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Abstract—AI-assisted protein design has emerged as a critical
tool for advancing biotechnology, as deep generative models have
demonstrated their reliability in this domain. However, most
existing models primarily utilize protein sequence or structural
data for training, neglecting the physicochemical properties of
proteins. Moreover, they are deficient to control the generation
of proteins in intuitive conditions. To address these limitations,
we propose CMADiff here, a novel framework that enables
controllable protein generation by aligning the physicochemical
properties of protein sequences with text-based descriptions
through a latent diffusion process. Specifically, CMADiff em-
ploys a Conditional Variational Autoencoder (CVAE) to inte-
grate physicochemical features as conditional input, forming
a robust latent space that captures biological traits. In this
latent space, we apply a conditional diffusion process, which
is guided by BioAligner, a contrastive learning-based module
that aligns text descriptions with protein features, enabling text-
driven control over protein sequence generation. Validated by
a series of evaluations including AlphaFold3, the experimental
results indicate that CMADiff outperforms protein sequence
generation benchmarks and holds strong potential for future
applications. The implementation and code are available at https:
//github.com/HPC-NEAU/PhysChemDiff

Index Terms—cross-modal, diffusion model, conditional vari-
ational autoencoder, physicochemical property, Protein design,
protein generation,

I. INTRODUCTION

PROTEINS are essential organic macromolecules that per-
form a wide range of biological functions and play an in-

dispensable role in molecular systems within living organisms
[1]. Moreover, proteins are not restricted to those which could
be found in nature, as synthesized proteins in the laboratory
also exhibit biological functions. Therefore, natural proteins
represent only a small fraction of the vast protein sequence
space [2]. Exploring this sequence space through the design
of proteins to produce biologically functional proteins remains
a daunting challenge [3]. Currently, protein design paradigms
can be broadly categorized into structure-based design and
sequence-based design.

Despite the notable success of structure-based models in
recent years [4]–[6], conventional protein generation methods
still rely on the expression of sequences through genetic
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mechanisms, since proteins are ultimately encoded by their
sequences. Consequently, sequence-based methods align more
closely with real-world applications, offering greater practical-
ity as a direct approach for protein generation. For example,
Alamdari, et al. proposed EvoDiff [7], which integrated the
principles of diffusion models to design biological plausible
protein sequences. As demonstrated in the preceding litera-
ture, analogous sequence-based models have also exhibited
proficiency in generating high-quality sequences [8]. However,
these models have only contributed to the methodology of
unconditional generation, as they generate sequences with-
out the presence of specific directives or constraints. These
methods are time-consuming and labor-intensive in practical
scenarios, since researchers have to manually screen the gener-
ated sequences to identify proteins with desired functions [9],
[10]. This limitation underscores the need for more targeted
approaches that are capable of designing proteins with specific
functional properties.

To address the challenge of uncontrollability, Lin et al. pro-
posed TaxDiff [11], which utilized classification information
of species to guide diffusion in protein generation. However,
in practical applications, controlling protein generation based
on taxonomy has its limitation because species alone could
not specify the actual functions of proteins. Generally, protein
design needs to be conditioned on functional characteristics, as
the physicochemical properties of proteins essentially reflect
their functional and structural features [12]. Currently, a large
amount of knowledge has been organized in text formats to
describe higher level functions of proteins, such as UniProt
database [13], etc. Furthermore, methods that leverage drug
text descriptions alongside intrinsic chemical and structural
information have been proven effective in small molecule drug
discovery [14]–[16]. Inspired by these factors, it is possible to
take advantage of textual descriptions as conditions for gener-
ating models in similar domains. Therefore, we aim to further
investigate the possibility of fusing conditional diffusion and
physicochemical properties of proteins for generating proteins
with specific functions.

Driven by the physicochemical properties of proteins and
their corresponding functional text descriptions, we propose
CMADiff, a property-driven framework for generating bioac-
tive proteins with specified functions. As depicted in Figure
1, the objective of this study is to facilitate the generation of
specific proteins through the use of CMADiff, where users pro-
vide textual descriptions and physicochemical data. CMADiff
employs a conditional variational autoencoder (CVAE) [17]
to encode protein sequences and their physicochemical fea-
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Fig. 1. Physicochemical properties and text descriptions guide functional
protein design

tures into a latent space, ensuring robust representations of
biological properties. The model incorporates both one-hot
encoding and local physicochemical features of the sequences,
while global physicochemical properties, averaged across the
sequence, serve as conditional input to the CVAE. In order
to enhance flexibility and provide fine-grained control over
sequence generation, a conditional diffusion process is embed-
ded into the latent space. For more intuitive text-driven pro-
tein generation via this process, we designed the BioAligner
module. BioAligner aligns protein textual descriptions with
their physicochemical properties. Therefore, enabling precise
control over protein traits through textual conditions. The main
contributions of this work are as follows:

• A novel protein sequence generation framework is pro-
posed in this work. Not only can it generates high-scoring
sequences with structural similarities to natural proteins, but
also novel and biological plausible sequences that have not yet
been found in nature.

• To the best of our knowledge, CMADiff is the first model
to utilize physicochemical features and text descriptions in
protein generation tasks.

• A BioAligner module is designed to bridge the gap
between textual annotations and physicochemical features.

• The AlphaFold 3 is employed for evaluation, and the
results indicated that CMADiff outperforms existing state-of-
the-art generation models, demonstrating its great potential.

II. PRELIMINARY

A. Protein sequence representation

A protein sequence S of length L is represented in Equa-
tion(1).

S = {s1, s2, . . . , sL}, si ∈ A (1)

where A is the set of 20 standard amino acids. To capture the
semantic context of proteins, each text annotation T is encoded
into a dense vector representation t ∈ Rd using a pre-trained
language model.

B. Physicochemical features

Physicochemical properties provide essential biochemical
context, augmenting sequence information for biologically
meaningful generation.

Local features: For each amino acid si in the sequence S,
we define a local physicochemical feature vector f(si) ∈ Rk,
where k is the number of physicochemical properties (e.g.,
hydrophobicity, charge, polarity). The full sequence of local
features f ∈ RL×k is then concatenated with the one-hot
encoded representation of the protein sequence to form a joint
local representation of S.

Global features: The global physicochemical features f̄ ∈
Rk represent an averaged vector of the physicochemical
properties across the entire protein sequence, as profiled in
Equation(2).

f̄ =
1

L

L∑
i=1

f(si) (2)

f(si) is the local physicochemical feature vector for the i-th
amino acid in the sequence. These global features summarize
the overall physicochemical characteristics of the sequence.

C. Latent space representation

The latent space serves as a compact, biologically mean-
ingful representation that encodes both sequence-level and
physicochemical information. The encoder maps both the
protein sequence S and its local physicochemical features f
(along with the global features f̄ ) into a latent representation
z ∈ Rm, where m is the latent dimension.

z = fenc(S, f, f̄) (3)

Equation(3) ensures that z captures both local sequence
information and global physicochemical context.

D. Conditional generation

To enable text-guided generation, the model leverages latent
representations and textual conditions to synthesize biolog-
ically relevant protein sequences. Given a text condition t,
the diffusion model generates a new protein sequence S∗

via reverse diffusion from a noise vector z∗, as profiled in
Equation(4).

S∗ = fdecode(fdiffusion(z∗, t)) (4)

z∗ is a noise-perturbed latent variable sampled from a Gaus-
sian distribution. fdiffusion is the denoising process, conditioned
on t, that refines z∗ to reflect the biological context specified
by t. fdecode reconstructs S∗ using the refined latent represen-
tation and global features f̄ to ensure biological plausibility.

III. METHOD

A. Overall architecture

As illustrated in Figure 2, CMADiff integrates physico-
chemical properties and semantic guidance into a diffusion-
based protein sequence generation framework. Figure 2(a)
demonstrates local and global physicochemical features (de-
noted as f ) are encoded into the latent space (represented by z)
by the CVAE module, while Figure 2(b) depict the U-Net1D-
based diffusion process refines the noisy representation of z. In
Figure 2(c), the BioAligner module aligns textual descriptions,
denoted as T , with physicochemical features, denoted as F ,
to enable text-guided controllable generation.
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Fig. 2. CMADiff architecture. (a) CVAE module: The EncoderBlock com-
bines convolution and cross-attention block [18] to focus on physicochemical
features [19], while the DecoderBlock uses multi-head attention with latent
space and conditional information, enhanced by residual connections [20]. (b)
diffusion process:The diffusion process employs DDPM [21] with a U-Net1D-
based noise predictor, incorporating attention mechanisms. (c) The BioAligner
module uses contrastive learning between a Sentence Transformer for text and
TransformerBlocks for physicochemical features. (d) The overall structure of
CMADiff

Add

Fig. 3. Global and local physicochemical properties

B. Latent space in CVAE

The CVAE framework integrates protein sequence infor-
mation and physicochemical properties in a structured latent
space, facilitating both local and global representation of
proteins. Protein sequences are represented of one-hot en-
coded vectors S ∈ RL×21, where L is the sequence length,
and the 21 dimensions include the 20 standard amino acids
plus padding. Local physicochemical features f ∈ RL×k

(such as hydrophobicity and polarity) are also included for
each position in the sequence. To process these inputs, the
model uses separate residual convolutional layers for both
sequence and physicochemical features. These representations
are then combined using a cross-attention mechanism and
passed through a transformer encoder, which captures complex
dependencies between the sequence and its physicochemical
properties. This step generates the latent variables by comput-
ing the mean vector µ and log-variance vector log σ2, which
are used to sample the latent variables z = µ + σ · ϵ via the
reparameterization trick (ϵ ∼ N (0, I)).

A global feature vector is generated by averaging the
physicochemical features across the entire protein sequence.

This vector encapsulates the overall biochemical properties of
the protein, ensuring that the generated sequences adhere to
global biological plausibility. This global representation serves
as a conditional input to the CVAE decoder, influencing the
generated protein sequence to meet higher-level biochemical
criteria. As shown in Figure 3, the global feature is derived
from the average of the physicochemical properties across the
sequence, while local features correspond to position-specific
properties that are integrated into the model using a cross-
attention mechanism.

The latent space is regularized to align with a standard
Gaussian distribution N (0, 1), promoting smooth interpolation
and robust sampling. This is achieved by including a KL
divergence term in the loss function ŁCVAE, as stated in
Equation(5).

LCVAE = Eq(z|S,f)
[
∥S − S′∥2

]
+ β ·DKL(q(z|S, f)∥N (0, 1))

(5)
β controls the trade-off between reconstruction fidelity

and KL divergence, ensuring the model learns both accurate
sequence generation and latent space regularization.

The decoder takes the sampled latent variable z and the
global physicochemical features f̄ as inputs. These are pro-
cessed through dense layers, transformer decoders, and decon-
volutions to generate the output protein sequence S′, which
aligns with both the input sequence and its corresponding
physicochemical properties. By incorporating physicochemical
properties, the model generates protein sequences that are
biologically relevant and exhibit desired biochemical traits.
The latent space supports smooth transitions. This allows
flexible generation of sequences with different properties. For
robust and accurate protein design, the use of both local and
global representations ensures that the generated sequences
closely match real-world protein data. This dual representation
combines detailed local sequence information with global bio-
chemical context that forms the core of the CVAE framework,
enabling the generated proteins are both accurate in sequence
and biologically plausible in their properties.

C. BioAligner module

To bridge the gap between textual annotations T and global
physicochemical features f̄ , we designed the BioAligner mod-
ule, which aligns them in a shared latent space through con-
trastive learning. By mapping text annotations to biologically
relevant physicochemical features, BioAligner ensures that
semantic guidance from text can effectively influence protein
generation. This alignment is crucial for tasks where text-
based descriptions are needed to guide the design or gen-
eration of biologically active molecules, facilitating a robust
and interpretable mapping between language and biological
functionality.

In BioAligner, textual annotations are first encoded using a
pre-trained model, Sentence Transformer [22], to generate em-
beddings t. Simultaneously, global physicochemical features
f̄ , derived from protein sequences or domain-specific attributes
(e.g., hydrophobicity and polarity), are processed through a
transformer-based sequence encoder. These embeddings are
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then projected into a shared latent space where alignment
occurs.

The alignment process is achieved by minimizing a con-
trastive loss function Łcontrastive. Specifically, the process aims
to minimize the distance between the embeddings of matching
pairs (t, f̄) while maximizing the distance between mis-
matched pairs [23]. The contrastive loss is defined in Equa-
tion(6).

Lcontrastive = − log

(
exp(sim(t, f̄)/τ)∑N
i=1 exp(sim(t, f̄i)/τ)

)
(6)

sim(t, f̄) represents the cosine similarity between the em-
beddings, N is the batch size (or the number of negative
samples), and τ is a temperature parameter that controls
the sharpness of the similarity distribution. This formulation
encourages the embeddings of positive pairs to be pulled
closer together in the latent space, while negative pairs are
pushed apart. Additionally, the use of hard negatives, which are
non-matching pairs that exhibit high cosine similarity, further
improves alignment by focusing the model on challenging
examples.

While batch sampling, each batch contains both positive
and negative pairs. Positive pairs consist of aligned T and
f̄ , while negative pairs are generated by mismatched text
annotations with unrelated physicochemical features. Both
types of embedding are optimized to improve alignment in
the shared space, and dynamic temperature adjustment helps
fine-tune the convergence and flexibility of the model.

The BioAligner module processes text-guided physico-
chemical features f̄t, which serve as conditioning inputs for
subsequent diffusion models. These aligned features ensure
that the semantic meaning of text annotations is faithfully
translated into biologically relevant properties. This alignment
enables BioAligner to effectively support applications where
textual descriptions guide the design of biologically active
molecules, improving the overall accuracy and interpretability
of generated sequences.

proteins

Fig. 4. BioAligner architecture

In alignment, as presented in Figure 4, BioAligner gen-
erates a matrix that represents the interactions between text
and physicochemical features. This matrix is used to influence
protein sequence generation, ensuring that the generated pro-

teins are not only syntactically accurate, but also biologically
relevant to the given textual descriptions.

D. Text-property conditioned diffusion

The conditional diffusion part generates protein sequences
by iteratively denoising the latent state while incorporating
guidance from physicochemical properties and text anno-
tations. Text features, including biological and functional
descriptions, are aligned with physicochemical properties
through the BioAligner module. This alignment ensures that
the generated sequences are biologically meaningful and ad-
here to the specified design requirements, maintaining global
physicochemical coherence.

We adopt a diffusion probabilistic model to generate pro-
tein sequences conditioned on text-guided features f̄t. The
diffusion process adds noise to latent representations over T
time steps progressively, transforming the original data into
Gaussian noise [24]. This process is modeled as Equation(7).

q(zt|zt−1) = N (zt;
√
αtzt−1, (1− αt)I) (7)

αt defines the noise schedule. The reverse process then
denoises zt to recover the original data while incorporating
the conditioning features f̄t. The denoising network fdenoise
estimates zt−1 from zt as Equation(8) shows.

pθ(zt−1|zt, f̄t) = N (zt−1;µθ(zt, f̄t, t), σ
2
θI) (8)

µθ and σθ are the predicted mean and variance. The condi-
tioning features f̄t are integrated into the denoising network
at each time step, which steers the generation process towards
sequences with the desired semantic and biological properties.

Initial proteins New proteinsIntermediate proteins

Fig. 5. Conditional diffusion architecture

To enable integration of f̄t effectively, text-guided features
are extracted using a pretrained alignment model (BioAligner)
and fused into the latent space using attention mechanisms.
As depicted in Figure 5, this ensures the generated protein
sequences align with the specified textual conditions.

The objective function minimizes the reconstruction error
Ldiffussion in the latent space as Equation(9).

Ldiffusion = E(t,zt,f̄t)

[
∥zt − ẑt∥2

]
(9)

ẑt is the denoised latent predicted by fdenoise. The loss
encourages the model to predict noise accurately while lever-
aging f̄t to condition the sequence generation process. The
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tight coupling of text conditions and the diffusion framework
ensures that the output is biologically meaningful and aligns
with the input text annotations semantically.

IV. EXPERIMENTS

To evaluate the functional relevance of protein sequences
generated by CMADiff, an analysis of key physicochemical
properties—hydrophobicity, isoelectric point (pI), net charge,
and cysteine pair patterns—was conducted. These properties
are essential for understanding protein folding, stability, and
interactions.

A. Data process

To include both the protein sequence and its textual func-
tional description, we chose the Swiss-Prot dataset for training.
The Swiss-Prot dataset [25] is the expertly curated component
of UniProt KB (produced by the UniProt consortium). The
dataset contains hundreds of thousands of protein descriptions
that have accurate annotation, including function, subcellu-
lar location, domain structure, post-translational modifications
and functionally characterized variants. These manual annota-
tions mainly come from the research outputs of the literature
and have been tested by the E-value. They are quite suitable for
learning bioinformation-text-protein sequence representation.
Thus, we built ProtSemantic dataset, a paired dataset of protein
sequences and protein semantic context information, resorting
to the Swiss-Prot dataset for high-quality protein annotations
and constructing the property description of each protein. To
construct the ProtSemantic dataset, we extracted and paired
protein sequences with their corresponding semantic context
information, using the following fields:

1. OC (organism classification): Describes taxonomic lin-
eage (e.g. Eukaryota, Viridiplantae).

2. CC (comments and notes): Includes function, subcellular
localization, and domain structure.

3. KW (keywords): Lists high-level terms related to protein
properties, such as chloroplast, RNA-binding and ribosomal
protein.

Each protein is represented by a structured description,
which combines above fields to form high-quality semantic
annotations. The pairing of sequences and annotations are
jointed for training CMADiff, which generates proteins from
their functional contexts.

The physicochemical features dataset comprises physical
and chemical properties of 20 amino acids, including steric
parameter (stc), helix probability (alpha), sheet probability
(beta), hydrophobicity (H 1), hydrophilicity (H 2), polarity
(P 1), polarizability (P 2), isoelectric pH (P i), side chain
net charge number (NCN), solvent accessible surface area
(SASA), accessibility (A1), antigenicity (A2), turn propensity
(T), exposedness (E), and flexibility (F). The physicochemical
properties integrated into CMADiff are selected based on their
critical roles in protein folding and function. These features,
as reported in Table IV of Appendix, capture a broad range of
critical information that influences protein structure, stability,
folding, and interactions.

B. Evaluation metrics

We adopted the metrics shown in the Table I to evaluate
the model. Relevant details are available in the Appendix.

C. Training details

The model architecture consists of CVAE and a DDPM
model for sequence generation. The CVAE has a latent
dimension of 512, a hidden dimension of 256, and a KL
divergence weight of 0.5. The sequence and text encoders both
use an embedding dimension of 384, with the text encoder
based on the pretrained all-MiniLM-L6-v2 model. The DDPM
model, built on a 1D U-Net architecture, is used for sequence
generation through a denoising process. Training is conducted
using the Adam optimizer with a learning rate of 1 × 10−4,
and the learning rate is adjusted using a StepLR scheduler
with a decay factor of 0.9 every 30 epochs. The batch size
is set to 64, with the CVAE trained for 500 epochs and the
DDPM model trained for 100 epochs.

Hardware: Experiments were conducted on an NVIDIA
A100(80G) GPU cluster using PyTorch Lightning for training
efficiency.

Baselines: We evaluate our model against several competi-
tive baseline approaches, listed below: The Conditional Vari-
ational Autoencoder (CVAE), a classical probabilistic model,
as a baseline for protein generation comparisons. The Left-to-
Right Autoregressive (LRAR) and Convolutional Autoencod-
ing Representations of Proteins (CARP) models [26], where
both utilize dilated convolutional neural networks, trained on
the UniRef50 dataset. The ProtGPT2 [27], an autoregressive
protein language model based on GPT2 [28], which has been
pre-trained on the UniRef50 data as well. The EvoDiff, which
leverages evolutionary-scale data within a diffusion model
framework, focusing on sequence-first design. The TaxDiff,
which integrates biological taxonomy information with the
generative capabilities of diffusion models to generate struc-
turally stable proteins within the sequence space.

D. Quantitative results

1) Physicochemical Property: To investigate the functional
relevance of the generated protein sequences, we analyzed key
physicochemical properties, including hydrophobicity, isoelec-
tric point (pI), net charge, and cysteine pair patterns(disulfide
bond). These properties are critical for understanding protein
folding, stability, and interactions. The analysis compared
proteins generated by CMADiff with natural proteins and those
generated by baseline models (TaxDiff and EvoDiff).

CMADiff excels in generating sequences with hydropho-
bicity values that closely match natural proteins, with mean
and median values of -0.28 and -0.27, as illustrated in Figure
6. This indicates a similar distribution of hydrophobic and
hydrophilic residues to natural proteins. In contrast, TaxDiff
produces sequences with significantly lower hydrophobicity
(mean = -0.63, median = -0.63), suggesting a tendency to
generate more hydrophilic sequences, which may affect struc-
tural stability. EvoDiff’s hydrophobicity values are closer to
CMADiff (mean = -0.27, median = -0.30) but show less
consistency with a higher standard deviation (0.46 vs. 0.44).
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TABLE I
SUMMARY OF EVALUATION METRICS

Metric Description
Physicochemical Property Analysis Hydrophobicity, Electrostatic Properties, Disulfide Bond Patterns
Structural plausibility pLDDT, TM-Score, RMSD, Fident
Functional relevance Physicochemical Property Alignment, Textual Semantic Fidelity
Diversity and novelty Sequence Shannon entropy, Novelty Ratio
Computational efficiency Generation Time per Sequence

The relationship between the isoelectric point (pI) and net
charge at pH 7.4 in Figure 7 and pI distribution in Figure 14
highlights how well each model captures the charge properties
of proteins. Regarding charge properties, CMADiff closely
mirrors the natural distribution of pI and net charge, indicating
its ability to generate proteins with realistic charge characteris-
tics. Natural proteins show a clear correlation between pI and
net charge, with proteins above a pI of 7.4 being positively
charged and those below being negatively charged. CMADiff’s
generated proteins exhibit this same correlation, while TaxDiff
shows a narrower range of pI and net charge values with a less
defined correlation. EvoDiff displays a broader range of net
charge values but with less consistency in the correlation to
pI.

In terms of cysteine pair intervals as shown in Figure 8,
which are crucial for disulfide bond formation and protein
structure stabilization, CMADiff and natural proteins exhibit
a broad and similar distribution. This indicates the ability to
form diverse disulfide bond patterns. TaxDiff shows a signif-
icantly narrower distribution, suggesting limited variability in
disulfide bond formation, which may restrict structural diver-
sity. EvoDiff also exhibits a narrower distribution compared
to CMADiff, though slightly broader than TaxDiff, indicating
some limitations in capturing the full range of disulfide bond
patterns.

Overall, CMADiff demonstrates a strong capacity to gen-
erate proteins with functional and structural characteristics
closely resembling natural proteins. This success is largely
attributed to its Conditional Variational Autoencoder (CVAE)
module, which effectively integrates local and global physico-
chemical properties. By combining these properties, the model
captures both detailed sequence information and overall bio-
chemical context, ensuring structurally plausible and function-
ally relevant proteins. In contrast, TaxDiff and EvoDiff show
notable limitations. TaxDiff, relying primarily on taxonomic
information, lacks detailed physicochemical insights, resulting
in a narrower range of pI, net charge, and limited disulfide
bond variability. EvoDiff, while generating sequences with a
broader net charge range, exhibits inconsistency in pI-charge
correlation and less balanced hydrophobicity distribution, in-
dicating incomplete capture of physicochemical relationships.
CMADiff’s superior performance highlights the importance of
integrating both local and global physicochemical properties,
enabling precise and controlled protein design that closely
mimics natural proteins.

2) Structural plausibility: From Table II, it is evident
that CMADiff outperforms all baseline models in terms of
pLDDT, TM-score, RMSD, and Fident. When using raw fea-
tures, CMADiff achieves superior structural quality, exhibiting

Fig. 6. Average Hydrophobicity Distribution by Model

Fig. 7. Net Charge vs. Isoelectric Point (pH 7.4)

enhanced stability and topological similarity compared to
the other models.The superior performance of CMADiff in
structural plausibility can be ascribed to the integration of
protein sequences and physicochemical properties through the
CVAE module, which forms a robust latent space capturing
biological traits and ensuring the generation of structurally
plausible sequences. Additionally, the conditional diffusion
process, guided by BioAligner, refines the noisy latent repre-
sentations to generate structurally accurate protein sequences
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TABLE II
CONTROLLABLE GENERATION ON ALPHAFOLD/SWISS-PROT AND PDB DATASETS

Method pLDDT Time(mins) Swiss-Prot Dataset AFDB Dataset

TM-score RMSD Fident TM-score RMSD Fident
(%)↑ (Å)↓ (%)↑ (%)↑ (Å)↓ (%)↑

natural 79.45 ± 13.48 / 59.03 0.45 23.77 75.26 0.32 37.67
CARP 45.94 ± 12.78 95.21 39.84 12.65 11.93 34.52 11.82 11.78
LRAR 46.32 ± 13.15 80.15 38.16 12.57 15.89 29.18 13.45 16.35
ProtGPT2 51.78 ± 15.69 37.58 40.05 12.77 11.59 31.11 12.85 13.58
Evodiff 51.57 ± 11.94 35.13 48.13 11.26 14.77 48.70 12.14 15.09
Taxdiff 68.66 ± 9.81 25.14 49.77 4.84 17.78 51.07 4.89 15.30
CMADiff 70.57 ± 14.13 13.59 52.04 4.28 17.63 53.62 4.85 17.88(raw feature)
CMADiff 55.14 ± 14.79 13.35 47.38 7.26 14.75 48.57 8.15 15.16(random feature)

Note: Metrics are calculated with 1000 samples generated from each model, with lengths following a random distribution between 10 and
128. The sampling time was recorded on a single GPU for 1000 samples.

Fig. 8. Distribution of Cysteine Pair Intervals(disulfide bond)

by integrating physicochemical properties and text annota-
tions, ensuring that the generated sequences meet the desired
structural criteria.

3) Functional relevance: From Figure 9, it can be observed
that the distributions of generated and natural sequences are
similar in shape, location, and width across most features,
indicating that the model effectively simulates the distribution
of natural sequences in these physicochemical properties. The
closeness of their medians further emphasizes the functional
relevance of the model. This also verifies the effectiveness of
the CVAE encoder in mapping data to the latent space, as
the training result shows in Figure 12. In Figure 10, high
similarity along the diagonal further supports the success-
ful alignment between matching text and sequences. Lower
similarity in off-diagonal areas indicates the ability to dis-
tinguish non-matching pairs, demonstrating the strong text-
sequence alignment capabilities of BioAligner. Additionally,
a high Textual Semantic Fidelity scores is an indicator of
strong alignment between input descriptions and generated
sequences. With CMADiff achieving a semantic similarity
score of 0.94, this result emphasizes the effectiveness of the
BioAligner module in maintaining semantic relevance.

4) Computational efficiency analyze: CMADiff took an
average of 13.59 minutes for generating 1,000 sequences,
which is significantly faster than other models showcasing

Fig. 9. The Feature Distribution Comparision between Generated and Natural
Sequences

its computational advantages. The computational efficiency of
CMADiff can be assigned to its efficient model architecture,
which enables rapid processing of protein sequences and
physicochemical features.

5) Diversity and novelty: The Sequence Shannon entropy
reflects the variability in amino acid composition across all
generated sequences, with higher values indicating broader
exploration of the sequence space. The shanno entropy com-
paration with natural sequence and random sequence is shown
in Figure 13. This suggests that CMADiff is particularly
effective in exploring diverse sequence spaces, which is critical
for protein design.

To assess novelty, protein sequences with an average
pLDDT over 70 were evaluated against the PDB database us-
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Fig. 10. Similarity matrix of physicochemical and text description vectors in
BioAligner

ing stringent criteria (E-value >1e-5, Identity <20%). CMAD-
iff achieved a Novelty Ratio of 0.78, outperforms TaxDiff and
EvoDiff. This demonstrates its strong capability to generate
novel protein sequences with minimal overlap with existing
databases, enabling the discovery of unique protein structures
and functions.

The elevated diversity and originality of CMADiff can be
ascribed to the incorporation of both local and global physico-
chemical characteristics. This integration enables the model to
traverse a vast array of sequence spaces and yield a plethora of
protein sequences. Moreover, the conditional diffusion process,
directed by text annotations and physicochemical properties,
guarantees that the generated sequences are not only diverse
but also functionally pertinent and structurally plausible.

E. Ablation study

In ablation study, we evaluated the contribution of each
component in the CMADiff model. First, removing the con-
ditional diffusion process led to a significant drop in pLDDT
score, showing its critical role in improving protein structure
quality. Another trial is to remove the BioAligner module,
where the pLDDT score declined, despite other metrics im-
proved moderately, demonstrating its importance in aligning
sequences with physicochemical properties and textual de-
scriptions. The full CMADiff model, especially when using
raw features, outperformed all others, showing that raw fea-
tures retain essential biological information which enhances
structural and topological similarity. These findings exhibit a
great potential of our model for protein engineering and drug
discovery, as shown in Table III.

V. USE CASES

In order to show the effect of our model more intuitively, we
conducted qualitative analysis using AlphaFold 3 [29]. Below
are two examples.

A. Case study 1

The original physical and chemical properties of nature
Input:

Species: Eukaryota; Metazoa; Spiralia; Lophotrochozoa;
Mollusca; Gastropoda; Caenogastropoda; Neogastropoda;
Conoidea; Conidae; Conus; Pionoconus.

Keyword:Cleavage on pair of basic residues; Disulfide
bond; Hydroxylation; Ion channel impairing toxin; Knottin;
Neurotoxin; Presynaptic neurotoxin; Secreted; Signal; Toxin;
Voltage-gated sodium channel impairing toxin.

Function: Delta-conotoxins bind to site 6 of voltage-
gated sodiumchannels (Nav) and inhibit the inactivation
process. SUBCELLULAR LOCATION: Secreted. TISSUE
SPECIFICITY: Expressed by the venom duct. DOMAIN:
The presence of a disulfide through disulfide knot’structurally
defines this protein as a knottin. DOMAIN: The cysteine
framework is VI/VII (C-C-CC-C-C). SIMILARITY: Belongs
to the conotoxin O1 superfamily.

Output:MKLTCVVIVAVLFLTAWTFVMADDSRYGLKDLFP
KARHEMKNPESKLNKRDECFSPGTFCGIKPGLCCSAWCY
SFFCLTLTF

To evaluate the proposed framework, we generated protein
sequences based on specified textual descriptions and
physicochemical properties. The AlphaFold 3 predictions of
the 3D structures in Figure 11(a) showed consistently high
pLDDT scores, indicating reliable structural confidence. In
addition, Foldseek [30] analysis in Figure 11(b) demonstrated
high TM-scores, low RMSD values, and species consistency
with natural homologs from databases like Swiss-Prot.
These results confirmed that CMADiff can effectively
design structurally reliable and biologically relevant proteins,
while aligning with input constraints and species-specific
requirements.

B. Case study 2

Stochastic new physicochemical properties
Input: Random physicochemical properties
Output:KGWNLRKKARENTIQFINFWDCVREYTERKHNE

We further explored the capacity of the model by generating
protein sequences under randomly assigned physicochemical
property conditions. Among the generated sequences, some
achieved exceptionally high pLDDT scores (90+) when eval-
uated using AlphaFold 3 as shown in Figure 11(c) , indi-
cating high structural confidence. Notably, a subset of these
sequences could not be matched to any existing proteins in nat-
ural databases when analyzed with Foldseek, suggesting that
the model successfully generated novel protein sequences not
observed in nature. This emphasizes the framework’s potential
for de novo protein design, showcasing its ability to generate
unique sequences with reliable structural characteristics.
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TABLE III
ABLATION RESULTS OF DIFFERENT PARTS ON ALPHAFOLD/SWISS-PROT AND PDB DATASETS.

Part pLDDT↑ AFDB Dataset PDB Dataset

TM-score RMSD Fident TM-score RMSD Fident
(%)↑ (Å)↓ (%)↑ (%)↑ (Å)↓ (%)↑

only CVAE 37.69 ± 9.47 40.05 13.25 11.54 36.37 12.36 11.25
without BioAlinger 49.07± 15.21 42.37 10.54 12.75 43.57 10.46 12.14

Whole(raw feature) 70.57 ± 14.13 52.04 4.28 17.63 53.62 4.85 17.88
Whole(random feature) 55.14 ± 14.79 47.38 7.26 14.75 48.57 8.15 15.16

Note: Metrics are calculated with 1000 samples generated from each model.

Fig. 11. These three pictures are the results of using AlphaFold and FoldSeek
to evaluate the case. (a) Using original text to describe the score of the
generated protein in AlphaFold 3 in Case 1. (b) The sequence generated
in Case 1 was aligned with structurally similar native proteins in Foldseek.
(c) The proteins generated in Case 2, which exhibit random physical and
chemical properties, demonstrate high plDDT scores.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this study, we proposed a novel framework named
CMADiff for protein sequence generation. CMADiff inte-

grates physicochemical property encoding with protein text
descriptions. This dual focus enables the model to effectively
bridge the gap between quantitative biological properties and
qualitative semantic guidance, resulting in a more interpretable
and controllable generative framework. By demonstrating how
these two dimensions can be aligned and leveraged for biolog-
ically plausible protein design, this work provides a practical
blueprint for incorporating domain-specific knowledge into
generative models. CMADiff not only enhances the precision
and utility of protein generation but also offers valuable
inspiration for researchers aiming to explore the intersection of
data-driven insights and biological interpretability. To improve
the scalability and applicability in actual production scenarios,
broader datasets and more efficiency protein functions should
be explored in the future.
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APPENDIX A

1) Physicochemical Property:

• Hydrophobicity [31]: Governs the formation of hy-
drophobic cores during protein folding. Residues with
high hydrophobicity (e.g., Ile, Val) tend to cluster in the
protein interior, minimizing solvent exposure. This drives
the collapse of unstructured chains into compact tertiary
structures

• Electrostatic Properties [32]: Determines the net charge
of a protein under physiological conditions. Proteins with
pI values far from the physiological pH (7.4) exhibit
reduced solubility due to charge repulsion [2]. Our model
constrains the global charge distribution (via f̄ ) to avoid
aggregation-prone sequences.

• Disulfide Bond Propensity [33]: Cysteine residues (Cys)
in oxidizing environments form covalent disulfide bonds
(S-S), critical for stabilizing extracellular proteins (e.g.,
antibodies). The model explicitly tracks Cys positions
through local features (f(si)) to enable functional motifs
like ”Knottin” domains (Case Study 1).

2) Structural plausibility:

• pLDDT score (predicted local distance difference test):
Derived from AlphaFold [34], it measures the confidence
of predicted structures. Higher scores (>70) indicate
structurally plausible proteins.

• TM-Score [35] (template modeling score): Used to as-
sess topological similarity between the generated protein
and the closest template in known databases. Scores >0.5
indicate correct folding patterns.

• RMSD [36] (root mean square deviation): RMSD
quantifies the average distance between corresponding
atoms in the generated structure and the closest matching
template. Low RMSD values indicate better structural
alignment, with values under 2 Å being considered high-
quality predictions for protein structure.

• Fident (fold identity score): Fident measures the global
structural identity between the generated sequence and
the closest natural homolog, based on structural features.
High Fident scores (typically >30%) indicate that the
generated proteins are highly similar in fold and structure
to existing proteins, suggesting functional viability.

3) Functional relevance:

• Physicochemical property alignment: Calculates the
mean squared error (MSE) between the target physic-
ochemical properties (e.g., hydrophobicity, charge) and
those derived from the generated sequences. Lower values
indicate better alignment.

• Textual semantic fidelity: Measures the alignment be-
tween the input text descriptions and generated sequences
using BioAligner embeddings, reflecting how well the
model captures functional prompts.

4) Diversity and novelty:

• Sequence Shannon entropy: It could quantify the vari-
ability in the amino acid composition of generated se-
quences.

• Novelty ratio: The proportion of generated sequences
that do not match any known sequences in the Swiss-
Prot database (evaluated using Foldseek).

5) Computational efficiency:

• Generation time per sequence: The average time taken
to generate each protein sequence, to assess the speed of
the model.

A. Physicochemical Property

1) Steric Parameter (stc): The steric parameter reflects
the spatial occupancy of amino acid side chains. Larger
values indicate that the amino acid occupies more space,
which is critical for maintaining the structural integrity
and compactness of proteins. This feature helps model
the steric clashes or favorable packing within the protein
structure.

2) Helix Probability (alpha) and Sheet Probability
(beta): These features represent the likelihood of an
amino acid being part of an α-helix or β-sheet structure,
respectively. These structural propensities are crucial for
understanding secondary structure formation, which is
foundational in predicting protein folding and its overall
3D structure.

3) Hydrophobicity (H 1) and Hydrophilicity (H 2): Hy-
drophobicity and hydrophilicity play a key role in the
folding and stability of proteins, especially in aqueous
environments. Hydrophobic residues tend to cluster in
the interior of proteins, while hydrophilic residues are
often found on the surface, interacting with the solvent.
These properties are vital for modeling protein folding,
stability, and interaction with other molecules.

4) Polarity (P 1) and Polarizability (P 2): Polarity indi-
cates the degree of electrostatic interaction an amino acid
can form, while polarizability measures how easily the
amino acid’s side chain responds to an external electric
field. These properties influence protein interactions with
other molecules and the solvent, thus affecting the
protein’s functional and structural properties.

5) Isoelectric pH (P i): The isoelectric point is the pH at
which an amino acid carries no net charge. This property
is important for understanding the ionization behavior of
proteins and their behavior in different pH environments,
which can significantly impact protein solubility and
stability.

6) Side Chain Net Charge Number (NCN): The net
charge of the side chain reflects the electrostatic in-
teractions that influence protein folding, stability, and
interactions with other charged molecules or substrates.
Charged residues can also contribute to protein-protein
interactions and catalytic activity in enzymes.

7) Solvent Accessible Surface Area (SASA): SASA rep-
resents the surface area of amino acids that are accessi-
ble to the solvent. It is a key indicator of the protein’s
exposure to the environment and plays an important role
in protein-protein interactions, enzymatic activity, and
antigen-antibody binding.
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TABLE IV
AMINO ACID DATA

Amino Acid Symbol stc P 1 p 2 vol H 1 H 2 P i alpha beta NCN SASA A1 A2 T E F
Alanine A 1.28 8.1 0.046 1.00 0.62 -0.5 6.11 0.42 0.23 0.007 1.181 0.49 1.064 -0.8 15 -1.27
Cysteine C 1.77 5.50 0.128 2.43 0.29 -1.0 6.35 0.17 0.41 -0.036 1.461 0.26 1.412 0.83 15 -1.09
Aspartate D 1.60 13.0 0.105 2.78 -0.9 3.0 2.95 0.25 0.20 -0.023 1.587 0.78 0.866 1.65 5 1.42
Glutamate E 1.56 12.3 0.151 3.78 -0.74 3.0 3.09 0.42 0.21 0.006 1.862 0.84 0.85 -0.92 50 1.6

Phenylalanine F 2.9 5.2 0.29 5.89 1.19 -2.5 5.67 0.30 0.38 0.037 2.228 0.42 1.091 0.18 55 -2.14
Glycine G 40.0 9.0 0.00 0.00 0.48 0.0 6.07 0.13 0.15 0.179 0.881 0.48 0.874 -0.55 10 1.86

Histidine H 2.99 20.4 0.23 4.66 -0.4 -0.5 7.69 0.27 0.30 -0.010 2.025 0.84 1.105 0.11 10 -0.82
Isoleucine I 4.19 5.2 0.186 4.00 1.38 -1.8 6.04 0.30 0.45 0.021 1.810 0.34 1.152 -1.53 56 -2.89

Lysine K 1.89 11.3 0.219 4.77 -1.5 3.0 9.99 0.32 0.27 0.017 2.258 0.97 0.930 -1.06 13 2.88
Leucine L 2.59 4.9 0.186 4.00 1.06 -1.8 6.04 0.39 0.31 0.051 1.931 0.40 1.250 -1.01 85 -2.29

Methionine M 2.35 5.7 0.221 4.43 0.64 -1.3 5.71 0.38 0.32 0.002 2.034 0.48 0.826 -1.48 16 -1.84
Asparagine N 1.60 11.6 0.134 2.95 -0.78 2.0 6.52 0.21 0.22 0.005 1.655 0.81 0.776 3.0 20 1.77

Proline P 2.67 8.0 0.131 2.72 0.12 0.0 6.80 0.13 0.34 0.239 1.468 0.49 1.064 -0.8 49 0.52
Glutamine Q 1.56 10.5 0.180 3.95 -0.85 0.2 5.65 0.36 0.25 0.049 1.932 0.84 1.015 0.11 15 1.18
Arginine R 2.34 10.5 0.291 6.13 -2.53 3.0 10.74 0.36 0.25 0.043 2.560 0.95 0.873 -1.15 56 2.79
Serine S 1.31 9.2 0.062 1.60 -0.18 0.3 5.70 0.20 0.28 0.004 1.29 0.65 1.012 1.34 67 3.0

Threonine T 3.03 8.6 0.108 2.60 -0.05 -0.4 5.60 0.21 0.36 0.003 81.525 0.70 0.909 0.27 32 1.18
Valine V 3.67 5.9 0.140 3.00 1.08 -1.5 6.02 0.27 0.49 0.057 1.645 0.36 1.383 -0.83 32 -1.75

Tryptophan W 3.21 5.4 0.409 8.08 0.81 -3.4 5.94 0.32 0.42 0.037 2.663 0.51 0.893 -0.97 17 -3.78
Tyrosine Y 2.94 6.2 0.298 6.47 0.26 -2.3 5.66 0.25 0.41 0.023 2.368 0.76 1.161 -0.29 41 -3.3

8) Accessibility (A 1) and Exposedness (E): These fea-
tures represent the degree to which an amino acid is
exposed on the protein surface or accessible to solvent
or interacting molecules. Highly accessible residues are
often involved in binding, catalysis, or immunogenicity,
making them essential for understanding protein func-
tionality and interaction with other molecules.

9) Antigenicity (A 2): Antigenicity measures the likeli-
hood of an amino acid to trigger an immune response.
This property is important when designing proteins for
therapeutic purposes, such as vaccines or antibodies, to
minimize undesired immune reactions.

10) Turn Propensity (T): This feature reflects the tendency
of an amino acid to be part of a protein turn, a flexible
region of the protein that connects different secondary
structure elements. Turns are crucial for protein flexibil-
ity, stability, and function.

11) Flexibility (F): Flexibility is an important feature for
modeling protein dynamics. Flexible residues are crit-
ical for protein function, particularly in enzyme catal-
ysis, protein-protein interactions, and conformational
changes.
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[27] N. Ferruz, S. Schmidt, and B. Höcker, “Protgpt2 is a deep unsupervised
language model for protein design,” Nature communications, vol. 13,
no. 1, p. 4348, 2022.

[28] A. Radford, J. Wu, R. Child, D. Luan, D. Amodei, I. Sutskever et al.,
“Language models are unsupervised multitask learners,” OpenAI blog,
vol. 1, no. 8, p. 9, 2019.

[29] J. Abramson, J. Adler, J. Dunger, R. Evans, T. Green, A. Pritzel,
O. Ronneberger, L. Willmore, A. J. Ballard, J. Bambrick et al., “Accurate
structure prediction of biomolecular interactions with alphafold 3,”
Nature, pp. 1–3, 2024.

[30] M. Van Kempen, S. S. Kim, C. Tumescheit, M. Mirdita, J. Lee, C. L.
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Fig. 12. Latent Space distribution.The green histogram agrees well with the
black normal distribution curve, indicating that the model has better learning
effect in the latent space and the latent variables conform to the assumption of
normal distribution. Good fit: The model’s CAE encoder does a good job of
mapping the input to a latent space that follows a standard normal distribution.

Fig. 13. Shanno Entropy Comparation. From the original data set
(natural sequence), the model generated the sequence, randomly combined
the sequences, and selected 1000 samples to calculate Shannon entropy
The performance of the generated sequence is close to that of the natural
sequence, indicating that the generative model has successfully simulated
the complexity of the natural sequence.Random sequences are significantly
different from natural sequences, with lower entropy values and different
distribution patterns, further highlighting the effectiveness of the generative
model.

Fig. 14. Isoelectric Point (pI) Distribution by Model. The isoelectric
point (pI) analysis reveals significant differences in the charge properties of
proteins generated by each model: The Natural proteins have a mean pI of 8.12
and a median of 8.88, with a standard deviation of 2.46, indicating a broad
distribution of charge properties. CMADiff closely mirrors this distribution,
with a mean pI of 8.37, a median of 9.19, and a standard deviation of 2.13,
demonstrating its ability to generate proteins with diverse and biologically
relevant charge characteristics. In contrast, TaxDiff exhibits a lower mean
pI of 7.27 and a median of 6.95, suggesting a tendency to produce more
acidic proteins. EvoDiff shows a mean pI of 7.68 and a median of 7.89,
with a slightly higher standard deviation of 2.33, indicating less consistency
in charge distribution compared to CMADiff. These results highlight that
CMADiff effectively captures the charge diversity of natural proteins, while
TaxDiff and EvoDiff show limitations in generating proteins with a wide range
of pI values.
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Fig. 15. hydrophobicity heatmap over one sequence The hydrophobicity
heatmapsillustrate the distribution of hydrophobic and hydrophilic regions in
representative sequences from each model. Natural proteins show a balanced
pattern of hydrophobic and hydrophilic regions, with hydrophobic cores
and hydrophilic surfaces typical of natural structures. CMADiff generates
sequences with a similar hydrophobicity pattern, indicating its ability to
produce proteins with realistic folding tendencies. In contrast, TaxDiff shows
a less balanced distribution, often lacking distinct hydrophobic cores, which
may affect structural stability. EvoDiff exhibits more variability but with
less consistent hydrophobic core formation compared to CMADiff. Overall,
CMADiff closely mimics the hydrophobicity distribution of natural proteins,
while TaxDiff and EvoDiff show limitations in producing balanced hydropho-
bic and hydrophilic regions.
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