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ABSTRACT

Machine learning has shown potential for optimizing existing molecules with more desirable properties, a critical step towards
accelerating new chemical discovery. In this work, we propose QMO, a generic query-based molecule optimization framework
that exploits latent embeddings from a molecule autoencoder. QMO improves the desired properties of an input molecule
based on efficient queries, guided by a set of molecular property predictions and evaluation metrics. We show that QMO
outperforms existing methods in the benchmark tasks of optimizing molecules for drug likeliness and solubility under similarity
constraints. We also demonstrate significant property improvement using QMO on two new and challenging tasks that are also
important in real-world discovery problems: (i) optimizing existing SARS-CoV-2 Main Protease inhibitors toward higher binding
affinity; and (ii) improving known antimicrobial peptides towards lower toxicity. Results from QMO show high consistency with
external validations, suggesting effective means of facilitating molecule optimization problems with design constraints.

Introduction
Molecule optimization (MO) for improving the structural and/or functional profile of a molecule is an essential step in drug
discovery and material design. Without further modeling or use of prior knowledge, the challenge of MO lies in the prohibitively
large search space over all possible molecules. In recent years, machine learning has shown to be a promising tool for MO by
combining domain knowledge and relevant datasets for efficient discovery1–4. Compared to traditional high-throughput wet lab
experiments or computer simulations that are time-consuming and expensive5, 6, machine learning can significantly accelerate
MO by enabling quick turnover and instant feedback based on real-time model prediction and analysis7.

In particular, when drug discovery is needed at a pandemic speed for tackling urgent crisis, such as novel COVID-19
pandemic, a lot of attention has been directed to repurposing of existing drugs8. However, given the novel nature of the
SARS-CoV-2 virus, the majority of existing drugs fail to show desired binding and inhibition of SARS-CoV-2 targets8, 9.
Therefore, optimization of existing lead molecules toward better SARS-CoV-2 target binding affinity while keeping the
molecular similarity high appears a promising first step for optimal drug design for COVID-19. Without loss of generality, we
refer a lead molecule as the starting molecule to be optimized in order to meet a set of desired properties and constraints.

Many recent research studies that focus on machine learning enabled molecular optimization, represent a molecule as a
string consisting of chemical units. For organic molecules, the SMILES representation10 is widely used, whereas for peptide
sequences, a text string comprised of amino acid characters is a popular representation. Often, the optimization is performed on
a learned representation space of the system of interest, which describes molecules as embedding vectors in a low-dimensional
continuous space. A sequence-to-sequence encoder-decoder model, such as a (variational) autoencoder, can be used to learn
continuous representations of the molecules in a latent space. Moreover, different optimization or sampling techniques based on
the latent representation can be used to improve a molecule with external guidance from a set of molecular property predictors
and simulators. The external guidance can be either explicitly obtained from physics-based simulations, (chem/bio-)informatics,
wet-lab experiments, or implicitly learned from a chemical database.

Based on the methodology, the related works on machine learning for MO can be divided into two categories: guided search
and translation. Guided search uses guidance from the predictive models and/or evaluations from statistical models, where the
search can be either in the discrete molecule sequence space or through a continuous latent space (or distribution) learned by an
encoder-decoder. Genetic algorithms11, 12 and Bayesian optimization (BO)13 have been proposed for searching in the discrete
sequence space, but their efficiency can be low in the case of high search dimension. Recent works have exploited latent
representation learning and different optimization/sampling techniques for efficient search. Examples include the combined
use of variational autoencoder (VAE) and BO14–17, VAE and sampling guided by a predictor18, 19, VAE and evolutionary
algorithms20, deep reinforcement learning and/or a generative network21–25, and rejection sampling on an autoencoder26. On
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Figure 1. System illustration of the proposed query-based molecule optimization (QMO) framework. The QMO system
progressively optimizes an input lead molecule (e.g., Remdesivir) according to a set of user-specified properties (e.g., binding
affinity and Tanimoto similarity) by leveraging the learned molecule embeddings from a pair of pre-trained encoder and
decoder (i.e. an autoencoder), and by evaluating the properties of the generated molecules. Given a candidate embedding zt at
the optimization step t, QMO randomly samples the neighboring vectors of zt in the embedding space, evaluates the properties
of the corresponding decoded molecules, and uses the evaluations for gradient estimation (see equation (4)) and queried-based
gradient descent (see equation (3)) for finding the next candidate embedding vector zt+1.

the other hand, translation-based approach treats molecule generation as a sequence-to-sequence translation problem27–30.
Examples of translation models are based on junction-tree31, 32, shape features15, hierarchical graph33, and transfer learning34.
Comparing to guided search, translation-based approaches require the additional knowledge of paired sequences for learning to
translate a lead molecule into an improved molecule. This knowledge may not be available for new MO tasks with limited
information. For example, in the task of optimizing a set of known inhibitor molecules to better bind to SARS-Cov-2 target
protein sequence while preserving the desired drug properties, a sufficient number of such paired molecule sequences is
unavailable. We also note that these two categories are not exclusive. Guided search can be jointly used with translation.

In this paper, we propose a novel Query-based Molecule Optimization (QMO) framework, as illustrated in Figure 1.
QMO uses an encoder-decoder and external guidance, but it differs from existing works in the following aspects: (i) QMO
is a generic end-to-end optimization framework that reduces the problem complexity by decoupling representation learning
and guided search. It applies to any plug-in (pre-trained) encoder-decoder with continuous latent representations. It also
incorporates multiple predictions and evaluations made directly at the molecule sequence level into guided search without
further model fitting. (ii) To achieve efficient end-to-end optimization with discrete molecule sequences and their continuous
latent representations, QMO adopts a novel query-based guided search method based on zeroth order optimization35, 36, a
technique that performs efficient mathematical optimization using only function evaluations (see Section 1 in the Supplementary
Material for more details). Its query-based guided search enables direct optimization over the property evaluations provided by
chemical informatics/simulation software packages or prediction APIs. To the best of our knowledge, this work is the first study
that facilitates molecule optimization by disentangling molecule representation learning and guided search, and by exploiting
zeroth order optimization for efficient search in the molecular property landscape.

We first demonstrate the effectiveness of QMO through two sets of standard benchmarks. On two existing and simpler
MO benchmark tasks of optimizing37, drug-likeness (QED)38 and penalized logP (reflecting water solubility)18 with similarity
constraints, QMO attains superior performance over existing baselines, showing at least 15% higher success on QED and 4.1
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(a) Original (Dipyridamole) (b) QMO-improved

(c) Original (Dipyridamole)

(d) QMO-improved

Figure 2. Top docking poses of Dipyridamole and its QMO-optimized variant with SARS-CoV-2 Mpro, as obtained using
AutoDock Vina. Their 2D structures are also shown. QMO optimizes the predicted affinity for the Dipyridamole variant from
4.43 to 8.02, while maintaining a Tanimoto similarity score of 0.79 and without changing the binding pocket significantly.
MM/PBSA calculations for these poses show binding free energy improvement from −11.49 to −22.87 kcal/mol. Important
residues from Mpro substrate-binding pocket are also shown. See Table 3 for details.

better improvement on penalized logP.
Next, as a motivating discovery use-case that also, at least to some extent, reflect the complexity of real discovery problems39,

we demonstrate how QMO can be used to improve binding affinity of a number of existing inhibitor molecules to the SARS-
CoV-2 Main Protease (Mpro) sequence, one of the most extensively studied drug targets for SARS-CoV-2. As illustrated in
Figure 2, we formulate this task as an optimization over predicted binding affinity (obtained using a pre-trained machine
learning model) starting from an existing molecule of interest (i.e. a lead molecule). Since experimental IC50 values are
widely available, we use them (pIC50 =− log10(IC50)) as a measure for protein-ligand binding affinity. pIC50 of the optimized
molecule is constrained to be above 7.5, a sign of good affinity, while the tanimoto similarity between the optimized and the
original molecule is maximized. Retaining high similarity while optimizing the initial lead molecule means important chemical
characteristics can be maximally preserved. Moreover, a high similarity to existing leads is important for rapid response to a
novel pathogen such as SARS-CoV-2, as then it is more likely to leverage existing knowledge and manufacturing pipeline for
synthesis and wet lab evaluation of the optimized variants. Moreover, the chance of optimized variants inducing adverse effects
is potentially low. Our results show that QMO can find molecules with high similarity and improved affinity, while preserving
other properties of interest such as drug-likeness.

We also consider the task of optimizing existing antimicrobial peptides toward lower selective toxicity, which is critical
for accelerating safe antimicrobial discovery. In this task QMO shows high success rate (∼ 72%) in improving the toxicity of
antimicrobial peptides, and the properties of optimized molecules are consistent with external toxicity and antimicrobial activity
classifiers. Finally, we perform property landscape visualization and trajectory analysis of QMO to illustrate its efficiency and
diversity in finding improved molecules with desired properties.

Results
Representation of Molecules In our QMO framework, we model a molecule as a discrete string of chemical characters (i.e.
a sequence). Depending on the downstream MO tasks, the sequence representation can either be a string of natural amino
acids26, 40, or a string designed for encoding chemicals. In particular, the simplified molecular input line entry specification
(SMILES) representation10 describes the structure of chemical species using short ASCII strings. Without loss of generality,
we define Xm :=X×X · · ·×X as the product space containing every possible molecule sequence of length m, where X denotes
the set of all chemical characters. To elucidate the problem complexity, considering the 20 protein-building amino acids as
characters in a peptide sequence, the number of possible candidates in the space of sequences with length m = 60 is already
reaching the number of atoms in the known universe (∼ 1080). Similarly, the space of small molecules with therapeutic potential
is estimated to be on the order of 106041, 42. Therefore, the problem of MO in the ambient space Xm can be computationally
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inefficient as the search space grows combinatorially with the sequence length m.

Encoder-Decoder for Learning Latent Molecule Representations To address the issue of large search space for molecule
sequences, QMO adopts an encoder-decoder framework. The encoder Enc : Xm 7→ Rd encodes a sequence x ∈ Xm to a
low-dimensional continuous real-valued representation of dimension d, denoted by an embedding vector z = Enc(x). The
decoder Dec : Rd 7→ Xm′ decodes the latent representation z of x back to the sequence representation, denoted by x̂ = Dec(z).
We note that depending on the encoder-decoder implementation, the input sequence x and the decoded sequence x̂ may be
of different length. On the other hand, the latent dimension d is universal (fixed) to all sequences. In particular, Winter
et al.43 proposed a novel molecular descriptor and used it for an autoencoder to learn latent representations featuring high
similarity between the original and the reconstructed sequences. QMO applies to any plug-in (pre-trained) encoder-decoder
with continuous latent representations and thus decouples representation learning and guided search, in order to reduce the
problem complexity of MO.

Molecule Optimization Formulation via Guided Search In addition to leveraging learned latent representations from a
molecule encoder-decoder, our QMO framework incorporates molecular property prediction models and similarity metrics
at the sequence level as external guidance. Specifically, for any given sequence x ∈ Xm, we use a set of I separate prediction
models { fi(x)}I

i=1 to evaluate the properties of interest for MO. In principle, for a candidate sequence x, a set of thresholds
{τi}I

i=1 on its property predictions { fi(x)}I
i=1 is used for validating the condition fi(x) ≥ τi for all i ∈ [I], where [I] denotes

the integer set {1,2, . . . , I}. Moreover, we can simultaneously impose a set of J separate constraints {g j(x|S)≥ η j}J
j=1 in the

optimization process, such as molecular similarity, relative to a set of reference molecule sequences denoted by S.
Our QMO framework covers two practical cases in MO: (i) optimizing molecular similarity while satisfying desired

chemical properties and (ii) optimizing chemical properties with similarity constraints. In what follows, we formally define our
designed loss function of QMO for Case (i). Given a starting molecule sequence x0 (i.e. a lead molecule) and a pre-trained
encoder-decoder, let x = Dec(z) denote a candidate sequence decoded from a latent representation z∈Rd . Our QMO framework
aims to find an optimized sequence by solving the following continuous optimization problem:

Minimizez∈Rd

I

∑
i=1

max{τi− fi(Dec(z)),0}︸ ︷︷ ︸
property validation loss (to be minimized)

−
J

∑
j=1

λ j ·g j(Dec(z)|S)︸ ︷︷ ︸
molecular score (to be maximized)

(1)

The first term ∑
I
i=1 max{τi− fi(Dec(z)),0} quantifies the loss of property constraints and is presented as the sum of hinge loss

over all property predictions, which approximates the binary property validation relative to the required thresholds {τi}I
i=1. It

achieves the optimal value (i.e. 0) only when the candidate sequence x = Dec(z) satisfies all the desired properties, which is
equivalent to the condition that fi(Dec(z))≥ τi for all i ∈ [I]. The second term ∑

J
j=1 λ j ·g j(Dec(z)|S) corresponds to a set of

molecular similarity scores to be maximized (therefore a minus sign in the minimization formulation). The reference sequence
set S can be the starting sequence such that S= {x0}, or a set of molecules. The positive coefficients {λ j}J

j=1 are associated
with the set of molecular similarity scores {g j(Dec(z)|S)}J

j=1, respectively. It is worth mentioning that the use of the latent
representation z as the optimization variable in a low-dimensional continuous space greatly facilitates the original MO problem
in a high-dimensional discrete space. The optimization variable z can be initialized as the latent representation of x0, denoted
by z0 = Enc(x0).

Similarly, for Case (ii), the optimization problem is formulated as

Minimizez∈Rd

J

∑
j=1

max{η j−g j(Dec(z)|S),0}︸ ︷︷ ︸
molecular constraint loss (to be minimized)

−
I

∑
i=1

γi · fi(Dec(z))︸ ︷︷ ︸
property score (to be maximized)

(2)

where {η j}J
j=1 are the similarity score constraints and {γi}I

i=1 are positive coefficients of the property scores { fi(Dec(z))}I
i=1.

Query-based Molecule Optimization (QMO) Procedure Although we formulate MO as an unconstrained continuous
minimization problem, we note that solving it for a feasible candidate sequence x = Dec(z) is not straightforward because: (i)
The output of the decoder x = Dec(z) is a discrete sequence, which imposes challenges on any gradient-based (and high-order)
optimization method since acquiring the gradient of z becomes non-trivial. Even resorting to the Gumbel-softmax sampling
trick for discrete outputs44, the large output space of the decoder may render it ineffective; (ii) In practice, many molecular
property prediction models and molecular metrics are computed in an access-limited environment, such as prediction APIs
and chemical softwares, which only allow inference on a queried sequence but prohibit other functionalities such as gradient
computation. To address these two issues, we use zeroth order optimization in our QMO framework (see Methods section for
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detailed procedure) to provide a generic and model-agnostic approach for solving the problem formulation in (1) and (2) using
only inference results of { fi}I

i=1 and {g j}J
j=1 on queried sequences.

Let Loss(z) denote the objective function to be minimized, as defined in either (1) or (2). Our QMO framework uses zeroth
order gradient descent to find a solution, which mimics the descent steps on the loss landscape in gradient-based solvers but
only uses the function values Loss(·) of queried sequences. Specifically, at the t-th iteration of the zeroth order optimization
process, the iterate (candidate embedding vector) z(t+1) is updated by

z(t+1) = z(t)−αt · ∇̂Loss(z(t)), (3)

where αt ≥ 0 is the step size at the t-th iteration, and the true gradient ∇Loss(z(t)) (which is challenging or infeasible
to compute) is approximated by the pseudo gradient ∇̂Loss(z(t)). The pseudo gradient ∇̂Loss(z(t)) is estimated by Q
independent random directional queries defined as

∇̂Loss(z(t)) =
d

β ·Q

Q

∑
q=1

[
Loss(z(t)+βu(q))−Loss(z(t))

]
·u(q), (4)

where d is the dimension of the latent space of the encoder-decoder used in QMO, and β > 0 is a smoothing parameter used
to perturb the embedding vector z(t) for neighborhood sampling with Q random directions {u(q)}Q

q=1 that are independently

and identically sampled on a d-dimensional unit sphere. In our implementation, we sample {u(q)}Q
q=1 using a zero-mean

d-dimensional isotropic Gaussian random vector divided by its Euclidean norm, such that the resulting samples are drawn
uniformly from the unit sphere. Intuitively, the gradient estimator in (4) can be viewed as an average of Q random directional
derivatives along the sampled directions {u(q)}Q

q=1. The constant d
β ·Q in (4) ensures the norm of the estimated gradient is at the

same order as that of the true gradient35, 36.
The QMO procedure is illustrated in Figure 1 with binding affinity and Tanimoto similarity as property evaluation criterion.

Note that based on the iterative optimization step in (3), QMO only uses function values queried at the original and perturbed
sequences for optimization. The query counts made on the Loss function for computing ∇̂Loss(z(t)) is Q+1 per iteration.
Larger Q further reduces the gradient estimation error at the price of increased query complexity. When solving (1), an iterate
z(t) is considered as a valid solution if its decoded sequence Dec(z(t)) satisfies the property conditions fi(Dec(z(t)))≥ τi for all
i ∈ [I]. Similarly, when solving (2), a valid solution z(t) means g j(Dec(z(t)|S))≥ η j for all j ∈ [J]. Finally, QMO returns a set
of found solutions (returning null if in vain). Detailed descriptions for the QMO procedure are given in Methods section.

Three Sets of Molecule Optimization Tasks with Multiple Property Evaluation Criterion In what follows, we demonstrate
the performance of our proposed QMO framework on three sets of tasks that aim to optimize molecular properties with
constraints, including standard MO benchmarks and challenging tasks relating to real-world discovery problems. The pre-
trained encoder-decoder and the hyperparameters of QMO for each task are specified in Methods section.

Benchmarks on QED and Penalized logP Optimization We start with testing QMO on two single property targets: penalized
logP and Quantitative Estimate of Druglikeness (QED)38. LogP is the logarithm of the partition ratio of the solute between
octanol and water. Penalized logP is defined as the logP minus the synthetic accessibility (SA) score18. Given a similarity
constraint, finding an optimized molecule that maximizes drug-likeness of compounds using the QED score (ranging from 0 to
1)38 or improves the penalized logP score18, are two widely used benchmarks. For a pair of original and optimized sequences
(x0,x), we use the QMO formulation in (2) with the Tanimoto similarity (ranging from 0 to 1) over Morgan fingerprints45 as
gTanimoto(x|x0) and the interested property score (QED or penalized logP) as fscore(x). Following the same setting as existing
works, the threshold δ for gTanimoto(x|x0) is set as either 0.4 or 0.6. We use RDKit1 to compute QED and logP, and use
MOSES46 to compute SA (synthetic accessibility), where fpenalized logP(x) = logP(x)−SA(x).

In our experiments, we use the same set of 800 molecules with low penalized logP scores and 800 molecules with QED
∈ [0.7,0.8] chosen from the ZINC test set47 as in Jin et al.18 as our starting sequences. We compare QMO with various
guided-search and translation-based models in Tables 1 and 2. Baseline results are obtained from the literature31, 34 that use
machine learning for solving the same task.

For the QED optimization task, the success rate defined as the percentage of improved molecules having similarity greater
than δ = 0.4 is shown in Table 1. QMO outperforms all baselines by at least 15%. For penalized logP task, the molecules
optimized by QMO outperform the baseline results by a significant margin, as shown in Table 2. The increased standard
deviation in QMO is an artifact of having some molecules with much improved penalized logP scores (see Section 4 in the
Supplementary Material).

1RDKit: Open-source cheminformatics; http://www.rdkit.org
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Method Success (%)

MMPA29 32.9
JT-VAE18 8.8
GCPN24 9.4
VSeq2Seq30 58.5
VJTNN+GAN31 60.6
AtomG2G33 73.6
HierG2G33 76.9
DESMILES34 77.8
QMO 92.8

Table 1. Performance of drug likeness
(QED) task with Tanimoto similarity
constraint δ = 0.4.

Method Improvement
δ = 0.6 δ = 0.4

JT-VAE18 0.28 ± 0.79 1.03 ± 1.39
GCPN24 0.79 ± 0.63 2.49 ± 1.30
VSeq2Seq30 2.33 ± 1.17 3.37 ± 1.75
VJTNN31 2.33 ± 1.24 3.55 ± 1.67
QMO 3.73±2.85 7.71±5.65

Table 2. Performance of penalized logP task
at various Tanimoto similarity constraint
value δ .

Figure 3. Cumulative success rate
of AMP sequence optimization v.s.
iterations using QMO.

Although the above-mentioned molecular property optimization tasks provide well-defined benchmarks for testing our
QMO algorithm, it is well-recognized that such tasks are easy to solve and do not capture the complexity associated with
real-world discovery37. For example, it is trivial to achieve state-of-the-art results for logP optimization by generating long
saturated hydrocarbon chains48. Coley et al.39 has proposed that molecular optimization goals that better reflect the complexity
of real discovery tasks might include binding or selectivity attribute. Therefore, in the remaining of this paper, we consider
two such tasks: (1) optimizing binding affinity of existing SARS-CoV-2 Mpro inhibitor molecules and (2) lowering toxicity of
known antimicrobial peptides.

Optimizing Existing Inhibitor Molecules and Applications to COVID-19 To provide a timely solution and accelerate the
drug discovery against a new virus such as SARS-CoV-2, it is a sensible practice to optimize known leads to facilitate design
and production as well as minimize the emergence of adverse effects. Here we focus on the task of optimizing the parent
molecule structure of a set of existing SARS-CoV-2 Mpro inhibitors. Specifically, we use the QMO formulation in (1), a
pre-trained binding affinity predictor49 faffinity (output is pIC50 value), and the Tanimoto similarity gTanimoto between the
original and optimized molecules. Given a known inhibitor molecule x0, we aim to find an optimized molecule x such that
faffinity(x)≥ τaffinity while gTanimoto(x|x0) is maximized.

For this task, we start by assembling 23 existing molecules shown to have weak to moderate affinity with SARS-CoV-2
Mpro50, 51. These are generally in the µM range of IC50, a measure of inhibitory potency (see Section 3 in the Supplementary
Material for experimental IC50 values). We choose the target affinity threshold τaffinity as pIC50 ≥ 7.5, which implies strong
affinity. The optimization results of each inhibitor are summarized in Table 3. Affinity predictions, Tanimoto similarity,
quantitative estimation of drug-likeness (QED)38, synthetic accessibility (SA)52, and the logarithm of partition coefficient (logP)
properties are reported. The results show that predicted affinity is improved past the threshold for every starting compound
while attaining similarity of 0.64 on average. QED is almost unchanged, on average, showing QMO preserves drug-likeness.
SA increases only slightly, indicating synthesizability is still reasonable. Hydrophobicity (logP) decreases slightly meaning the
molecules are more water-soluble.

Since all of these 23 inhibitors are reported to bind the substrate-binding pocket of Mpro, we investigate possible binding
mode alterations of the QMO-optimized molecules. It should be noted that, direct comparison of IC50 with binding free energy
is not always possible, as the relationship of binding affinity and IC50 for a given compound varies depending on the assay
conditions and the compound’s mechanism of inhibition53. Further, high fidelity binding free energy estimation requires
accounting for factors such as conformational entropy and explicit presence of the solvent. Nevertheless, we report binding
free energy and mode for the QMO-optimized variants. For simplicity, we limit the analysis to achiral molecules. First, we
run blind docking simulations using AutoDock Vina54 over the entire structure of Mpro with the exhaustiveness parameter set
to 8. We further rescore top 3 docking poses for each of the original and QMO-optimized molecules using the Molecular
Mechanics/Poisson Boltzmann Surface Area (MM/PBSA) method and AMBER forcefield55, that is known to be more rigorous
and accurate than the scoring function used in docking. Table 3 shows that variants of all 11 Mpro inhibitors show better or
comparable binding free energy, when compared to that of the original one. Next we inspect if any of the top-3 docking poses
of the original as well as of QMO-optimized variants involves the substrate-binding pocket of Mpro, as favorable interaction
with that pocket is crucial for Mpro function inhibition. As an illustration, Figure 2 shows top docking pose of Dipyridamole
and its QMO-optimized variant to the Mpro substrate-binding pocket. Consistent with more favorable MM/PBSA binding
free energy, the QMO-optimized variant forms 11% more contacts (with a 5 Å distance cutoff between heavy atoms) with
Mpro substrate-binding pocket compared to Dipyridamole. Some of the Mpro residues that explicitly form contacts with the
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Affinity Similarity QED SA logP BFE
compound orig. imp. orig. imp. orig. imp. orig. imp. orig. imp.

Dipyridamole 3.94 7.84 0.65 0.31 0.22 2.99 2.99 -0.02 0.55 -11.49 (-21.39) -22.87
Favipiravir 4.32 8.44 0.46 0.55 0.54 2.90 2.79 -0.99 -1.48 -0.77 (-7.91) -10.93
Cinanserin 4.43 8.02 0.79 0.44 0.22 2.07 2.41 4.38 1.73 -11.51 (-15.61) -11.92
Tideglusib 4.94 7.71 0.81 0.58 0.57 2.28 2.35 3.26 3.40 ** -13.31
Bromhexine 5.00 7.53 0.67 0.78 0.66 2.38 2.42 4.56 3.50 -20.41 -17.89
PX-12 5.01 7.51 0.47 0.74 0.79 3.98 4.24 2.95 3.55 * *
Ebselen 5.09 7.55 0.42 0.63 0.65 2.05 2.44 3.05 1.90 -11.86 -10.56
Shikonin 5.11 7.71 0.42 0.58 0.71 3.41 4.06 2.12 1.82 * *
Disulfiram 5.54 7.51 0.57 0.57 0.36 3.12 3.66 3.62 5.37 -20.43 -9.81 (-17.98)
Entecavir 5.55 7.68 0.39 0.53 0.40 4.09 4.78 -0.83 -1.29 * *
Hydroxychloroquine 5.85 7.51 0.42 0.73 0.59 2.79 3.39 3.78 2.67 * *
Chloroquine 6.07 7.58 0.66 0.76 0.79 2.67 2.69 4.81 4.30 * *
O6K 6.18 7.70 0.62 0.25 0.71 4.12 3.56 2.22 0.75 * *
Remdesivir 6.32 7.77 0.61 0.16 0.45 4.82 4.73 2.31 1.00 * *
Umifenovir 6.36 7.60 0.73 0.38 0.42 2.68 2.63 5.18 5.12 -16.08 -20.87
Lopinavir 6.42 8.03 0.76 0.20 0.46 3.90 3.66 4.33 3.60 * *
Ambroxol 6.46 7.97 0.64 0.71 0.75 2.50 3.22 3.19 2.17 * *
GS-441524 6.56 7.97 0.73 0.50 0.83 4.38 4.91 -1.86 0.44 * *
Nelfinavir 6.63 8.22 0.78 0.33 0.40 4.04 4.09 4.75 3.71 * *
Quercetin 6.70 7.56 0.66 0.43 0.51 2.54 2.36 1.99 2.28 -12.71 -8.32 (-8.96)
N3 6.83 7.98 0.93 0.12 0.19 4.29 3.99 2.08 1.94 * *
Curcumin 6.86 7.62 0.89 0.55 0.55 2.43 2.45 3.37 3.37 -7.31 -3.67 (-15.94)
Kaempferol 6.90 7.72 0.67 0.55 0.64 2.37 2.36 2.28 3.23 -11.86 -13.48

Average 5.79 7.77 0.64 0.49 0.54 3.17 3.31 2.63 2.33

Table 3. Results for improving binding affinity of 23 existing SARS-CoV-2 Mpro inhibitor molecules. Original (orig.) and
improved (imp.) values and their similarity are shown. The affinity threshold is set to ≥ 7.5 (pIC50) while maximizing the
Tanimoto similarity. Only the properties highlighted in blue are used in QMO. Relevant molecular properties — QED, SA, and
logP — are also reported. The “BFE” column shows the binding free energy results obtained by MM/PBSA rescoring of the
docking pose with Mpro substrate binding pocket (lower is better) using the webserver of Fast Amber Rescoring for PPI
Inhibitors (http://cadd.zju.edu.cn/farppi/) with default forcefield (AMBER GAFF2 and ff14sb for ligand and protein,
respectively) and parameter choices. More favorable BFE for alternative pocket is reported within parentheses. Chiral
molecules (indicated with *) were excluded. Tideglusib was not possible to model with the webserver (**).

Dipyridamole variant are HIS172, ASP187, ARG188, and TYR54. Similar observations, e.g. higher number of contacts
with Mpro substrate-binding pocket, which involves TYR54, were found for other exemplars of QMO variants, such as for
Favipiravir and Umifenovir. See Section 4 in the Supplementary Material for extended blind docking analysis.

Optimization of Antimicrobial Peptides (AMPs) for Improved Toxicity As an additional motivating use-case, discovering
new antibiotics at a rapid speed is critical to tackling the looming crisis of a global increase in antimicrobial resistance56.
AMPs are considered as promising candidates for next generation antibiotics. Optimal AMP design requires balancing between
multiple, tightly interacting attribute objectives57, 58, such as high potency and low toxicity. As an attempt toward addressing
this challenge, we show how QMO can be used to find improved variants of known AMPs with reported/predicted toxicity,
such that the variants have lower predicted toxicity and high sequence similarity, when compared to original AMPs.

For the AMP optimization task, a peptide molecule is represented as a sequence of 20 natural amino acid characters. Using
the QMO formulation in (1), subject to the constraints of toxicity prediction value ( ftox) and AMP prediction value ( fAMP), we
aim to find most similar molecules for a set of toxic AMPs. The sequence similarity score (gsim) to be maximized is computed
using Biopython2, which uses global alignment between two sequences (normalized by the length of the starting sequence) to
evaluate the best concordance of their characters. See Methods section for detailed descriptions. The objective of QMO is
to search for improved AMP sequences by maximizing similarity while satisfying AMP activity and toxicity predictions (i.e.
classified as being AMP and non-toxic based on predictions from pre-trained deep learning models26).

In our experiments, we use QMO to optimize 150 experimentally-verified toxic AMPs collected from public databases59, 60

by Das et al.26 as starting sequences. Note, the toxic annotation here does not depend on a specific type of toxicity, such as

2http://www.biopython.org.
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AMP and Toxicity Classifiers Reported
Accuracy
(%)

Prediction Accuracy
(%) on Starting Se-
quences

Prediction Rate (%)
on QMO-optimized
Sequences

Improvement (# of
toxins (T) in starting
sequences → # of
non-toxins (NT) in
optimized sequences

AMP classifier26 used in QMO 88.00 100 100 –
iAMP-2L (AMP)63 92.23 91.74 72.47 –
CAMP-RF (AMP)64 87.57 80.73 64.22 –
Witten E.Coli (AMP)65 94.30 63.32 66.05 –
Witten S.aureus (AMP)65 94.30 64.22 63.30 –
Toxicity classifier26 used in QMO 93.7 100 0 109 T→ 109 NT
HLPpred-Fuse (toxicity)62 97 61.46 44.03 67 T→ 25 NT
HAPPENN (toxicity)61 85.7 42.20 19.26 46 T→ 31 NT
iAMP-2L + HAPPENN (AMP +
Non-toxic)

– 50.45 (AMP + Non-
toxic)

56.88 (AMP + Non-
toxic)

45 (AMP, T) → 22
(AMP, NT)

Table 4. Reported accuracy, prediction rate, and property improvement for 109 pairs of starting and QMO-optimized
sequences based on different AMP and Toxicity classifiers. The 109 starting sequences are experimentally verified toxic AMPs
and are correctly predicted by the AMP and toxicity classifiers used in QMO. The external classifiers have varying prediction
accuracy as they may yield incorrect predictions on some of starting sequences. The prediction rate on QMO-optimized
sequences is defined as the fraction of AMP and/or toxin predictions. About 56.88% of QMO-optimized sequences are
predicted as non-toxic AMPs by iAMP-2L + HAPPENN, showing high agreement with the classifiers used in QMO.

hemolytic toxicity. Figure 3 shows their cumulative success rate (turning toxic AMPs to non-toxic AMPs) using QMO up to the
t-th iteration. Within the first few iterations, more than 60% molecules were successfully optimized. Eventually, about 72.66%
(109/150) molecules can be successfully optimized. Table 5 shows some AMP sequences, and their property predictions and
similarity scores. Figure 7 in the Supplementary Material depicts the optimization process of some AMP sequences. QMO can
further improve similarity and maintain low predicted toxicity and high AMP values below the threshold after first success.

We perform additional validation of our optimization results by comparing QMO-improved sequences using a number of
state-of-the-art AMP and toxicity predictors that are external classifiers not used in the QMO framework. Table 4 summarizes
external classifiers’ prediction rates on 109 original and improved sequence pairs that are successfully optimized by QMO. We
note that these external classifiers vary on training data size and type as well as on model architecture and report a range of
accuracy. Data and models for the toxicity prediction problem are more rare, compared to those for the AMP classification
problem. Further, external toxicity classifiers such as HAPPENN61 and HLPpred-fuse62 target explicitly predicting hemolytic
toxicity. For these reasons, the predictions of the external classifiers on the original lead sequences may vary, when compared
to ground-truth labels (see the third column in Table 4). Nonetheless, predictions on the QMO-improved sequences using
external classifiers show high consistency in terms of toxicity improvement, when compared with the predictors used in QMO.
Specifically, the predictions from iAMP-2L63 and HAPPENN61 (hemolytic toxicity prediction) show that 56.88% (62/109)
QMO-optimized molecules are predicted as non-toxic AMPs. Table 5 shows some examples of starting and improved AMP
sequences as well as their sequence alignments and similarity scores.

Property Landscape Visualization and Trajectory Analysis To gain better understanding of how QMO optimizes a lead
molecule with respect to the property constraints and objectives, we provide visual illustration of the property landscapes and
search trajectories via QMO using a two-dimensional local interpolation on the molecule embedding space. Specifically, given
the original embedding z0 and the embedding of the best candidate z∗ returned by QMO, we perform local grid sampling
following two selected directions vx and vy, and then evaluate the properties of the decoded sequences from the sampled
embeddings for property landscape analysis. For the purpose of visualizing the property landscape in low dimensions, we
project the high-dimensional search trajectories {zt}T

t=1 to the two directions vx and vy. Figure 4 shows the landscape of
Tanimoto similarity v.s. binding affinity prediction when using Remdesivir as the lead molecule, with the optimization objective
of maximizing Tanimoto similarity while ensuring the predicted binding affinity is above a defined threshold 7.5. The two
directions are the principal vector z∗− z0 and a random vector orthogonal to the principal vector (see Methods section for more
details). The trajectory shows how QMO leverages the evaluations of similarity and binding affinity for optimizing the lead
molecule. Figure 4 also displays the common substructure of candidate molecules in comparison to the Remdesivir molecule in
terms of subgraph similarity and their predicted properties over sampled iterations in QMO.
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Peptide Sequence (of amino acid symbols) Toxicity, AMP (Yes/No) Similarity
original (top) – improved (bottom) sequence alignment orig. imp. orig-orig orig-imp

FFHHIFRGIVHVAKTIHRLVT--G Y,Y N,Y 38.49 20.70
FFHHVHVGVAHAAHTIHRTVTVVT
AKKVFKRLGIGAVLWVLTTG Y,Y N,Y 33.71 24.03
AKKVFKRLGDAILVWVTTTG
WFHHIFRGIVHVGKTIHRLVTG Y,Y N,Y 40.76 30.41
WFHHIHSGVIHEGSTIHRQVTG
FWGALAKGALKLIGSLFSSFSKKD Y,Y N,Y 38.07 22.02
FYGMLAMLALKL-GSVFSKFSKKD
IGGIISFFK-RLF Y,Y N,Y 24.14 17.70
IGGISSFFKKRLF
FLPILAGLAAKIVPKLFCLATKKC Y,Y N,Y 38.70 27.68
FLPMLAGLAAVIAPAAFCAAAKKC

Table 5. External validation of toxicity performed with HAPPENN61 (Y=Toxin, N=Non-Toxin) and AMP activity with
iAMP-2L63 (Y=AMP, N=Non-AMP). Pairwise alignment between original and improved sequence is also shown. Color
coding follows red=mismatch, blue=match, and black=gap.

In addition to demonstrating the efficiency in optimizing lead molecules, we also study the diversity of the optimized
molecules by varying the random seed used in QMO for query-based guided search. Figure 5 shows three different sets of
trajectory on the landscape of predicted binding affinity when using Remdesivir as the lead molecule (see Methods section for
more details). The optimization objective is the same as that of Figure 4. The visualization suggests that the trajectories are
distinct and the best candidate molecule in each trajectory is distant from each other in the embedding space, suggesting that
QMO can find a diverse set of improved molecules with desired propoerties.

Discussion and Conclusion
In this paper we propose QMO, a query-based end-to-end molecule optimization framework that readily applies to any
pre-trained molecule encoder-decoder with continuous latent molecule embeddings and any set of property predictions and
evaluation metrics. It features efficient guided search with molecular property evaluations and constraints obtained using
predictive models and cheminformatics softwares.

On the simpler benchmark tasks for optimizing drug-likeness and penalized logP scores with similarity constraints, QMO
demonstrates superior performance over baseline results. We also apply QMO to improve the binding affinity of existing
inhibitors of the SARS-CoV-2 Main Protease, and to improve the toxicity of antimicrobial peptides. The QMO-optimized
variants of existing drug molecules show favorable binding free energy with SARS-CoV-2 Main Protease upon blind docking
and MM/PBSA rescoring, whereas the QMO-optimized peptides are consistently predicted to be antimicrobial and non-toxic
by external peptide property predictors. The property landscape analysis and low-dimensional visualization of the optimization
trajectories provide insights on how QMO navigates in the property space to find a diverse set of improved molecules with the
desired properties. Our results show strong evidence for QMO to serve as a novel and practical tool for molecule optimization
and other process/product design problems as well to aid accelerating chemical discovery with constraints. Future work will
include integrating multi-fidelity expert feedback into the QMO framework for human-AI collaborative molecule optimization.

Methods

Procedure Descriptions of the QMO Framework
• Procedure Inputs: Pre-trained encoder-decoder; Molecular property predictors { fi}I

i=1 and thresholds {τi}I
i=1; Molecu-

lar similarity metrics {g j}J
j=1 and thresholds {η j}J

j=1; Total search iteration T ; Step size {αt}T−1
t=0 ; Starting lead molecule

sequence x0; Reference sequence set S; Loss function from (1) or (2)

• Procedure Initialization: z(0) = Enc(x0); Zsolution←{∅}

• Repeat the following steps for T times, starting from T = 0:
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Figure 4. Left: QMO trajectory visualization on the landscape of Tanimoto similarity v.s. binding affinity prediction when
using Remdesivir as the lead molecule. The optimization objective is to maximize Tanimoto similarity while ensuring the
predicted binding affinity is above a defined threshold of 7.5. The gray area indicates infeasible region according to local grid
search. Right: Common substructures over the QMO optimization process with respect to the Remdesivir structure and their
property predictions. Iter denotes iteration index in QMO, Aff denotes affinity, and Sim denotes Tanimoto similarity. The
highlighted part in red color indicates subgraph similarity.

• Gradient Estimation: Generate Q random unit-norm perturbations {u(q)}Q
q=1 and compute

∇̂Loss(z(t)) = d
β ·Q ∑

Q
q=1

[
Loss(z(t)+βu(q))−Loss(z(t))

]
·u(q)

• Pseudo Gradient Descent: z(t+1) = z(t)−αt · ∇̂Loss(z(t))

• Molecular property and constraint verification: If solving for formulation (1), check fi(Dec(z(t)))≥ τi for all i ∈ [I].
If solving for formulation (2), check g j(Dec(z(t))|S)≥ η j for all j ∈ [J].

• Update valid molecule sequence: Zsolution← Zsolution∪{z(t)}

Procedure Convergence Guarantee and Implementation Details for QMO
Inherited from zero order optimization, QMO has algorithmic convergence guarantees. Under mild conditions on the true
gradient (Lipschitz continuous and bounded gradient), the zeroth order gradient descent following (3) ensures QMO takes at
most O( d

T ) iterations to be sufficiently close to a local optimum in the loss landscape for a non-convex objective function35, 36,
where T is the number of iterations. In addition to the standard zeroth order gradient descent method, our QMO algorithm can
naturally adopt different zeroth order solvers, such as zeroth order stochastic and accelerated gradient descent.

In our QMO implementation, we use the zeroth-order version of the popular Adam optimizer66 that automatically adjusts the
step sizes {αt}T−1

t=1 with an initial learning rate α0 (see Section 2 in the Supplementary Material for more details). Empirically,
we find that Adam performs better than stochastic gradient descent (SGD) in our tasks. The convergence of zeroth order
Adam-type optimizer is given in67. We will specify experimental settings, data descriptions, and QMO hyperparameters for
each task. In all settings, QMO hyperparameters were tuned to a narrow range and then all the reported combinations were
tried for each starting sequence. Among all feasible solutions returned by QMO, we report the one having the best molecular
score given the required constraints. The stability analysis of QMO is studied in Section 5 of the Supplementary Material.
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Figure 5. Three sets of QMO trajectory visualization on the landscape of predicted binding affinity when using Remdesivir as
the lead molecule. The trajectory differs by the rand seed used in QMO for query-based guided search with random samples.
The optimization objective is to maximize Tanimoto similarity while ensuring the predicted binding affinity is above a defined
threshold 7.5. The visualization suggests that QMO can find a diverse set of improved molecules.

Experimental Settings
In our experiments, we run the QMO procedure based on the reported hyperparmeter values and report the results of the best
molecule found in the search process. The procedure will return null (that is, an unsuccessful search) if the it fails to find a
valid molecule sequence.

Benchmarks on QED and penalized logP The pre-trained encoder-decoder by Winter et al.43 is used, with the latent
dimension d = 512. For the penalized logP optimization task, we use Q = 100, β = 10, α0 = 2.5, γpenalized logP = 0.04, and
T = 80. For the QED task, we use Q = 50, β = 10, α0 = 0.05, γQED = 4, T = 20, and report the best results among 50 restarts.
We find that for the QED task, using multiple restarts can further improve the performance (see Section 5 in the Supplementary
Material for detailed discussion). For penalized logP, there is no reason to continue optimizing past 80 iterations as penalized
logP can be increased almost arbitrarily without making the resulting molecule more useful for drug discovery25 — even under
similarity constraints, as we find. Therefore, we set T = 80 for the penalized logP task.

Optimizing Existing Inhibitor Molecules for SARS-CoV-2 Main Protease The pre-trained encoder-decoder by Winter
et al.43 is used, with the latent dimension d = 512. The hyperparameters of QMO are Q = 10, T = 2000, β = {10,25},
α0 = {0.1,0.05}, and λTanimoto = {1,10}.

Optimization of AMPs for Improved Toxicity The pre-trained predictors for toxicity and AMP by Das et al.26 are used, with
the latent dimension d = 100. The similarity between the original sequence x0 and the improved sequence x is computed using
the global alignment function in Biopython, formally defined as gsim(x|x0) = global-alignment(x,x0)/ log(length(x0)), where
global-alignment(x,x0) is the value returned by the function pairwise2.align.globalds(x, x0, matlist.blosum62, -10, -1) and
log(length(x0)) is the log value of x0’s sequence length. Blosum62 is the weight matrix for estimating alignment score68, and
-10/-1 is the penalty for opening/continuing a gap. The QMO parameters are Q = 100, β = {1,10}, α0 = {0.1,0.05,0.01},
λsim = 0.01, and T = 5000. The toxicity property constraint is set as ftox(x)≤ 0.1529 and amp as famp(x)≥ 0.9998. Binary
classification on this threshold gives 93.7% accuracy for toxicity and 88.00% for AMP prediction on a large peptide database26.

Trajectory Visualization
In Figure 4 and Figure 5, the optimization trajectory by QMO is visualized by projection on two selected directors vx and
vy originated from the starting embedding z0. Specifically, in (4) we set vx = z∗− z0 and set vy as a unit-norm randomly
generated vector that is orthogonal to vx. The two-dimensional local grid in the embedding space are then sampled according
to zgrid(x,y) = z0 + x · vx + y · ‖z∗‖2 · uy, where ‖ · ‖2 denotes the Euclidean distance and we sample x and y uniformly from
[−0.5,1.5] and [−2,2], respectively. Note that by construction, zgrid(0,0) = z0 and zgrid(1,0) = z∗. Then, we evaluate the
Tanimoto similarity and binding affinity prediction of the grid and present their results in Figure 4. Similarly, in Figure 5 we set
vx and vy to be two unit-norm randomly generated vectors, and set zgrid(x,y) = z0 + x · ‖z0‖2 · vx + y · ‖z0‖2 ·uy, where x and y
are sampled uniformly from [−1.6,1.6].
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Supplementary Material

Appendix

1 Background on Zeroth Order Optimization
In contrast to first-order (i.e. gradient-based) optimization, zeroth-order (ZO) optimization uses function values evaluated at
queried data points to approximate the gradient and perform gradient descent, which we call pseudo gradient descent35. It has
been widely used in machine learning tasks when the function values are observable, while the gradient and other higher-order
information are either infeasible to obtain or difficult to compute. A recent appealing application of ZO optimization is on
efficient generation of prediction-evasive adversarial examples from information-limited machine learning models, known
as black-box adversarial attacks69. For the purpose of evaluating practical robustness, the target model only provides model
predictions (e.g., a prediction API) to an attacking algorithm and does not reveal other information.

A major benefit of ZO optimization is its adaptivity from gradient-based methods. Despite using gradient estimates,
many ZO optimization algorithms enjoy the same iteration complexity to converge to a stationary solution as their first-order
counterparts under similar conditions. However, an additional multiplicative cost in a polynomial order of the problem
dimension d (usually O(d) or O(

√
d)) will appear in the rate of convergence, due to the nature of query-driven pseudo gradient

descent.

2 Additional Algorithm Descriptions

Algorithm 1 describes the zeroth order version of the Adam optimizer66 used in our QMO implementation.

Algorithm 1 Query-based Molecule Optimization — Adam Variant (QMO-Adam)

1: Input: Trained Encoder-Decoder; Molecular property predictors { fi}I
i=1 and thresholds {τi}I

i=1; Molecular similarity
metrics {g j}J

j=1 and thresholds {η j}J
j=1; Total search iteration T ; Initial step size α0; Starting molecule sequence x0;

Reference sequence set S; Loss function
2: Initialization: z(0) = Enc(x0); Zsolution←{∅}; m(0),v(0)← 0; B1← 0.9; B2← 0.999
3: for t = 0,1, . . . ,T −1 do
4: Gradient estimation: ∇̂Loss(z(t)) = d

β ·Q ∑
Q
q=1

[
Loss(z(t)+βu(q))−Loss(z(t))

]
·u(q)

5: Adam update:
6: m(t+1) = B1 ·m(t)+(1−B1) · ∇̂Loss(z(t))
7: v(t+1) = B2 · v(t)+(1−B2) · ∇̂Loss(z(t))2

8: m̂(t+1) = m(t+1)/(1− (B1)
t+1)

9: v̂(t+1) = v(t+1)/(1− (B2)
t+1)

10: z(t+1) = z(t)−α0 · m̂(t+1)√
v̂(t+1)+ε

11: Molecular property and constraint verification:
12: if solving (1), check fi(Dec(z(t)))≥ τi for all i ∈ [I] then
13: Save valid molecule sequence: Zsolution← Zsolution∪{z(t)}
14: if solving (2), check g j(Dec(z(t))|S)≥ η j for all j ∈ [J] then
15: Save valid molecule sequence: Zsolution← Zsolution∪{z(t)}

return Zsolution
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3 More details on Model and Dataset

3.1 SARS-CoV-2 Use Case
In Table 6, we see experimental IC50 values for a few of the COVID-19 inhibitor candidates examined in Table 3 compared
with their predicted affinity values. These are provided for reference.

Table 6. Experimental IC50 values copied from literature50, 70 and converted to pIC50 for comparison. Affinity predictions are
pIC50 =− log10(IC50). The results show that the prediction is close to the experimental value.

Experimental Predicted
compound IC50 (µM) pIC50 pIC50

Tideglusib 1.55 5.81 4.94
Chloroquine 7.28 5.14 6.07
Lopinavir 9.12 5.04 6.42
Disulfiram 9.35 5.03 5.54
Remdesivir 11.41 4.94 6.32
Shikonin 15.75 4.80 5.11
PX-12 21.39 4.67 5.01
Cinanserin 124.93 3.90 4.43

3.2 Antimicrobial Peptide Use Case
In our experiments, we used the labeled part of a large curated antimicrobial peptide (AMP) database in a recent AI-empowered
antimicrobial discovery study26. The AMP dataset has several attributes associated with peptides from which we used
antimicrobial (AMP) and toxicity. The labeled dataset has only linear and monomeric sequences with no terminal modification
and length up to 50 amino acids. The dataset contains 8683 AMP and 6536 non-AMP; and 3149 toxic and 16280 non-toxic
sequences. For the starting AMP sequences, we consider sequences with up to length 15 and with property being both AMP and
toxic. We then filter sequences for which our toxicity classifier predictions match with ground truth and obtain 167 sequences.

4 Additional Data Analysis and Visualization

4.1 Penalized log P Score Optimization
Figure 6 shows the distributions of improvement in penalized logP scores compared to the original molecules for the two
similarity thresholds. The results show a long tail on the right-hand side, increasing the variance.

Figure 6. Distribution of improvement in penalized logP values after optimization by QMO on the 800 molecule set. A rug
plot on the bottom shows the location of individual molecules for better visualization.
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4.2 SARS-CoV-2 Use Case
Figure 7 shows the original and improved versions of all 23 COVID-19 inhibitor candidates. Table 8 shows the SMILES
representations of these same molecules.

We also provide the extended results of docking analysis on the COVID-19 inhibitor candidates and their improved variants
in Table 9. As noted in the paper, since there is no established one-to-one correlation between predicted pIC50 and binding free
energy from docking, we use a binary (favorable/not favorable) threshold of −6 kcal/mol binding free energy. In addition, we
investigate if the top binding modes revealed in docking do correspond to any of binding pockets reported in49, which were
estimated using PrankWeb3 and indexed by score. If the pocket does not change between original and improved molecules,
we can expect a similar mode of inhibition of the target which is desirable (in the cases where we know the experimentally
validated binding pocket of the original drug, e.g. see Figure 2).

3http://prankweb.cz/
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Table 7. Results of QMO optimization of existing inhibitor molecules for COVID-19. For each pair of columns on either side
of the dividing line, the left column shows the 2D structure of the original molecules and the right column shows the 2D
structure of the QMO-optimized molecules which started from the initial state to the left with the original inhibitor name to the
left of both.

original improved original improved

Dipyridamole Favipiravir

Cinanserin Tideglusib

Bromhexine PX-12

Ebselen Shikonin

Disulfiram Entecavir

Hydroxy-
chloroquine

Chloroquine
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Table 7 continued

original improved original improved

O6K Remdesivir

Umifenovir Lopinavir

Ambroxol GS-441524

Nelfinavir Quercetin

N3 Curcumin

Kaempferol

4The selenium atom in Ebselen is rare for drug molecules and cannot be handled by the encoder/decoder so it is substituted for sulfur before beginning
optimization as in50.
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Table 8. SMILES representations of original and improved (QMO-optimized) inhibitor molecules.

compound smiles

Dipyridamole original OCCN(CCO)c1nc(N2CCCCC2)c2nc(N(CCO)CCO)nc(N3CCCCC3)c2n1
improved OCCN(CCO)c1nc(N2CCCCC2)c(C(O)=NO)c(N2CCCC2)n1

Favipiravir original NC(=O)c1nc(F)c[nH]c1=O
improved NC(=O)c1cc(F)nc(C(N)=O)c1C(N)=O

Cinanserin original CN(C)CCCSc1ccccc1NC(=O)C=Cc1ccccc1
improved CN(C)CCCSc1ccccc1NC(=O)C=CC(=O)NO

Tideglusib original O=c1sn(-c2cccc3ccccc23)c(=O)n1Cc1ccccc1
improved O=c1sn(-c2cccc3ccccc23)c(=O)n1Cc1ccc(F)cc1

Bromhexine original CN(Cc1cc(Br)cc(Br)c1N)C1CCCCC1
improved CN(Cc1cc(Br)cc(N)c1O)C1CCCCC1

PX-12 original CCC(C)SSc1ncc[nH]1
improved CCC(C)SSc1ncc(OC(F)F)[nH]1

Ebselen4 original O=c1c2ccccc2sn1-c1ccccc1
improved O=c1ccsn1-c1ccccc1

Shikonin original CC(C)=CCC(O)C1=CC(=O)c2c(O)ccc(O)c2C1=O
improved CC(C)=CCC(O)C1=CC=C(SCCO)C1=O

Disulfiram original CCN(CC)C(=S)SSC(=S)N(CC)CC
improved CCN(CC)C(=S)SSC(=S)C(CC)(CC)CCl

Entecavir original C=C1C(CO)C(O)CC1n1cnc2c(=O)[nH]c(N)nc21
improved C=C1C(O)C(NC)C(n2cnc(Cl)nc2=O)CC(O)C1CO

Hydroxychloroquine original CCN(CCO)CCCC(C)Nc1ccnc2cc(Cl)ccc12
improved CCN(CCO)CCCC(C)N(CCO)c1cc(Cl)cc(Cl)n1

Chloroquine original CCN(CC)CCCC(C)Nc1ccnc2cc(Cl)ccc12
improved CCN(CC)CCCC(C)Nc1ccnc2ccc(F)cc12

O6K original CC(C)(C)OC(=O)Nc1cccn(C(CC2CC2)C(=O)NC(CC2CCNC2=O)C(O)C(=O)NCc2ccccc2)c1=O
improved CC(C)(C)OC(=O)Nc1cccn(C(CC2CCNC2=O)C(N)=O)c1=O

Remdesivir original CCC(CC)COC(=O)C(C)NP(=O)(OCC1OC(C#N)(c2ccc3c(N)ncnn23)C(O)C1O)Oc1ccccc1
improved CCC(CC)COC(=O)C(C)NC(=O)CC1OC(C#N)(c2ccc3c(N)ncnn23)C(F)C1O

umifenovir original CCOC(=O)c1c(CSc2ccccc2)n(C)c2cc(Br)c(O)c(CN(C)C)c12
improved CCOC(=O)c1c(CSc2ccccc2)n(C)c2cc(Br)c(O)c(OC)c12

lopinavir original Cc1cccc(C)c1OCC(=O)NC(Cc1ccccc1)C(O)CC(Cc1ccccc1)NC(=O)C(C(C)C)N1CCCNC1=O
improved Cc1cccc(C)c1OCC(=O)NC(Cc1ccccc1)CC(O)C(C(C)C)N1CCCNC1=O

Ambroxol original Nc1c(Br)cc(Br)cc1CNC1CCC(O)CC1
improved Nc1c(Br)cc(F)cc1CNC1CCC(O)C1

GS-441524 original N#CC1(c2ccc3c(N)ncnn23)OC(CO)C(O)C1O
improved N#CC1(c2ccc3c(N)ncnn23)OC(CO)C(F)C(F)C1F

Nelfinavir original Cc1c(O)cccc1C(=O)NC(CSc1ccccc1)C(O)CN1CC2CCCCC2CC1C(=O)NC(C)(C)C
improved CSCCC(NC(=O)c1cccc(O)c1C)C(O)CN1CC2CCCCC2CC1C(=O)NC(C)(C)C

Quercetin original O=c1c(O)c(-c2ccc(O)c(O)c2)oc2cc(O)cc(O)c12
improved O=c1c(O)c(-c2ccc(O)c(O)c2)oc2cc(O)ccc12

N3 original Cc1cc(C(=O)NC(C)C(=O)NC(C(=O)NC(CC(C)C)C(=O)NC(C=CC(=O)OCc2ccccc2)CC2CCNC2=O)C(C)C)no1
improved Cc1cc(C(=O)NC(C)C(=O)NC(CC(C)C)C(=O)NC(C=CC(=O)OCc2ccccc2)CC2CCNC2=O)no1

Curcumin original COc1cc(C=CC(=O)CC(=O)C=Cc2ccc(O)c(OC)c2)ccc1O
improved COc1ccc(C=CC(=O)CC(=O)C=Cc2ccc(O)c(OC)c2)cc1O

Kaempferol original O=c1c(O)c(-c2ccc(O)cc2)oc2cc(O)cc(O)c12
improved O=c1c(O)c(-c2cccc(Cl)c2)oc2cc(O)cc(O)c12
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Table 9. Extended docking analysis: For each molecule, the top 3 docking poses (ranked by docking score) are shown with
MM/PBSA binding free energy (kcal/mol) and corresponding binding pocket number. The best energy scores are highlighted:
in red for the best energy that docks in pocket 1 or in blue if the lowest energy over the top 3 poses corresponds to a different
pocket. Binding pockets are the same as identified in prior studies49. As noted previously, Tideglusib (original) was not
possible to model with AMBER forcefield (**).

Binding Free Energy Binding Pocket
orig. pose imp. pose orig. pose imp. pose

compound 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3

Bromhexine -11.89 -14.01 -20.41 -13.86 -15.72 -17.89 1 0 0 1 1 0
Cinanserin -5.95 -11.55 -15.61 -11.92 -0.64 -8.66 0 0 1 0 0 0
Curcumin -7.31 -5.36 -1.31 -3.67 -2.01 -15.94 0 0 0 0 0 1
Dipyridamole -21.39 -17.89 -11.49 -22.87 -16.97 -13.42 2 2 0 0 0 0
Disulfiram -20.39 -20.43 -19.73 -17.98 -9.81 -9.99 0 0 0 1 0 1
Ebselen -11.16 -11.69 -11.86 -10.56 1 0 0 0 2 3
Favipiravir -7.91 -4.51 -0.77 -7.04 -10.93 -10.86 1 2 0 1 0 1
Kaempferol -7.42 -11.86 -11.18 -13.48 -6.52 -11.45 1 0 0 0 0 0
Quercetin -12.71 -9.68 -10.08 -8.32 -8.96 9.25 0 0 0 0 3 0
Tideglusib ** -13.31 0 1 0 0 0 1
Umifenovir -16.08 -7.3 -16.03 -13.75 -20.11 -20.87 0 0 0 0 0 0
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4.3 AMP Optimization
Figure 7 shows the similarity (normalized by self-similarity of the starting sequence) as QMO continues past the first success
and the evolution of the sequences of selected iterations. The curve shows the similarity of best-found valid molecule (highest
similarity and predicted as non-toxic AMP) with respect to iteration counts in QMO. We can see that QMO keeps on improving
similarity of best-found candidate while maintaining low toxicity and amp property as the optimization process continues. For
these experiments we used Q = 100, β = 1,10, α0 = {0.1,0.05,0.01}, λsim = 0.01, and T = 5000.

(a) FLGGLIGPLMSLIPGLLKY (b) SWLRDLWDWLCELLSDFK

(c) KILRGVSKKIMRTFLRRILTGKK (d) FFGWLIKGAIHAPKAIHGLIHRRRH

Figure 7. Similarity (rescaled to 0-1 range with self-similarity as upper bound) of successful optimization runs for four
peptide sequences. The curve shows the similarity of best-found valid molecule (highest similarity and predicted as non-toxic
AMP) with respect to iteration counts in QMO. The original sequence and few selected improved sequences are shown in the
legend, along with their similarity score relative to the original sequence. The red line indicates the iteration of the first success
(first time finding a qualified molecule).
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5 Stability Analysis of QMO
In this section, we selected two tasks to study the stability of QMO, in terms of run time comparison and the effect on the
number Q of per-iteration random directions used in QMO.

5.1 QED Optimization
The total runtime for the QED task with T = 20 iterations and 50 random restarts was approximately 487 CPU/GPU hours or,
spread over 32 cores, 15.2 hours of wall time. We complete 15 random restarts at a success rate of 85.9% in roughly 8 hours of
wall time for 32 cores, the same time reported in24. We ran all our experiments on machines with Intel Xeon E5-2600 CPUs
and NVIDIA K80 GPUs.

(a) 20 steps per restart (50x20). (b) 300 steps per restart (4x300).

Figure 8. Cumulative success rate as a function of number of random restarts with 20 or 300 steps per restart for the QED task.

In examining the effect of multiple restarts, we show two configurations for running QMO on the QED task in Figure 8.
Restarts happen if the algorithm is unable to find a successful candidate after the allotted number of steps. For this task, the
algorithm stops after the first successful candidate is found. After 50 restarts at 20 steps (Figure 8a), we reach a success rate of
92.8% whereas after 4 restarts at 300 steps (Figure 8b), we only achieve 90.9% success despite taking about as long — 447
hours (4x300) compared to 487 hours (50x20). We conclude that for relatively easy tasks (single-constraint optimization) using
a small number of steps T , restarting with a new random seed can be very effective since at early iterations the (effective) step
size is relatively large and the guided search may tend to overshoot.

5.2 AMP Optimization
Figure 9 compares the effect of the per-iteration random direction sampling number Q in QMO on the cumulative success
of the AMP experiments. We observe that setting larger Q value can improve the cumulative success rate but at the cost of
increased number of property evaluations. The performance becomes similar once the Q value is sufficiently large, suggesting
the stability of QMO.

24/25



Figure 9. Cumulative success rate for the AMP task as a function of number of iterations with different per-iteration random
sampling query value Q.
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