by a large margin. We also nor-
malized the ddG over the number of residues and
DiffPepBuilder remains the best (Fig.S4). Fur-
ther interface analysis revealed that DiffPepBuilder
excelled in minimizing buried unsatisfied hydrogen
bonds, particularly for ALK1. About 78.4% of its

designs featured fewer than 10 unsaturated hydro-
gen bonds, with ≤ 20 hydrophobic exposure ratio
mostly, as indicated in Figure.4a,c,e. Compared to
DiffPepBuilder and RFd+MPNN, AfDesign gen-
erated peptides suffer from low calculated binding
free energy and high ratio of hydrophobic exposure.
We further measured the pTM-score (average TM-
score of a generated peptide against all the rest
ones) as an metric of structure diversity. The mean
pTM-score of DiffPepBuilder for ALK1, 3CLpro,
and TNF-α were 0.34, 0.27, and 0.20, respectively,
indicating a good diversity of the generated pep-
tides. As shown in Table 1, the generation diversity
of DiffPepBuilder is remarkably better than that of
RFd+MPNN and comparable to AfDesign. Addi-
tionally, DiffPepBuilder achieved a higher success
rate (percentage of ddG < 0 for the generated pep-
tides) than RFd+MPNN and AfDesign.

Fig.4b,d,f illustrate examples of generated struc-
tures for these three targets, respectively. In Fig.4b,
the S1, S2 and S1’ subpockets of the 3CLpro sub-
strate binding pocket are occupied by the F5, Y6
and F7 residues of the generated peptide, forming
complementary hydrophobic interactions, as well as
hydrogen bonds. In Fig.4d, the interface of ALK1
is covered with the hydrophobic interactions by a
generated helical peptide at the core region, and
forms hydrogen bonds with the ligand at the edge.
Most residues presented outside the helix are polar
or charged. In Fig.4f, the structure of a generated
protein-peptide complex reveals that the peptide
occupies the hydrophobic pockets on the groove
of the TNF-α homotrimer interface and covers
the hydrophobic areas of the β-sheet motif on the
interface. It also forms relatively abundant polar
interactions.
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Fig. 5 | Case studies of the effect of disulfide bond construction. a-c. Left: A comparison of free-state peptide struc-
tures generated by DiffPepBuilder for 3CLpro, ALK1, and TNF-α, shown before (in pink) and after (in deep purple) disulfide
bond construction at the end of MD simulations. Right: The RMSD trajectories from MD simulations. d. Protein-peptide com-
plex structures of ALK1 at the end of MD simulations. The complex before (above) and after (in the middle) disulfide bond
construction are shown. The complex structure is illustrated in gray, with interacting side chains in wheat, highlighting both
interfaces featuring hydrogen bonds and hydrophobic interactions. Down: The RMSD trajectories from MD simulations.

Table 2 Results of MD simulations and MMPBSA assays. The values preceding the ”/” symbol represent those w/o disulfide
bonds, whereas the values following are w/ disulfide bonds.

Case name
Metric

Free Peptide RMSD (Å) Complex L-RMSD (Å) ddG by MMPBSA (kcal/mol)

3CLpro 4.8/3.2 7.8/3.2 -17.32/-47.66
ALK1 4.5/3.1 5.8/3.3 -30.98/-56.37
TNF-α 5.6/3.4 4.8/2.7 -34.45/-54.10

2.5 Stabilizing peptide binder
conformation by introducing
disulfide bond

We have shown that DiffPepBuilder performed
well in linear peptide binder design. However, linear
peptides are often flexible in solution, which may
results in large entropy loss upon binding to targets.

They are also susceptible to protease degradation,
which leads to short half-lives and weak efficacy
in vivo[3, 66]. In order to constrict the generated
binding conformations and to enhance the bind-
ing potency and stability of the designed peptides,
we introduced the SSBuilder module into DiffPep-
Builder to design disulfide bonds in the generated
peptides. After linear peptide generation for the
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aforementioned three cases, we further used Diff-
PepBuilder to generate disulfide bond-containing
peptides and conducted comparative analyses.

We first compared the binding strengths of
the generated peptide binders with and without
disulfide bonds and found that there is no obvi-
ous change in Rosetta ddG (See Fig.S5). For each
case study, we ranked the genenrated peptides by
Rosetta binding energy, and randomly selected 5
structures from the top 100 for MD simulation stud-
ies (details in Sec.S3), including simulations of the
free peptides and the protein-peptide complex. We
performed an 100 ns MD simulation for each of
the generated peptide in free form and calculated
the average RMSD (compared to the designed con-
formation in the complex) of the last 20 ns of the
trajectories. The results are shown in Fig.5a, b, and
c. Fig.5a illustrates an example peptide generated
for the ALK1 target, where the disulfide bond is
positioned at the two terminal residues of the pep-
tide, stabilizing the helical hairpin structure that
reduced the RMSD from 4.8 Å of the linear pep-
tide to 3.1 Å. Fig.5b presents an example for the
3CLpro target, where SSbuilder constructs 2 disul-
fide bonds, one of which is located at the beginning
and end of the peptide loop region, fixing the entire
loop region into a cyclic structure and the other
is located at the hinge area where the cyclic loop
connects with the helix. In the example of TNF-α
(Fig.5c), the disulfide bond is also generated in the
hinge area between two helical structures, anchor-
ing the two helices together, which causes an RMSD
decrease from 5.6 Å to 3.4 Å. We then filtered the
peptides with minimal RMSD and perform 100 ns
MD simulation on their complex structures. Fig.5d
displays the structure and L-RMSD trajectory for
ALK1 (Fig.5a). Structures without disulfide bonds
exhibit a generally higher flexibility relative to that
in the complex compared to those constrained by
disulfide bonds. The peptide ligands with disulfide
bonds tend to retain or form more stable hydrogen
bonds and hydrophobic interactions. Subsequently,
we selected the last 20ns of the complex trajectory
for MMPBSA analysis[67, 68] and found that the
peptide with disulfide bonds not only has a sig-
nificantly lower calculated binding free energy, but
also smaller L-RMSD compared with the peptide
without disulfide bonds. The other two candidates
peptide with disulfied bonds of 3CLpro and TNF-α
showed a similar improvement on the binding con-
formation stability and bindning free energy (Table
2). The candidate complex structures of ALK1 and

3CLpro after MD are shown in Fig.S7.

3 Discussion

Recent advancements in protein binder design
have showed promising applications in bio-
pharmaceutical and synthetic biology research and
development, facilitated by improved computa-
tional methods, sophisticated structural biology
techniques, and enhanced display technologies[69,
70]. However, designing peptide binders remains
challenging due to their lower stability, affinity,
and specificity compared to proteins. The flexibility
and rapid degradation of peptides add complex-
ity to predicting and engineering effective peptide
binders, and further innovations are needed to
fully harness their potential, possibly involving
non-natural amino acids or cyclization strategies
to improve their biophysical properties[71, 72]. In
this study, we alleviated the scarcity of natural
protein-peptide complex data by constructing a
diverse, high-quality synthetic dataset and devel-
oped DiffPepBuilder, a data-driven diffusion-based
generative model. The results in the regeneration
tests demonstrated that DiffPepBuilder is capable
of generating peptides with conformations closely
resembling natural ligands and possesses the poten-
tial to explore more optimal binding free energies.
Compared to peptides with loop conformations,
those with helical conformations can be regener-
ated better with similar sequences and backbones.
This may be due to the inherently non-conservative
nature of loop conformations, making it difficult
for the model to learn a regular conformational
distribution. In order to stablize the binding confor-
mations, DiffPepBuilder incorporates the SSBuilder
module to construct disulfide bonds in the gener-
ated peptides. Molecular dynamics simulations and
MMPBSA calculations demonstrated that integrat-
ing disul- fide bonds into the generated peptide
binders can indeed stabilize their binding confor-
mations and enhance binding strength. We further
tested the de novo peptide binder design ability of
DiffPepBuilder on three key drug design targets.
DiffPepBuilder outperforms the existing methods in
performance, excelling in generating peptides with
notable structural diversity and high affinity.

A major challenge in deep learning-based, data-
driven peptide binder design is the scarcity of
high-affinity protein-peptide complex data. While
data augmentation is a common practice in rep-
resentation learning of protein-small molecule
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interactions[73, 74], to the best of our knowl-
edge, similar work in peptide design is absent.
In this study, we address the data scarcity issue
by utilizing high-quality synthetic data derived
from diverse protein-protein complex structures
with superior binding performance. DiffPepBuilder
demonstrates the ability to capture essential inter-
actions using this synthetic data and successfully
regenerate native-like peptide binder structures.
This alleviates concerns about a potentially sig-
nificant gap between natural protein-peptide and
synthetic protein-fragment complex data that could
mislead the model. The superior de novo design
performance of DiffPepBuilder on three real-world
targets further validates our model’s capability
with data augmentation. Additionally, we acknowl-
edge that the model would benefit from training
on high-affinity natural protein-peptide data as its
availability increases. We also envisage tuning our
model on small-quantity data with high affinity via
few-shot learning as a future direction.

As a target-specific de novo peptide design
method, DiffPepBuilder requires target protein
structures, which may be either experimen-
tally determined or in silico predicted, along
with prior binding site information, as input. In
cases where native binding peptides or molecules
are already identified, binding site information
can be determined either automatically through
DiffPepBuilder’s Reference Ligand mode or by
manually analyzing the interface interactions. Con-
versely, in the absence of prior binding site data,
established pocket searching algorithms such as
CavityPlus[60, 61] can be incorporated into the
DiffPepBuilder workflow to identify potential bind-
ing pockets of target proteins. These pockets are
further analyzed to identify hotspot residues via
pharmacophore analysis[75]. Currently, DiffPep-
Builder does not take the flexibility of input target
structures into account during model inference.
This poses a challenge as conformational changes
are frequently observed during the peptide binding
process[76–79], and relying on the rigid structure
of target proteins may decrease the model’s per-
formance in generating optimal binders. We are
actively addressing this challenge by integrating
receptor flexibility into DiffPepBuilder to further
enhance its generative performance.

Turning linear peptide molecules into cyclic
ones is an important strategy in peptide drug
development[66]. Cyclization by introducing disul-
fide bonds could reduce flexibility and decrease the

entropy loss upon target binding[80–82], serving as
an important method to enhance the stability of
peptide drugs[83]. Currently DiffPepBuilder only
includes disulfide bonds as conformation restriction
methods, in the future, we will further introduce
more diverse cyclization methods either with nat-
ural or unnatural peptide cyclilization methods.
Another issue in peptide drug design is the relatively
small sequence space of peptides compared to the
chemical space of small molecules or the sequence
space of proteins. Further exploration of chemical
modification in peptide structures based on increas-
ing experimental data can provide guidance for the
design of peptide with unnatural residues, which,
incorporating data-driven computational methods,
can further broaden the scope of peptide design.

4 Methods

4.1 Dataset construction

Structure collection Structures were selected
from the Protein Data Bank prior to October 2023,
based on the following criteria: composed solely
of proteins, comprising more than two chains, and
having a resolution lower than 2.5 Å. Symmet-
ric structures were complemented using biounit
information, and missing atoms were rectified with
PDBFixer[84]. A total of 5,358 structures with the
shortest chain length between 8 and 30 residues
were collected as the peptide-protein dataset, while
11,469 structures with the shortest chain length
greater than 30 residues were collected as the
protein-protein dataset. For the latter group, the
shortest chain of the complex was defined as the
ligand, and any chains interacting with the ligand,
defined by an interface area (dSASA) of ≥ 100
Å2, were output in pairs. The permanent protein-
protein complexes, which has a buried surface area
larger than 3,000 Å2 were not excluded, resulted in
35,338 protein dimer structures.

Interfacial fragment extraction For pair-
wise protein-protein complexes, we first conducted
an analysis on the solvent accessible surface area
(SASA) of both the ligand and the complex, uti-
lizing the BioPython software package[47]. Then
we defined residues with a buried surface area
(BSA, SASAligand − SASAcomplex) greater than
36 Å2 and a buried proportion (computed by
(SASAligand−SASAcomplex)/SASAligand) exceeding
40% as buried residues. Within the range of 8 ∼
30 residues, we established a series of truncation
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windows. For each chain in a dimer, we slid these
windows across, identifying a segment as a helical
structure if it contains a continuous sequence of ≥
8 residues in a helical conformation. The others are
non-helical. For helical segments, the proportion of
hotspot residues are ≥ 40% ; for non-helical ones,
the requirement was≥ 80%. For each complex struc-
ture, we conducted an initial deduplication check
before the overall sequence redundancy reduction,
removing redundant entities from the set of frag-
ments associated with the same dimer complex,
which was done according to the criteria of L-RMSD
≤ 0.5 Å (same length) and ligand sequence similar-
ity ≥ 70%. This process resulted 34,618 entries.

Redundancy reduction was implemented on
both peptide-protein and protein-protein dataset.
It was carried out from two aspects: sequence
similarity and structural similarity. The measure-
ment of sequence similarity involved conducting
a multi-sequence alignment of the longest chain
by CD-HIT[85–87] with a 90% similarity cutoff.
Then, in each cluster, the structure with the high-
est X-ray resolution was chosen as the reference,
then the L-RMSD of Cα atoms and sequence sim-
ilarity of other ligands (the shortest chain) in the
cluster were calculated. Structures with L-RMSD
larger than 5 Å and similarity lower than 80%
were preserved for further analysis. This redun-
dancy reduction was implemented for both PepPC
(peptide-protein complex) and PepPC-F (peptide-
protein complex fragments). After the redundancy
reduction process, 117 clusters were generated from
275 helical-ligand complexes and 1,021 clusters
of nonhelical-ligand complexes in PepPC; 2,588
clusters were generated from 16,553 helical-ligand
complexes and 3,386 clusters of 18,065 loop-ligand
complexes in PepPC-F. After further dataset clean-
ing, including exclusion of disulfide bond and
membrane protein (see SI for details), there were
4,377 structures (259 helical ligands) in PepPC, and
14,897 structures (4,241 helical ligands) in PepPC-
F.

We calculated the secondary structure infor-
mation for all peptide ligands using the DSSP
module in Biopython[47]. In this context, Helix
includes A-Helix, 5-Helix and 3-Helix; Beta includes
B-sheet; Turn includes B-Bridge, Bend and Turn;
Unstructured represents Coil.

4.2 Input preparation

In the peptide binder de novo generation pro-
cess, DiffPepBuilder initially takes the full target
as input and truncates it to the binding pocket
according to the user provided binding site informa-
tion. Specifically, the binding site information can
be formatted into three types, each corresponding to
one of the three pattern diagrams shown in Fig.1a.
The first type, Motif, requires the user to provide
information about the target binding motif (can
be a structurally truncated PDB file or sequence
information). The second type, Hotspots, requires
the hotspot information (often provided as strings
of hotspot residue IDs). The third type, Reference
Ligand, allows for specifying a reference ligand by
inputting a PDB file and specify the receptor. The
model will delineate residues on the receptor that
are a certain distance from the ligand Cα (default
is 8 Å) as the hotspots. For all three types of infor-
mation, residues whose Cα atom are within 10 Å of
the Cα atoms from these binding motif or hotspots
compose the binding pocket. The model then calcu-
lates the geometric center of the pocket’s Cα atoms
and adds a σ0 = 2 Å Gaussian noise to the center
position to enhance the generation diversity:

xcenter =

Nrec∑

i=1

xrec
i + ε, ε ∼ N (0, σ0I) (1)

where xrec
i represents the coordinates of the Cα

atom of the i-th pocket residue, and Nrec is
the number of pocket residues. For each pep-
tide length Nlig within the user-defined range
[Nmin, Nmax], the model independently samples

Nlig positions, {xlig
i }

Nlig

i=1 , from an isotropic Gaus-
sian distribution N (xcenter, σI), with σ acting as
an adjustable hyper-parameter that controls the
structural diversity of the de novo generated pep-
tides. The model subsequently recenters the target
pocket-peptide ligand complex to the noise-adjusted
centroid xcenter to ensure the (approximate) SE(3)-
equivariance in the diffusion process, aligning with
methodologies suggested by previous works[43, 88,
89]:

xi ← xi − xcenter (2)

here xi denotes the Cα coordinates of an arbi-
trary residue i within the pocket-peptide ligand
complex. Following this, the model constructs a
fully-connected graph of the complex, which is
then processed through the diffusion-based genera-
tive procedure. The model additionally generates a
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binary mask, m ∈ {0, 1}N , that indicates the posi-
tions of the pocket residues which are to be fixed
during the diffusion process.

Prior to the diffusion-based generative proce-
dure, the backbone of the target pocket-peptide
ligand complex is parameterized as a collection of
rigid-body frames, T = [T1, . . . ,TN ], akin to the
approach in AlphaFold 2[25], where N = Nrec+Nlig.
Note that each frame Ti = (Ri,xi) consists of a 3-
dimensional rotation Ri ∈ SO(3) and a translation
xn ∈ R3. Initial frames of the peptide to be gen-
erated are independently sampled from a uniform
distribution on SO(3) i.e. USO(3).

4.3 Architecture of the denoising
network

The diffusion model utilized in DiffPepBuilder
essentially introduces multi-level noises to the
ground-truth peptide ligand conformation and
learns to recover the original structure through a
denoising network. During the inference process, it
reverses this noising process and de novo gener-
ates the peptide ligand conditioned on the pocket
(Fig.1b). Mathematically, the forward noising pro-

cess and the reverse denoising process on SE(3)
N

are characterized by:

dT(t) =
[
0,− 1

2PX(t)
]
dt+

[
dB

(t)

SO(3)N
,dB

(t)

R3N

]
(3)

and

d
←−
R(t) = ∇R log pt(

←−
T (t))dt+ dB

(t)

SO(3)N
(4)

d
←−
X(t) = P

(
1
2X

(t) +∇x log pt(
←−
T (t))

)
dt+ PdB

(t)

R3N

(5)

respectively[43, 90], where P is the projection
matrix removing center of mass. Yim et al.[43]
proved that the score i.e. [∇R log pt,∇x log pt] can
be computed seperately for the rotation and trans-
lation of each residue. The denoising network is
trained to approximate the score with [sRθ , s

x
θ ],

a process known as denoising score matching
(DSM)[40, 41].

As depicted in Fig.1d, the denoising network
of DiffPepBuilder is composed of three main
components: the Embedding Module, the Cross
Update Module, and the Multi-Task Decoder. In

the embedding stage, initial node embeddings
h0 = [h1, . . . , hN ] are generated by concatenat-
ing diffusion timestep embeddings, residue index
embeddings, residue type embeddings, and pLM
embeddings. We employed sinusoidal positional
embeddings[91] for residue index embeddings
and utilized a frozen 650M parameter ESM-2[92]
encoder to extract the pLM embeddings from the
sequence of the untruncated target. Peptide ligand
residues are assigned a special residue type <mask>

in the residue type embedding process, and the
average pLM embeddings of pocket residues are
used as their pLM embeddings. To indicate breaks
between chains, we incorporated a 100-residue gap
in the residue indices between each chain, following
the approach in RoseTTAFold[26]. Node embed-
dings h0 are subject to cross-concatenation and are
subsequently concatenated with self-conditioning
distogram embeddings[32, 93] and sequence dis-
tance embeddings, resulting in the preliminary edge
embeddings z0 = (zij)

N
i,j=1. Following RFdiffusion,

we performed self-conditioning of predicted Cα
pairwise distances, d̂, in 50% of the examples in the
training process.

The initial node embeddings h0, edge embed-
dings z0, and the backbone frames T0 are sub-
sequently processed through the Cross Update
Module (Fig.S3). Specifically, within an arbi-
trary layer l, the node update is achieved
through a combination of Invariant Point Attention
(IPA)[25], Transformer encoder layers[91], Multi-
Layer Perceptron (MLP), Layer Normalization
(LayerNorm)[94], and Linear layers:

hipa = LayerNorm(IPA(hl, zl,Tl) + hl) (6)

htrans = Transformer(hipa ∥Linear(h0)) (7)

hl+1 = MLP(hipa + Linear(htrans)) (8)

here ∥ denotes concatenation process. Subsequently,
the edge update is performed as:

hproj = Linear(hl+1) (9)

zconcat = zl ∥CrossConcat(hproj) (10)

zl+1 = LayerNorm(MLP(zconcat)) (11)

here proj is an abbreviation for projection, which
is implemented by a Linear layer. Lastly, the frame
update is executed following the BackboneUpdate

algorithm in AlphaFold 2:
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Tupdate = CalcRot(Linear(hl)) (12)

Tmasked = MaskRec(Tupdate,m) (13)

Tl+1 = Tl ·Tmasked (14)

where the CalcRot function transforms the input
non-unit quaternion into a rotation matrixRi,update

and outputs it along with the coordinate update
xi,update. The MaskRec function modifies the
frame update of target pocket residues to T rec

i =
(Rrec

i ,xrec
i ) = (I,0), ensuring the target remains

fixed during the diffusion process. We stacked L = 6
layers with no shared parameters to form the Cross
Update Module.

The updated node embeddings hL, edge embed-
dings zL, and the backbone frames TL are then fed
into the Multi-Task Decoder. This decoder pre-
dicts the translational and rotational scores of the
current diffusion step, the residue types of the pep-
tide ligand, the main chain torsion angles ψ and the
side chain torsion angles χ1∼χ4. We take the final
frame representation TL ≡ T̂(0) = (R̂(0), X̂(0)) to
calculate the translational score sxθ and rotational
score srθ following Yim et al.[43]. Torsion angle pre-
diction is implemented as (using ψ prediction as an
example):

hpsi = MLP(hL) (15)

ψunnorm = Linear(hpsi + hL) (16)

ψpred = Normalize(ψunnorm) (17)

where the Normalize function is used to normal-
ize the output torsion angles to be −180◦ ∼ 180◦.
Residue type prediction is achieved in a one-shot
decoding manner:

dpred = CalcPairDist(XL) (18)

zmean = RowMean(DistMask(zL,dpred)) (19)

zlogits = MLP(hL ∥ zmean) (20)

sprob = SoftMax(zlogits/τ) (21)

spred = Sample(sprob) (22)

where the CalcPairDist function calculates pair-
wise distances of Cα atoms based on given Cα
coordinates. The DistMask function masks residue
pairs whose Cα distances exceed a specified thresh-
old, dmax = 12 Å. The sampling temperature τ
is a hyper-parameter that controls the randomness

of the sampling process. We set τ = 0.1 through-
out the generation process. The Sample function
samples from the multinomial distribution sprob
to determine the final amino acid type spred. We
additionally calculate per-residue entropy as:

Si = −
20∑

k=1

sprob,k log sprob,k (23)

where sprob,k represents the probability of the k-th
amino acid type for residue i of an arbitrary pep-
tide ligand.

After the denoising process, DiffPepBuilder
reconstructs the backbone of the generated pep-
tide ligand using the final frame representations
and the predicted ψ torsion angles as that in
AlphaFold 2[25], and ultimately rebuilds the side
chain conformations with PDBFixer[84] according
to the predicted Cβ orientation to obtain an all-
atom structure. The predicted complex structures
undergo optimization using Rosetta’s FastRelax[95]
with a Fixbb (Fixed backbone) protocol to elimi-
nate clashes of the side chains.

4.4 Details of SSBuilder

SSBuilder method is based on a structure
library of disulfide-bonded pairs, which is extracted
from the PDB entries with a X-ray resolution < 2.5
Å and prior to December 2023. we extracted all the
structures of disulfide-bonded two cysteine residues.
We then calculated the values of the dihedral angles
formed by Cα1-Cβ1-Cβ2-Cα2 (Dihedral), the val-
ues of the two bond angles Cα1-Cβ1-Cβ2 (angle1)
and Cβ1-Cβ2-Cα2 (angle2), as well as the value
of the Cβ1-Cβ2 (distance), to serve as geometric
matching criteria (See Fig.S8). Angles were binned
every 5◦, and distance bins’ width were set to 0.1
Å. Residue entropy in our deep learning model out-
put was used to identify potential disulfide bond
site. Residues with an entropy greater than 0.01 will
be and paired. The angles and distance parameters
of each residue pair are quickly matched to corre-
sponding bins(those corresponding bins cannot be
found will be skipped). This is followed by a com-
parison with the same geometric parameters of the
disulfide bond building blocks within those bins.
The residue pair that achieves the best parameter
matching (where the sum of the absolute differences
of all parameters is minimized) is then spliced with
its corresponding disulfide bond unit to create a
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cyclized structure.

4.5 Training details

In the training of the denoising network, we
employed a composite loss scheme that includes
denoising score matching (DSM) loss Ldsm, peptide
amino acid type loss Laa, and a series of auxil-
iary losses comprising peptide backbone position
loss Lbb, pairwise atomic distance loss Ldist, side
chain torsion angle loss Lchi, and Cα atom clash loss
Lclash. The SE(3) DSM loss is given by:

Ldsm = Ei,t

[
λxt ∥∇x log pt|0(x

(t)
i |x̂

(0)
i )− sxθ (t,T

(t)
i )∥

]

+Ei,t

[
λRt ∥∇R log pt|0(R

(t)
i |R̂

(0)
i )− sRθ (t,T

(t)
i )∥

]

(24)

where i ∈ {1, . . . , Nlig}, t ∼ U [0, 1]. We utilized the
weight schedule following previous works[41, 43]:

λRt = 1/E(
[
∥∇ log pt|0(R

(t)
i |R

(0)
i )∥2SO(3)

]
) (25)

λxt = et/2(1− e−t) (26)

The peptide amino acid type loss Laa is calcu-
lated as a residue-averaged cross entropy loss for
all peptide residues. For the auxiliary losses, the
peptide backbone position loss is formulated as a
mean squared error (MSE) loss on backbone atom
positions:

Lbb =
1

4Nlig

Nlig∑

i=1

∑

n

∥x(0)
i,n − x̂

(0)
i,n∥2 (27)

where n ∈ {N, C, Cα, O}. The pairwise atomic dis-
tance loss is also a MSE loss on pairwise atomic
distances:

Ldist =
1

Zdist

N∑

i=1

Nlig∑

j=1

∑

n,m

1(dnmij < ddist)∥dnmij − d̂nmij ∥2

(28)

where ddist = 6 Å, n,m ∈ {N, C, Cα, O}, and the
normalizing factor Zdist is given by:

Zdist =

N∑

i=1

Nlig∑

j=1

∑

n,m

1(dnmij < ddist)−Nlig (29)

The side chain torsion angle loss is a MSE loss as
computed in AlphaFold 2[25]. We only considered
χ1 and χ2 angles because χ3 and χ4 are relatively
less informative and more challenging to predict
accurately[96]. We empirically found that this side
chain torsion angle loss helps the model better cap-
ture inter-residue interactions. The Cα atom clash
loss Lclash is defined as:

Lclash =
1e3

Zclash

Nrec∑

i=1

Nlig∑

i=1

1(dCα
ij < dclash) (30)

where we set the clash threshold dclash = 4 Å,
and the normalizing factor Zclash is computed by
Zclash = Nrec ×Nlig. The Cα atom clash loss is uti-
lized to minimize steric clashes between the target
and the generated peptide ligand. The full training
loss is formulated as:

L = Ldsm

+ 1(t < 0.25)w1Laa

+ 1(t < 0.25)w2

(
Lbb + Ldist + Lchi

)

+ 1(t < 0.5)w3Lclash (31)

where we set the loss weights w1 = 2, w2 =
0.25, w3 = 0.25. We applied the amino acid type
loss Laa and auxiliary losses primarily near t = 0
to encourage the model to learn fine-grained char-
acteristics.

The denoising network consists of ∼104M
parameters and was trained exclusively on the
PepPC-F dataset using 8 NVIDIA A800 80GB
GPUs. The training lasted ∼5 days. We employed
the AdamW optimizer[97] with a learning rate of
1e-5. For multi-GPU training and inference, we
used DistributedDataParallel implemented by
PyTorch[98].

4.6 Regeneration details

For the regeneration test set PepPC-HF, we
first collected a total of 822 structures from the
PepPC dataset that overlapped with the PDB-
bind2020 database[44]. Redundant entries were
removed with a 40% sequence similarity threshold
using CD-HIT[85–87]. We then filtered out entries
with an activity value (Ki, Kd, IC50) ≤ 0.1 µM
and conducted further deduplication against the
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PepPC-F data using a maximum 60% sequence sim-
ilarity criterion for target proteins (mostly ≤ 30%).
Ultimately, these processes yielded 30 complex
structures featuring high-activity peptide ligands
(See Table S1 for details).

For DiffPepBuilder, we used the Reference
Ligand mode and set the peptide length to that of
the original peptide. We set the number of denoising
steps, the noise scale, and the sampling temperature
to 500, 1.0, and 0.1, respectively. For AfDesign,
we utilized its fine-tuned version for generating
peptide binders[42]. We set the weights for vari-
ous parameters as follows: solubility at 0.5, msa ent
(multiple sequence alignment entropy) at 0.01,
pLDDT (predicted Local Distance Difference Test)
at 0.1, pae intra (predicted aligned error for intra-
chain) at 0.1, and pae inter (predicted aligned error
for inter-chain) at 1.0. The weights for con intra
(contact predictions within chains) and con inter
(contact predictions between chains) were set to 0.1
and 0.5, respectively. The cycles for the three stages
were 100, 100, and 10. For RFdiffusion used for
peptide backbone generation, we set noise scale to 0.
We employed the dlbinder design method[99] for the
subsequent ProteinMPNN[31] sequence design and
Rosetta side-chain assembly and FastRelax. Pocket
residues within 5 Å of the reference peptide were
selected as the hotspots for all of the three meth-
ods, and each method performed 128 samplings.

4.7 De novo generation settings

For DiffPepBuilder, we sampled 128 times for
each peptide length. The number of the denois-
ing steps is set to 500. We set the noise scale to
1.0, 0.5, and 2.0 for ALK1, 3CLpro and TNF-α,
respectively. The impact of the noise scale settings
is illustrated in Fig.S6. We note that adjusting the
noise scale provides versatile control over the aver-
age binding strength and generation diversity. For
AfDesign, we adopted the parameters in Sec.4.6
and executed 128 sampling for each length. For
RFdiffusion, we adhered to the default noise scale
settings and employed the dlbinder design method
as in Sec.4.6. We sampled 128 times for each speci-
fied length. For sequence design, we generated one

sequence for each backbone. Peptide length was set
to 8∼30 for generation for each method, and the
structures generated by all programs were optimized
using Rosetta FastRelax[95] before evaluation. The
interface parameters, including ddG and buried
unsatisfied hydrogen bonds, were also calculated by
Rosetta.

As there are no reference peptide ligands avail-
able in de novo generation studies, we used hotpots
to define peptide binding sites. Hotspots for 3CLpro,
ALK1 and TNF-α are ”B24-B45-B46-B49-B140-
B142-B143-B144-B145-B163-B164-B165-B166-
B168-B188-B189-B191-B192”,”B40-B58-B59-B71-
B72-B87”,”C23-C25-C138-C139-C140-C141-D67-
D68-D69-D71-D73-D79-D80-D81-D82-D83-D84-
D87-D88-D89-D125-D127-D128-D129”, respec-
tively. For 3CLpro, based on complex structure in
7Z4S, we initially selected all residues on the 3CLpro

receptor that are within 8 Å of the Cα atoms of
the cyclic peptide residues. We then performed an
alanine scan using Rosetta on these residues. Those
with ddGmutant − ddGwild−type ≥ 1 kcal/mol are
identified as hotspots, For ALK1, in the protein-
protein complex structure of 6SF1, we used BMP10
as a reference and selected hotspots with the same
criteria of 3CLpro. For the TNF-α, on of three
TNFR1s in 7KP7 was selected as reference lig-
and, hotspots were selected from the TNF-α trimer
structure according to the same criteria. All models
use the same hotspot information as input for pep-
tide generation.

Code Availability. The source code will be
available at https://github.com/YuzheWangPKU/
DiffPepBuilder upon manuscript accepted for pub-
lication.
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1 Additional information of dataset curation process

Structures were selected from the Protein Data Bank (https://www.rcsb.org/) based on the following crite-
ria: composed solely of proteins, comprising more than two chains, and resolution lower than 2.5 Å. Complex
structures are classified into different groups based on the length of the shortest chain, and other chains
interact with the shortest chain were output paired with the shortest chain. Structures with shortest chain
length between 8 and 30 are classified into peptide-protein complex (5,364 in total), more than 30 are defined
as protein-protein complex (11,469 in total). Symmetric structures were completed using biounit informa-
tion, and missing atoms were rectified with pdbfixer. Membrane proteins in PepPC-F were removed based on
Uniprot information (UniProt: the Universal Protein Knowledgebase in 2023), if the information contained
lines starting with ’FT TRANSMEM’, which indicated that the information related to the transmembrane
region, the structure was removed. Structures contained chains linked by disulfide bonds were also excluded.
CD-hit[1–3] was used to cluster, with 90% cutoff and word length = 5. After clustering, 117 clusters were
generated from 275 helical peptides and 1,021 clusters for loop entries in PepPC, while 2,588 clusters were
generated from 16,553 helical complexes and 3,386 clusters for 18,065 loop complexes in PepPC-F.

2 Additional information of regeneration test set and result
analysis

PDB ID, bioactivity, max and average similarity of dataset used in regeneration task with PepPC-F are
shown in Table S1.
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Fig. S1 | Experimental binding affinity distribution. The pIC50, pKd, pKi distribution of protein-protein binding data
(in pink) and protein-peptide binding data (in purple) in PDBbind2020.

We selected all protein-ligand data from PDBbind2020[4] that intersect with the PepPC database, retain-
ing those cases with binding activity data referred to protein-peptide interactions (some activity data may
correspond to other interaction interfaces within the structure). This resulted in a total of 384 entries. We also
included all 641 entries of protein-protein interaction data. The distribution of their activity data, including
pIC50, pKd, and pKi, is depicted in the Fig.S1.
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Fig. S2 | Additional Result of a DiffPepBuilder-Generated Peptide on MDM2. Structure of the generated peptide
(in deep purple) and the original peptide (in green) in the hydrophobic pocket of MDM2 (colored by electrostatic potential).
The side chains of three critical conserved residues are illustrated for comparison.

Table S1: Dataset information in regeneration task

pdbid Bioactivity
Type

Bioactivity
Value

Max Average Description

1BJR IC50 21 nM 31.9 20.3 Proteolytically generated Lactoferrin frag-
ment and proteinase K

1J7Z Kd 0.02 µM 24.0 16.4 Ribonuclease in complex with Osmolyte
1RJK Kd 0.1 nM 29.4 20.3 Rat vitamin D receptor ligand binding domain

complexed with 2MD and a synthetic peptide
containing the NR2 box of DRIP 205

1SJH Kd 9 nM 25.4 19.8 HLA-DR1 complexed with a 13 residue HIV
capsid peptide

2A4R IC50 15 nM 26.3 20.2 HCV NS3 protease domain with a ketoamide
inhibitor

2AQ9 IC50 50 nM 25.2 21.0 E. coli LpxA with a bound peptide
2BBA Kd 70 nM 24.5 19.9 EphB4 receptor in complex with an ephrin-B2

antagonist peptide
2FTS Kd 90 nM 24.8 20.3 Glycine receptor-gephyrin complex
2IZX Kd 0.4 nM 26.0 11.5 AKAP and PKA regulatory subunits
3EQS Kd 3.3 nM 26.7 16.1 Human MDM2 in complex with a 12-mer

peptide inhibitor
3H0A IC50 33 nM 26.8 20.9 Peroxisome proliferator-activated receptor

gamma (PPARγ) and retinoic acid receptor
alpha (RXRα) in complex with 9-cis retinoic
acid, co-activator peptide, and a partial
agonist

3ZQI Kd 64 nM 40.4 20.9 Tetracycline repressor in complex with
inducer peptide- TIP2

4ERZ Kd 88 nM 25.4 20.8 WDR5-MLL4 Win motif peptide binary com-
plex

4GQ6 Kd 53 nM 24.2 19.8 Human menin in complex with MLL peptide
4K0U Kd 55 nM 25.7 17.4 Pilotin/secretin peptide complex
4P6X IC50 91 nM 26.0 20.3 Cortisol-bound glucocorticoid receptor ligand

binding domain

Continued on next page
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Table S1 continued from previous page

pdbid Bioactivity
Type

Bioactivity
Value

Max Average Description

4QJR Kd 80 nM 27.4 20.3 Human nuclear receptor SF-1 (nr5a1) bound
to its hormone PIP3

4R1E Kd 52 nM 32.4 19.1 MTIP from Plasmodium falciparum in com-
plex with a peptide-fragment chimera

4RRV Kd 40 nM 29.0 21.0 PDK1 in complex with ATP and PIFtide
5IZU Kd 0.054 µM 25.1 18.5 SHANK PDZ domain and SAPAP
5LY1 IC50 29.8 nM 24.7 20.4 JMJD2A/KDM4A complexed with Ni(II) and

Macrocyclic peptide Inhibitor CP2
5LY3 Kd 31 nM 26.0 20.4 P. calidifontis crenactin in complex with

arcadin-2 C-terminal peptide
5N8B Kd 0.043 µM 27.0 18.9 Streptavidin with peptide
5UL6 Kd 0.006 µM 24.7 13.4 nSH3CrkII–PRMNS1 complex
5V1Y IC50 7.1 nM 24.4 17.6 Ternary RPN13 PRU-RPN2 (940-953)-

ubiquitin complex
5WUK Kd 14 nM 23.9 19.9 EED [G255D] in complex with EZH2 peptide
6H7B Kd 33 nM 28.6 16.0 Leishmania PABP1 (domain J) complexed

with a peptide containing the PAM2 motif of
eIF4E4

6JJZ Kd 2.3 nM 25.8 15.9 MAGI2 and Dendrin complex
6MA3 Kd 0.005 µM 23.7 18.0 Human O-GlcNAc transferase bound to a pep-

tide from HCF-1 pro-repeat 2 (11-26) and
inhibitor 2a

6S07 Kd 40 nM 25.3 20.0 Formylglycine-generating enzyme in complex
with copper and a substrate

3 Cross update mudule architecture

Linear

IPA Block Transformer MLP

Node Update

Linear

MLP Linear

Edge Update

Linear
Frame Update

×N
Addition
Concatenation

Fig. S3 | Architecture of the Cross Update Module. Each layer l accepts the initial node embedding h0, the current
node embedding hl, the edge embedding zl, and the frame representations Tl as inputs. In the Node Update Module, the node
embedding is updated with IPA and then using a vanilla transformer. This updated node embedding is subsequently utilized
to update the edge embedding and frame representations.
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4 Additional analysis of de nove generation tests

a b

c d

Fig. S4 | Additional interface features of de novo generation test across all cases. a. Statistical analysis of
unsaturated hydrogen bonds at the interface. b. Comparative analysis of the proportion of exposed hydrophobic residues. c.
Visualization of the interface areas between peptides and proteins, it was discerned that DiffPepBuilder facilitated the creation of
notably more expansive interface regions. d. Evaluation of normalized binding energies for ligands produced by various software
tools, with normalization adjusted according to the count of residues, DiffPepBuilder exhibited superior overall performance.
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a

c d

b

Fig. S5 | Interface features of de novo generation tests with SSbuilder across all cases. a. Comparison of the total
binding free energy between ligands with (DiffPepBuilder ss, in purple) and without (DiffPepBuilder, in pink) disulfide bonds.
The incorporation of disulfide bonds had minimal impact on the binding energy. b. Analysis of unsaturated hydrogen bonds at
the interface of generated ligands. The introduction of disulfide bonds led to an slight increase in unsaturated hydrogen bonds
at the interface. c. Statistics of exposed hydrophobic residues. Incorporating disulfide bonds resulted in a slight reduction in
the number of unsaturated hydrogen bonds at the interface. d. Statistical chart of interface areas. Structures incorporating
disulfide bonds were shown to help enlarge the interface area.

ca b

Fig. S6 | Effects of noise scales on de novo generation tasks. a-c. Effects of noise scale on 3CLpro, ALK1 and TNF-α,
respectively.

sIt was noted that the addition of disulfide bonds enlarges the interface area, reduces the exposure of
hydrophobic residues in the ligand peptide, and essentially leaves the binding free energy unaffected. (Fig.S5).

Additionally, as the noise scale increases, as shown in Fig.S6, the diversity of the scaffolds generated by
the model becomes more pronounced (as indicated by the decreased pTM-score), yet there is a slight decline
in the binding free energy.
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5 MD & MMPBSA settings and additional results

Molecular Dynamics simulations were performed using GROMACS 2023[5] with the CHARMM36
forcefield[6]. Each peptide or complex was solvated in a dodecahedron box of explicit TIP3P waters[7] and
neutralized with either sodium or chloride ions. The solvated systems were energy-minimized using the
steepest descent minimization method. Next, the system was equilibrated for 1 ns under the NPT ensemble
with position restraints (1000 kJ/mol−1nm−1) applied on all the heavy atoms of the peptide. During this
equilibration, pressure coupling to 1 atm was performed with the Berendsen barostat[8], and temperature
coupling to 310 K using the velocity-rescaling thermostat[9]. From each equilibrated system, simulations
of 100 ns were performed in the NVT ensemble. The systems were simulated using periodic boundary
conditions. A cutoff at 10 Å was used for van der Waals and short-range electrostatic interactions. The
Particle-Mesh Ewald (PME) summation method was used for the long-range electrostatic interactions[10].
The Verlet cut-off scheme was used[11]. All chemical bonds were constrained using the LINCS algorithm[12].
The integration time-step was 2 fs, and simulations were analyzed using GROMACS tools. We calculated
the root-mean-square deviation (RMSD) of the position of the Cα atoms of the peptides, compared to the
initial conformation, using gmx rms.

The MMPBSA analysis were established by gmx MMPBSA (version 1.6.1)[13] . The molecular
mechanics/Poisson-Boltzmann surface area method (recommended for the CHARMM force field) was used.
Single-term total non-polar solvation free energy(inp = 1) was used. The molecular surface was used for
cavity term calculation (use uav = 0). The charmm radii (PBRadii = 7) was used to build amber topology
files. Default parameters were applied for other terms.

a b

c d

Fig. S7 | Structures of the de novo generation candidates on the targets of 3CLpro and TNF-α after MD
simulations. a,b. Complex structures of 3CLpro before and after disulfide bond construction, respectively. c,d. Complex
structures of TNF-α before and after disulfide bond construction, respectively.
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6 SSbuilder details

Fig. S8 | SSbuilder process schematic and distributions of geometric data. a. Left: the matched disulfide bond
building block. Middle: the substructure containing the potential disulfide sites (in pink). Right: a schematic overlay of the
cyclized structure with the atomic structure. ”Dehedral” represents the dihedral angle formed by Cα1 − Cβ1 − Cβ2 − Cα2,
”Angle1” represents the planar angle formed by Cα1−Cβ1−Cβ2, and ”Angle2” represents the angle formed by Cβ1−Cβ2−Cα2.
b. Distribution diagram of the ”Distance” parameter for the disulfide bond building block. c. Distribution diagram of the
”Dehedral” parameter. d. Distribution diagram of the ”Angle1” parameter. e. Distribution diagram of the ’Angle2’ parameter.
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