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Abstract
Structure-based drug design (SBDD) focuses on designing small-molecule lig-
ands that bind to specific protein pockets. Computational methods are integral
in modern SBDD workflows and often make use of virtual screening methods
via docking or pharmacophore search. Modern generative modeling approaches
have focused on improving novel ligand discovery by enabling de novo design.
In this work, we recognize that these tasks share a common structure and can
therefore be represented as different instantiations of a consistent generative mod-
eling framework. We propose a unified approach in OMTRA, a multi-modal flow
matching model that flexibly performs many tasks relevant to SBDD, including
some with no analogue in conventional workflows. Additionally, we curate a
dataset of 500M 3D molecular conformers, complementing protein–ligand data
and expanding the chemical diversity available for training. OMTRA obtains
state-of-the-art performance on pocket-conditioned de novo design and docking;
however, the effects of large-scale pretraining and multi-task training are modest.
All code, trained models, and dataset for reproducing this work are available at
https://github.com/gnina/OMTRA

1 Introduction
Deep generative models have rapidly advanced our ability to design and study molecules; this progress
will have broad applications. By learning distributions over chemical structures, these models enable
tasks ranging from probing biological mechanisms to accelerating therapeutic and general chemical
discovery [1–4].

We focus here on structure-based drug design (SBDD), where the goal is to generate small
molecules that bind to a given protein pocket of known structure. Generative approaches have been
impactful in two main directions: structure prediction and de novo design. In structure prediction,
models propose ligand binding poses [5, 6] or protein–ligand complexes [7–10], improving over
classical docking methods by directly sampling plausible structures instead of relying on slow search
algorithms. In de novo design, generative models sample the identity of the molecules themselves,
sometimes in addition to the 3D structure. De novo generative models can also be conditioned on
desired properties such as a binding partner [11–18].

Current state of the art methods for both structure prediction and de novo design are primarily
transport-based generative models—a broad class that includes diffusion [19–21], flow matching [22–
24], and stochastic interpolant models [25]. These methods also primarily use attributed point-cloud
or sequence-based representations of molecules. These approaches treat molecular systems as objects
composed of distinct modalities, and may therefore be additionally characterized as multi-modal
transport-based models. Atoms have both continuous positions and discrete identities [12, 15, 26,
27]. Protein residues are often described similarly but their structure is sometimes decomposed
into a product space of rotations, translations, and/or torsional angles [28–31]. These methods
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Figure 1: OMTRA: A Flexible Multi-Task Generative Model for Structure-Based Drug Design.
OMTRA is capable of performing de novo design, conformer generation and docking. It can be
guided by conditioning on structural information, such as a protein pocket and pharmacophores.

simultaneously apply transport-based modeling to each modality. To our knowledge, this unifying
perspective has not been made explicit. After recognizing that many applications or generative tasks
may be formulated under one framework, a natural question therefore arises: could one model be
trained for many tasks, and could this yield improved performance from transfer learning?

Building on this idea, we introduce OMTRA, a multi-task generative model for SBDD. OMTRA
supports ligands, protein pockets, and pharmacophores, co-factors, ions, and post-translation modifi-
cations. Tasks can be defined by dividing modalities into those generated, held fixed as conditioning
information, and those absent. OMTRA is capable of handling arbitrary modality partitions and
therefore can perform molecular docking, de novo design, conformer generation, pharmacophore-
conditioned design, and related tasks. OMTRA’s architecture enables parameter sharing across tasks
and learning from disparate data sources.

Finally, we contribute a large-scale dataset of 500M 3D molecular conformers, constructed from
public chemical libraries and released in a deep learning–ready format. This dataset expands chemical
diversity available for training and complements protein–ligand data, facilitating multi-task learning
across heterogeneous molecular modalities.

2 Methods

2.1 Flow Matching

Flow matching [23, 25, 22, 24] prescribes a method to interpolate between two probability dis-
tributions. This is accomplished modeling a family of intermediate distributions {pt}t∈[0,1] with
p0 = qsource and p1 = qtarget. The general strategy is to draw samples from a tractable qsource and
use a learned process pt to transport them to samples from an otherwise intractable qtarget. For
continuous variables x ∈ Rd, the marginal process is sampled by a vector field defining an ordinary
differential equation ut(x) = dx

dt . For discrete data x ∈ VN (sequences of tokens from a vocabulary
V), trajectories are governed by continuous-time Markov chains (CTMCs) [13, 32]. In both cases the
sampling process can be parameterized by a neural network trained to approximate the final system
state given the current state E[x1|xt].

Multi-modal flow matching is a powerful extension of this framework wherein complex objects are
modeled as collections of distinct dependent variables, referred to as modalities. For example, atom
positions and atom types form two modalities for which joint sampling can enable de novo molecule
generation. Multi-modal flow matching [12, 13] extends the base flow matching framework to sample
such data structures. One neural network is trained with multiple prediction heads to minimize a
weighted sum of flow matching losses on each modality. Modalities in the system are generated
by simultaneous sampling of an ODE or CTMC on each modality. A full description of our flow
matching formulation is provided in Appendix A7.
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2.2 Problem Setup

We represent a biomolecular system cropped to 8Å around a ground-truth ligand as a heterogeneous
graph G = (V,E) with node types TV = {ligand atom, protein atom, pharmacophore, other} and
edge types TE (e.g., ligand–ligand, ligand–protein). Each node or edge carries one or more modalities,
discrete (e.g., atom type, bond order) or continuous (e.g., 3D coordinates), so that M = Mdisc∪Mcont.
A task τ specifies a partition of modalities M = Mτ

gen ∪Mτ
cond ∪Mτ

abs referred to as generated,
conditioning, and absent modalities, respectively. Generated modalities, Mτ

gen are sampled by a flow
matching model.

An instantiation of OMTRA requires choosing a set of tasks T = {τ1, . . . , τK} to support. If
OMTRA is instantiated as a multi-task model (i.e., |T | > 1), weights are shared across tasks. See
Appendix A4 for a full formalization.

A full list of modalities and tasks currently supported, as well as tasks we plan to support in the
near feature, are provided in Appendix A8.

2.3 Architecture
OMTRA extends FlowMol3 [12], a geometric graph neural network, to heterogeneous graphs with
type-specific convolutions. Nodes i ∈ V carry Cartesian positions xi ∈ R3, scalar features si ∈ Rds ,
and vector features vi ∈ Rdv×3. Edges (i, j) ∈ E are typed; ligand–ligand and other–other edges
additionally carry scalar features eij ∈ Rde . Operations on (xi, vi) are SE(3)-equivariant, while
operations on (si, eij) are SE(3)-invariant. Node vectors vi are first-order geometric vectors relative
to xi. Equivariance is enabled by a variant of GVPs [33] introduced in Dunn and Koes [12].

A graph convolution consists of edge-type–specific message functions ϕr that generate messages
mr

i←j based on (si, sj , vi, vj , eij , xi − xj), followed by node-type–specific update functions ψα that
integrate the aggregated messages Mi to update (si, vi). After 2 graph convolutions, positions and
edge features are updated via node-wise GVPs and edge-wise MLPs. OMTRA repeats this sequence
(called a ConvolutionBlock) 4 times. For modalities defining positions, the final xi are taken directly
from the last ConvolutionBlock. Latent node and edge features are mapped to categorical logits by
shallow MLP heads. The architecture is described fully in Appendix A9.

3 Experiments
3.1 Datasets
To enable pretraining on protein-free tasks, we curated the Pharmit Dataset containing 500M 3D
ligands and their pharmacophores. The Pharmit Dataset is further described in Appendix A6.1.

For ablation studies we train on protein-ligand complexes from the Plinder dataset [34] using their
rigorously designed splits. For fair evaluation of pocket-conditioned de novo design, we also train
and evaluate OMTRA on the Crossdocked dataset [35], using the train/test splits from Luo et al.
[36]. These splits are less rigorous than those of the original Crossdocked authors and likely contain
information leakage, but they are widely reused and thus allow direct comparison to prior work. For
comparing OMTRA to other docking methods, we use the PoseBusters Benchmark set [37]. This
is a moderately difficult docking benchmark comprising 428 diverse protein-ligand complexes. All
datasets are described in detail in Appendix A6. We did not take care to remove overlapping examples
from the Plinder training set before evaluating on the Posebusters Benchmark Set, and as such our
estimates of docking performance on PoseBusters may be optimistic.

3.2 Evaluation and Baselines
We evaluate OMTRA on pocket-conditioned de novo design, docking, and pharmacophore condition-
ing tasks, comparing against established baselines under a unified protocol.

Pocket-Conditioned De Novo Design Generated ligands are assessed with PoseBusters [37] for
chemical/geometric plausibility. The fraction of ligands passing all relevant checks in the PoseBusters
suite is reported as %PB-Valid. Strain energy (Estrain) and protein-ligand interactions are measured
using PoseCheck [38]. Posecheck reports the number of hydrogen bond donors, acceptors, and
hydrophobic groups on the ligand that are interacting with the protein, normalized by the number of
atoms in the ligand. We report “% Interaction Parity” defined as the fraction of generated ligands
that have normalized interaction counts equal to or greater than that of their ground-truth ligand.
Additionally we report the fraction of ligands that achieve interaction parity and are PB-valid as
“% PB-Valid+IP”. We compare OMTRA to DrugFlow [28], DiffSBDD [39], TargetDiff [40], and
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Pocket2Mol [41], using 100 test pockets with 100 ligands per pocket. Full experimental details of
our evaluation methods are in Appendices A10.1.

Docking Docked poses are evaluated with PoseBusters in docking mode, reporting physical plausi-
bility and RMSD < 2Å to the ground truth, along with Top-N success rates. To perform a Top-N
analysis on OMTRA, samples are ranked by the Vina scoring function [42] combined with a penalty
for docked poses that violate that don’t preserve the chirality of the input ligand. OMTRA is trained
on Plinder [34] and evaluated on the PoseBusters Benchmark, sampling 40 poses per receptor. Base-
line docking methods include AlphaFold3 [7], SurfDock [43], Gnina [44], AutoDock Vina [42].
Performance is reported as the fraction of systems with at least one PoseBusters-valid pose among the
top-N predictions (N=1, 5). Full experimental details of our evaluation methods are in Appendices
A10.2.

Pharamcophore Conditioning When pharmacophore centers are provided as conditioning in-
formation, we report “% Pharm Matching” which is the fraction of pharmacophore centers in the
input conditioning information that are “satisfied” by the generated/docked ligand. A pharmacophore
condition is satisfied if the generated ligand has a pharmacophore center of the same type within 1Å
of the conditioning pharmacophore. We also report “interaction recovery” which is fraction of ligands
that make all of the same types of interactions with the same protein residues as the ground-truth
ligand. Pharmacophores are described further in Appendix A5.2.

3.3 Ablations
We train multiple variants on OMTRA to investigate the effects of three features. Ligand-only
pretraining: Single-task OMTRA models are trained for either de novo design or docking, with and
without protein-free pretraining on the Pharmit dataset. Multi-task training: OMTRA is trained
jointly on de novo design and docking, initialized from Pharmit-pretrained models, and compared to
single-task counterparts. For all ablation studies, we train and evaluate on the Plinder dataset. We
attempt to match the amount of compute spent on each task between single- and multi- task models.
Single-task models are trained for 200k steps and multi-task models are trained for 400k steps, with
an even balance between de novo design and docking. Protein + pharmacophore conditioning:
OMTRA is trained to simultaneously use protein and pharmacophore conditioning. This variant
can perform design and docking guided by user-supplied, interpretable priors over protein-ligand
interaction.

4 Results
OMTRA Performance on De Novo Design Table 1 shows that OMTRA surpasses or matches
existing de novo generative models across all evaluations performed. By building on FlowMol3 [12],
a state-of-the-art model for unconditional de novo molecule design, OMTRA is able to obtain the
highest physical plausibility of methods evaluated (≈ 90% PB-Valid). The mean strain energy and
Vina scores are practically close to that of the training data. OMTRA produces ligands that are
both physically plausible and produce native-like interactions with the protein 37% more frequently
than the next best method (26 vs 19 %PB-Valid+IP). Although OMTRA improves upon existing
de novo generative models, there remain practically significant differences between real and the
average generated molecule. Most notably, only 26% of samples are both PB-valid and achieve native
interaction parity.

OMTRA achieves SOTA re-docking performance Re-docking results on the PoseBusters Bench-
mark Set in Table 2 show that OMTRA achieves highly accurate re-docking. After sampling and
ranking 40 poses for a pocket, 91% of the top-ranked poses are PB-valid; that is they are within
2Å RMSD of the ground-truth ligand and satisfy a suite of additional physical plausibility checks.
OMTRA’s top-1 docking accuracy exceeds that of all other models evaluated including AlphaFold3
with pocket residues specified [7]. Additional results (Figure A3) show that OMTRA-docked poses
are not PB-valid most often due to unconserved tetrahedral chirality. We alleviate this issue by
including a penalty for incorrect chirality in our ranking algorithm as done in Abramson et al. [7].
Methods for enforcing chirality preservation [8, 27, 45] exist and would likely further enhance
docking performance.

Effects of Pretraining and Multi-Task Training on Interaction and Plausibility Table 3 suggests
that the effects of pretraining and multi-task training are mostly modest and inconsistent across tasks.
Adding protein-free pretraining improves physical plausibility and interaction parity (+9 and +2
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Table 1: Pocket-Conditioned De Novo Design. A Multi-Task OMTRA model is compared to
existing generative models on the Crossdocked dataset. Metrics are averaged over 100 pockets, with
100 samples drawn per pocket. PB-Valid+IP is the percent of ligands that are both PB-valid and
achieve interaction parity. Evaluation details are provided in Section 3.2

PB-Valid
(%)(↑)

Estrain

(kcal/mol)(↓)
Vina

(kcal/mol)(↓)

Interaction
Parity

(%) (↑)

PB-Valid+IP
(%) (↑)

Dataset 97.7 21.3 -7.1 100 97.7
OMTRA 89.8 29.5 -6.8 27 26
Pocket2Mol 86.6 24.0 -4.5 22 19
DrugFlow 73.4 72.5 -5.9 21 17
TargetDiff 47.7 446 -6.8 20 11
DiffSBDD 38.2 546 -2.8 18 7

Table 2: Docking Success Rates on the PoseBusters Benchmark Set. AlphaFold3 [7] and Surf-
dock [43] results are taken directly from their respective publications. Vina results are taken from
Buttenschoen et al. [37]. Additional details in Section 3.2.

N = 1 N = 5
% ≤ 2Å %PB-Valid % ≤ 2Å %PB-Valid

OMTRA 92 91 97 96
AlphaFold3 93 84 - -
SurfDock 78 40 81 79
Gnina 65 64 82 81
Vina 60 58 - -

percentage points, respectively) but reduces the PB-validity in docking by 4 percentage points. In
contrast, the addition of multi-task training impairs de novo design while slightly improving docking
performance.

Pharmacophore conditioning enables enhanced interaction design The impact of
pharmacophore-conditioning on de novo ligand design and docking is quantified in Table 4. When
provided with pharmacophore conditioning, OMTRA’s ability to design protein-ligand interactions is
substantially enhanced, indicated by a 10 percentage point increase in interaction recovery for de novo
design. Similarly, pharmacophore conditioning significantly enhances the quality of docked poses.
Additional experiments (Section A1.5) suggest that for de novo design, adding 3 pharmacophores
reduces the amount of sampling required by 56%. Users with prior knowledge about their target can
obtain more accurate predictions from OMTRA with less sampling.

5 Conclusion
OMTRA is a flexible multi-task generative model for structure-based drug design, achieving state-of-
the-art performance in both de novo design and molecular docking. It uniquely supports simultaneous
pocket and pharmacophore conditioning, enabling the incorporation of user-provided knowledge of
protein–ligand interactions to improve accuracy and reduce the amount of sampling necessary.

Table 3: Effect of Pretraining and Multi-Task Training on De Novo Design and Docking. All
models are trained and evaluated on Plinder [34] train/test splits. The top row contains metric values
computed on the ground-truth protein-ligand systems where applicable. Docking success rates are
computed from the top-5 poses per system. OMTRA variations are described in Section 3.3

De Novo Design Docking
Multitask Pretrained % PB-Valid Estrain % IP % PB-Valid + IP % RMSD ≤ 2Å % PB-Valid

94.0 38.1 100 94.0
✗ ✗ 60.8 91.0 13.0 10.0 96.9 92.7
✗ ✓ 69.1 65.3 15.0 12.0 92.9 88.8
✓ ✓ 67.0 71.4 9.0 7.0 94.8 91.7
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Table 4: Effect of Pharmacophore Conditioning on Pocket-Conditioned Design and Docking.
Evaluating one OMTRA model on four tasks: pocket-conditioned de novo design and docking, with
and without additional pharmacophore conditioning. Evaluation is performed on 100 systems from
the Plinder test set having > 20 ligand heavy atoms, drawing 100 samples per system. Docking
success rates are for the top-5 ligands in each system as ranked by their Vina score.

Prot Conditioning Prot + Pharm Conditioning

denovo design % PB-Valid 67.0 70.3
interaction recovery 50.8 60.7
% Pharm Matches - 97.2

docking % RMSD ≤ 2Å 94.8 99.0
% PB-Valid 91.7 92.9
interaction recovery 80.6 90.7
% Pharm Matches - 99.5

Our experiments indicate that the benefits of large-scale, protein-free pretraining and multi-task
training are modest and not uniformly positive. OMTRA can be trained on multiple tasks while
matching the performance of single-task models trained in isolation. Despite a field-wide shift toward
multi-task molecular generative models, empirical evidence for meaningful transfer learning remains
limited. In our view, whether molecular generative models can reliably leverage transfer across tasks
is still an open question. Future work will use OMTRA as a testbed for investigating architectural
choices and generative modeling frameworks that may confer this capability.

The current OMTRA architecture represents a minimal extension of an unconditional molecular
generative model to a multi-task, heterogeneous-graph setting, leaving substantial room for improve-
ment. Notably, OMTRA can be extended to generate protein structure as an additional modality.
This capability would support tasks involving flexible or unknown protein conformations; use-cases
in which no holo structure is available and which represent a more realistic and challenging design
scenario than the ones considered in our present evaluations. OMTRA’s flexible multi-modal formu-
lation thus makes it not only a versatile tool, but also a platform for advancing molecular generative
modeling.

Alongside OMTRA, we release the Pharmit Dataset: one of the largest open-source collections
of 3D molecules to date. The Pharmit Dataset is stored in a scalable format with a accessible
API for efficient programmatic access so that it can readily incorporated into large-scale machine
learning applications. All code, trained models, and dataset for reproducing this work are available at
https://github.com/gnina/OMTRA.
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A1 Extended Results

A1.1 Performance on No-Protein Tasks

In Table A1 we provide the performance of OMTRA on tasks that do not involve protein structures.
% PB-Valid is the fraction of molecules passing all PoseBusters [37] checks. % Valid Bond Lengths
indicates molecules with physically reasonable bond distances, as determined by PoseBusters. % Chi-
rality Preserved reflects the fraction of tetrahedral stereocenters retaining their configuration (relevant
for conformer generation). % Pharm Match is the fraction of molecules in which all ground-truth
pharmacophore centers are matched by at least one generated functional group of the same type
within 1 Å.

Overall, unconditional generation achieves near-perfect PB-validity and bond lengths but low
stereochemistry retention (17.2%), while pharmacophore conditioning improves chirality preservation
(17.2% → 32.8%) with a slight decline in structural validity.

Table A1: Selected performance metrics for 500 samples per task.

Task % PB-Valid % Valid Bond Lengths % Chirality Preserved % Pharm Match

Unconditional De Novo Design 99.4 100.0 – –
Unconditional Conformer Generation 100.0 100.0 17.2 –
Pharm-Conditioned De Novo Design 97.1 99.6 – 98.7
Pharm-Conditioned Conformer Generation 98.0 98.7 32.8 99.3

A1.2 Trajectories

Figure A1: Trajectories of Ligand Generation Using OMTRA. Each row demonstrates the stepwise
evolution of ligand structures across OMTRA’s sampling trajectory. The top row illustrates uncondi-
tional de novo design, where OMTRA generates ligand structures without guiding constraints. The
bottom row illustrates pharmacophore-conditioned de novo design, where OMTRA generates ligand
structures guided by pre-defined pharmacophores.
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Figure A2: Trajectories of Ligand Generation Inside Pocket Using OMTRA. Each row demonstrates
the stepwise evolution of ligand structures across OMTRA’s sampling trajectory. The top row
illustrates pocket-conditioned de novo design, where OMTRA generates ligand structures guided
by the receptor pocket. The bottom row illustrates pocket and pharmacophore-conditioned de novo
design, where OMTRA generates ligand structures guided by both the receptor pocket and pre-defined
pharmacophores.

A1.3 PoseBusters Checks

We report the pass rates of OMTRA-docked molecules on individual PoseBusters tests in Figure A3.
Importantly here we report pass rates on the average docked pose. By contrast, in the main paper, we
sample poses, rank them, and then compute metrics on the top-N poses for each pocket. The mean
value of metrics on docked poses without ranking is substantially worse. Drawing multiple samples
and ranking them therefore remains an essential step in obtaining high-quality predictions. This is
consistent with other state-of-the-art transport-based generative models.
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Figure A3: PoseBusters Checks. Comparison of multi-task versus single task OMTRA models on
PoseBusters checks for de novo design (Top) and docking (Bottom). All models were pretrained on
unconditional ligand generation tasks. Metrics report the fraction of passing ligands, calculated from
100 samples per pocket across 100 proteins in the Plinder test split.
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A1.4 Examples of Top De Novo Ligands

Figure A4: Top De Novo Ligands Generated by OMTRA Multi-Task Model. Ligand generation
was conditioned on the binding pocket of thiamin phosphate synthase (PDB: 1G4S). Protein-ligand
contacts are shown as dashed lines. The ground truth ligand, thiamin phosphate (CCD: TPS), is
shown in the left panel. De novo generated samples (Right) for this target have an interaction recovery
rate of 85.7-100%.

A1.5 Effects of Pharmacophore Conditioning

Figure A5: Pharmacophore-Guided De Novo Design: The left-panel shows a ground-truth complex
of a PI5P4K inhibitor (PDB 8BQ4) from the Plinder test set. The three panels on the right side show
de novo designed ligands that were conditioned on both the pocket structure and varying numbers of
pharmacophore centers. Pharmacophore centers are shown as transparent spheres. Polar contacts are
shown with dashed lines.
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Figure A6: De Novo Design Quality as a Function of Pharmacophore Conditioning. Each bar
plot shows a metric for the quality of designed ligands. The x-axis is the number of pharmacophore
centers that were used as conditioning information when designing a ligand. The model used here
was trained and evaluated on the Plinder train and test sets, respectively. Approximately 40,000
samples were generated for this figure.

Figure A7: Docking Success as a Function of Pharmacophore Conditioning. Each bar plot shows
a metric for the quality of docked ligands. The x-axis is the number of pharmacophore centers that
were used as conditioning information when docking a ligand. These values are the mean over all
samples; no ranking or filtering has been applied to the samples drawn. The model used here was
trained and evaluated on the Plinder train and test sets, respectively. Approximately 40,000 samples
were generated for this figure.

A2 Related Work
There have been two concurrent works, to our knowledge, that have proposed a variant of multi-task
models for structure based drug design. These are the Large Drug Discovery Model (LDDM) [46] and
PocketXMol [47]. Both models perform tasks related to small-molecule SBDD. To our knowledge,
neither work has presented ablation experiments to measure the effects of multi-task training vs
training several single-task models. Additionally, to our knowledge, neither of these works supports
pharmacophores as a modality.

Several works have proposed variations of multi-task models in other domains. Campbell et al. [13]
proposed a joint protein sequence and backbone model that can perform arbitrary tasks from altering
these modalities; forward-folding, inverse-folding, and co-folding. Huguet et al. [29] proposed a
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protein structure generative model that could either perform unconditional backbone sampling or
sequence-conditioned backbone sampling. Reidenbach et al. [48] trained two variants of the same
model for both unconditional conformer generation and unconditional de novo design, but not one
model for both tasks.

Cremer et al. [49] and Cremer et al. [14] have proposed unconditional pre-training for pocket-
conditioned de novo generative models.

A3 Experiments
Our experiments address three themes: the role of ligand-only pretraining, the impact of multi-task
training, and the utility of pharmacophore conditioning.

Ligand-Only Pretraining. We evaluate single-task OMTRA models for pocket-conditioned de
novo design and molecular docking, each with and without Pharmit pretraining. Pretraining mixes
conformer generation (50%) and unconditional design (50%), trained for ∼5 days on 2 L40 GPUs.
This yields four OMTRA variants.

Multi-Task Training. OMTRA is jointly trained on de novo design and docking, initialized from
the Pharmit-pretrained models, and compared against Pharmit-pretrained single-task counterparts.

Protein + Pharmacophore Conditioning. We extend OMTRA to simultaneously incorporate
protein and pharmacophore context. This enables pocket-conditioned de novo design where phar-
macophore constraints bias generation toward reproducing specific interactions, and docking where
pharmacophore-guided soft constraints influence pose prediction. These tasks, to our knowledge, are
unexplored in prior work and demonstrate how OMTRA can guide de novo design and docking with
interpretable, human-provided priors.

A4 Problem Setup
Graphs. Each biomolecular system is represented as a heterogeneous graph

G = (V,E),

with node types

TV = {ligand atom (L), protein atom (P), pharmacophore (Ph),NPNDE (O)},
and edge types

TE = {ligand–ligand, ligand–protein, protein–protein, . . .}.
Ligand atoms form a complete subgraph G[L]. Explicit hydrogens are omitted unless they are
essential for defining the molecule identity as determiend by rdkit; this is described in Section A5.1.
NPNDE stands for “Non-Protein Non-Designable Entity”; these are molecules that exist in a system
that are not the target ligand nor the protein, but are biologically relevant. These can include ions,
co-factors, and post-translational modifications. NPNDEs are described in detail in Section A5.4.

Modalities. A modality is any property of the system to be modeled. The modality set is

M = Mdisc ∪Mcont,

with Mdisc discrete (e.g., atom types, bond orders) and Mcont continuous (e.g., 3D coordinates).
Each modality m ∈ M is attached to a node type t ∈ TV or edge type t ∈ TE . Multi-modal flow
matching treats these jointly: each m ∈ M admits a conditional probability path {pmt }t∈[0,1], which
may be continuous or discrete. Sampling is factorized across modalities, but training occurs in a
single model with multiple heads, minimizing a weighted sum of modality-specific losses (A4).

Tasks. A task τ is defined by a partition of modalities,

M = Mτ
gen ∪Mτ

cond ∪Mτ
abs,

where generated modalities Mτ
gen are modeled via flow matching, conditioned modalities Mτ

cond
are fixed conditioning information for the task, and absent modalities Mτ

abs are not modeled in the
system. For each m ∈ Mτ

gen, the task specifies:
• a prior distribution pm0 (source distribution),
• a coupling πm with the data distribution,
• a conditional probability path pmt (x|x0, x1) defining the flow.

This ties the task formalization directly to multi-modal flow matching: generated modalities evolve
under their own flows, while conditioning ensures compatibility across modalities.
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OMTRA Instantiation. An instantiation of OMTRA is parameterized by a set of tasks

T = {τ1, . . . , τK}.

If |T | > 1, parameters are shared across tasks, yielding a multi-task model. Each τ ∈ T corresponds
to a distinct generative problem—e.g., unconditional de novo ligand design, pocket-conditioned
design, or docking—yet all are unified by the same multi-modal flow matching framework. A
comprehensive list of tasks and modalities currently supported by OMTRA are provided in Appendix
A8.

A5 Data Processing and Representation
We use multiple datasets but apply consistent data processing and define a consistent molecular
representation, so that OMTRA can be trained across all of them. Here we describe our representation
of biomolecular systems as seen by the OMTRA model.

A5.1 Ligands
Molecules were filtered if they contained elements outside of a pre-determined supported set (C,
H, N, O, F, P, S, Cl, Br, I, and B). Molecules are sanitized by rdkit. Following prior work [12, 27],
all molecules are kekulized. Molecules that fail to be sanitized and kekulilzed are excluded from
the dataset. Atoms were stripped of hydrogens via rdkit; notably this function will preserve some
hydrogens in cases that they are essential for preserving molecule identity. We store bond orders
between all pairs of ligand atoms as discrete edge features. The additional essential features to encode
ligand identity are the element of every atom and its formal charge. Le et al. [50] demonstrated
that incorporating other atom-level descriptions such as hybridization as additional modalities in the
generative process can improve performance. Towards this end, for every ligand atom we use rdkit to
compute the number of implicit hydrogens, aromaticity, hybridization state, ring membership, and
chirality for each atom. However, rather than defining seven discrete modalities on ligand atoms,
we condense them all down to one discrete modality for atom type; we refer to this technique as
“condensed atom typing”. Specifically, we search our datasets for all unique observed tuples of
(atom element, formal charge, number of implicit hydrogens, aromaticity, hybridization state, ring
membership, chirality), and use this set of observed values to define our “vocabulary” for assigning
ligand atoms to discrete types. Thus we only model one discrete modality on every ligand atom. The
advantage of condensed atom typing is that (i) atom types are more informative and correlated with
3D geometry and local topological structure than if we used the strictly necessary modalities of atom
element + formal charge and (ii) there are fewer modalities to jointly sample, leaving less room for
error. We find that training models for conformer generation and de novo design with condensed atom
typing gives better performance than either 1. defining all the discrete ligand atom features as separate
modalities or 2. only using atom type and formal charge as the ligand atom typing modalities.

A5.2 Pharmacophores
Pharmacophores are abstract representations of the molecular features responsible for key interactions
with biological targets. In our framework, pharmacophore features are identified using SMARTS-
based pattern matching via RDKit, with a predefined dictionary of SMARTS patterns corresponding
to commonly recognized feature types.

The pharmacophore features extracted include:

• Aromatic rings: five- and six-membered aromatic ring systems.

• Hydrogen bond donors: nitrogen, oxygen, and sulfur atoms bonded to one or more
hydrogen atoms.

• Hydrogen bond acceptors: nitrogen and oxygen atoms capable of accepting hydrogen
bonds, excluding those involved in conjugation or resonance.

• Hydrophobic groups: nonpolar regions such as alkyl chains and hydrophobic ring systems,
including certain sulfur-containing groups.

• Halogens: fluorine, chlorine, bromine, and iodine atoms bonded to carbon atoms.

• Positively charged groups: atoms or functional groups carrying a formal positive charge.

• Negatively charged groups: atoms or functional groups carrying a formal negative charge.

20



For each matched SMARTS pattern, the 3D coordinates of the corresponding atoms are obtained
from the ligand’s conformer, and the centroid of these atoms defines the pharmacophore feature’s
spatial location. From a modeling perspective, each pharmacophore feature is a point in Cartesian
space with an associated discrete type. Thus, pharmacophore features are represented as nodes in
graphs, and two modalities (position, type) are associated with pharmacophore nodes.

In the context of a protein binding pocket with a reference ligand, only pharmacophore features
of the reference ligand within a cutoff distance of compatible pocket atoms (i.e. those likely to
interact) are retained, and a random subset of 1–8 features is selected to be retained as conditioning
information. For tasks without a protein pocket, sub-sampling is performed from the full set of avail-
able pharmacophore features. This enables flexible pharmacophore-conditioned generation in both
pocket-aware and pocket-free settings, where the model is guided either by potential protein–ligand
interactions or by the spatial distribution of ligand functional groups.

A5.3 Protein Pockets

Water, hydrogens, and deuterium atoms were stripped from protein structures. Binding pockets were
extracted by selecting residues with at least one atom within 8Å of a ligand atom.

Since our graph neural network operates on all-atom representations of molecular structure, we
employ a few techniques to enable OMTRA to better reason about the molecular structure beyond
just a ball of atoms. On every protein atom node there is an associated discrete modality for the
chemical element. There is also a discrete modality for the atom name, which uniquely identifies
the atom of each canonical amino acid. This enhances the model’s ability to distinguish backbone
carbons from sidechain carbons, for example.

We also include a discrete modality on protein atom nodes indicating the type of residue that
the atom belongs to. We support non-canonical amino acid types while still keeping the discrete
vocabulary small by mapping non-canonical amino acids to their closest canonical amino acid. We
use a pre-defined substitution map obtained from pdbfixer [51].

Finally, we include a residue positional encoding that is the sinusoidal positional encoding from
Vaswani et al. [52] applied to the residue index, broadcasted out to each atom belonging to that
residue. This feature was critical for enabling flexible-protein tasks but not for the tasks presented /
evaluated in this paper.

A5.4 NPNDEs

Protein complexes in the PLINDER and Crossdocked dataset may contain multiple small, non-protein
molecules. We distinguish between ligands (designable elements of interest) and non-designable, non-
protein entities (NPNDE). All small molecules were retained in context, but models were not trained
to generate non-designable elements. These were defined as: experimental artifacts, cofactors, ions,
covalently bonded saccharides, molecules with > 120 heavy atoms or unresolved atoms, molecules
forming more than one covalent bond to the protein, or molecules interacting with fewer than one
protein residue.

NPNDE representation is same as ligands but the NPNDE graph is not fully connected. We also
do not perform condensed atom typing, nor do we store extra features required for condensed atom
typing.

A5.5 Linked Apo Structures

For PLINDER entries linked to unbound or AlphaFold-predicted structures, we first superposed
the linked structure onto the bound complex prior to pocket extraction. We store 3 copies of the
Plinder dataset; all plinder systems, plinder systems with exerimental apo linked structure, and plinder
systems with AlphaFold-predicted linked structures.

A6 Datasets
A6.1 Pharmit

Pharmit [53] is an open-source web application for rapid screening of pharmacophores against
databases of conformers using the pharmer algorithm [54]. As such, since its implementation, its
creator has been downloading smiles strings of publicly available molecule databases and using rdkit
ETKDG[55] + UFF minimization [56] to generate 3D conformers [57], so as to enable pharmacophore
screening against these databases.

21



We converted every molecule on the Pharmit production server (that passed filtering criteria) into
regular numpy arrays stored in Zarr. We storm the atom type, formal charge, chirality, hybridization,
aromaticity, and the number of implicit hydrogens on every atom, as well as the bonding topology.

The Pharmit Dataset is comprised of following major public and commercial libraries: ChEMBL34,
ChemDiv, ChemSpace, Enamine, MCULE, MCULE-ULTIMATE, MolPort, NCI Open Chemical
Repository, PubChem, LabNetwork, and ZINC. This aggregation provides broad coverage of drug-
like chemical space across academic, government, and vendor-curated collections. Molecules were
filtered if they contained elements outside of a pre-determined supported set and if they could not be
sanitized and kekulized by rdkit, resulting in a dataset of more than 500 million unique molecules.
We retain only 1 conformer per molecule, the lowest energy conformer obtained by our conformer
generation method.

A6.2 Plinder
The PLINDER dataset comprises over 400,000 annotated protein-ligand interaction systems curated
from the Protein Data Bank [34]. A subset of systems also contain paired unbound and/or predicted
structures. PLINDER additionally provides training/evaluation splits based on their novel approach
to minimize leakage by leveraging similarity metrics at the level of the protein, pocket, interaction,
and ligand.

To ensure high structural quality, we applied multiple filters to the PLINDER dataset to ensure
OMTRA was only trained on useful examples. Systems were excluded if they had crystallographic
resolution worse than 3.5 Å, R > 0.40, Rfree > 0.45, or |R − Rfree| > 0.075. Additionally, we
leveraged the PoseBusters metadata to remove systems in which ligands exhibited a volume overlap
greater than 0.075 with the protein or cofactors.

We computed the fraction of ligand atoms coming within 4Å of a protein pocket atom for each
system; systems having fewer than 35% of ligand atoms in contact with protein atoms were also
filtered from the final dataset. Systems may fail to meet this threshold due to interactions with
membranes or symmetry mates, which are not modeled by OMTRA.

A6.3 Crossdocked
The Crossdocked dataset [35], derived from experimentally determined protein-ligand complexes
in PDBbind [58], comprises of over 22.5 million protein-ligand poses generated by systematically
docking ligands into both cognate and noncognate receptors, grouped by binding site similarity [35].
Through docking 13,780 unique ligands to multiple similar binding pockets, the dataset captures
realistic variability in protein conformation and ligand orientation, enabling the training and evaluation
of models across multiple structure-based tasks.

To reduce overlap between similar protein structures and chemotypes in the training and test sets,
the original Crossdocked2020 paper adopted clustered cross-validation splits for both PDBBind and
Crossdocked data. For the PDBBind datasets, clusters were defined by grouping receptors with >50%
sequence identity, or with >40% sequence identity and >90% ligand similarity, as computed using
RDKit fingerprints. Under this scheme, highly similar ligands are only assigned to different clusters
if the corresponding receptors share less than 40% sequence identity, reducing information leakage
across splits [35]. For the CrossDocked2020 dataset, clustering was based on Pocketome-defined
pockets, further grouped using the ProBiS structural alignment algorithm with a z-score threshold of
3.5, enabling cross-validation across structurally similar binding sites [35].

However, in this work we adopt a different split scheme, introduced by Luo et al. (2022). These
splits were generated by clustering data at 30% sequence identity, and randomly drawing 100,000
protein-ligand pairs for training, and 100 proteins from remaining clusters for testing [36, 41].

Although these splits are less rigorous than those of the original Crossdocked authors and likely con-
tain information leakage, they are widely reused. As such, we use these splits to enable standardized
evaluation across models.

A6.4 Posebusters Benchmark Set
The PoseBusters Benchmark set is a dataset of 428 diverse protein-ligand complexes originally
curated by Buttenschoen et al. [37]. This is a moderately difficult docking benchmark comprising 428
diverse protein-ligand complexes. We use this dataset to compare OMTRA’s re-docking performance
to existing models. We sample 40 docked poses for each system and rank OMTRA-docked poses
using the Autodock Vina [42] scoring function. Notably in our evaluations of the PoseBusters
benchmark set, we did not take care to remove overlapping examples from the Plinder training set,
and as such our estimates of docking performance may be optimistic.
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A7 Flow Matching Formulation
Our flow matching formulation closely follows that of Dunn and Koes [12]. Continuous and discrete
modalities, and the multi-modal flow matching formulations are nearly identical; there are just more
modalities supported under OMTRA.

A7.1 Introduction
Flow matching [23, 25, 22, 24] prescribes a method to interpolate between two distributions qsource and
qtarget by modeling a family of intermediate distributions {pt}t∈[0,1] with p0 = qsource and p1 = qtarget.
Samples evolve along conditional probability paths defined by a coupling p(x0, x1) between initial
and final states. Given a conditioning variable z = (x0, x1), the marginal path satisfies

pt(x) = Ep(z)[pt(x|z)] (A1)

with the property that xt ∼ pt(x|x0, x1) can be simulated without iterative sampling.

Continuous Flow Matching For continuous variables x ∈ Rd, the marginal process is sampled
by a vector field ut(x) = dx

dt . The vector field may be learned directly, or indirectly by predicting
the conditional expectation of the final state E[x1|xt]. Training then reduces to denoising: sampling
xt ∼ pt(x|x0, x1) and minimizing error between the network prediction x̂1(xt) and the true x1:

LEFM = Et,p(x0,x1),pt(xt|x0,x1)

[
(1− t)−2 ∥x̂1(xt)− x1∥2

]
(A2)

Discrete Flow Matching For discrete data x ∈ VN (sequences of tokens from a vocabulary V),
trajectories are governed by continuous-time Markov chains (CTMCs). Each token remains in its
current state until it jumps to a new one. In masked discrete flow matching [13], the prior is a
sequence of mask tokens, and the marginal CTMC is parameterized by a denoiser that estimates
unmasked states in partially-masked sequences. Training uses a cross-entropy objective:

LCE = Et,p(x0,x1),pt(xt|x0,x1)

[
−

N∑
i=1

log pθ1|t(x
i
1 | xt) δM (xit)

]
(A3)

Multi-Modal Flow Matching Data structures often involve multiple modalities M, e.g., continuous
positions and discrete types in molecular systems. Multi-modal flow matching [12, 13] extends the
framework by factorizing conditional paths across modalities. A single neural network with multiple
heads predicts outputs for each modality, with the overall loss being a weighted sum over modalities:

L =
∑

m∈M
λmLm (A4)

For OMTRA, we use the denoising loss (A2) and cross-entropy loss (A3) for continuous and
discrete modalities, respectively.

A7.2 Design Choices for Continuous Flow Matching

Prior and Coupling For continuous data x ∈ Rd (atom positions), our prior is a Gaussian
distribution with mean equal to the center-of-mass of the ground-truth ligand and variance of 2.573Å
which is the mean variance of ligand atomic coordinates in the data distribution. For conformer
generation or docking, where the ligand identity is conditioning information, the coupling distribution
for atomic coordinates is the independent coupling. For de novo ligand generation, the coupling
distribution involves a distance-minimizing permutation of (initial,final) atom pair assignments as
proposed in Dunn and Koes [12].

Conditional Probability Path The conditional probability path is generated implicitly by the
geometry distortion interpolant proposed by Dunn and Koes [12]:

Xt = (1− t)X0 + tX1 + I[t ≥ tdistort]
(
M ⊙ ε

)
, (A5)

where I is the indicator function, ⊙ is the Hadamard product, M ∈ [0, 1]N is a binary mask over
atoms having the property Mi ∼ Bernoulli(pdistort), and ϵ ∈ RN×3 is a per-atom displacement hav-
ing the property ϵi ∼ N (0, σdistortI3). Geometry distortion is controlled by three hyperparameters
that are set to pdistort = 0.2, tdistort = 0.5, and σdistort = 0.5.
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A7.3 Design Choices for Discrete Flow Matching
For all discrete modalities generated by OMTRA, we employ discrete flow matching (DFM) as
developed by Campbell et al. [13] and Gat et al. [32]. Specifically this is masked discrete flow
matching where the prior is a sequence of a special mask state. At inference time, individual tokens
can jump between mask tokens, unmasked tokens, and back to masked tokens. The rate at which
remasking happens can be controlled by an inference-time hyperparameter η. The training objective
is as described by (A3); our model produces, for each node/edge, logits over possible discrete states
at t = 1 given the current state at time t. For details on the conditional probability paths and sampling
techniques, we refer the reader to Dunn and Koes [12].

A8 Supported Tasks and Modalities
OMTRA supports a variety of modalities, each representing a distinct type of input features for a
particular task. Modality examples include ligand and protein structure, identity, pharmacophore
types, and so forth. A complete list of modalities used in OMTRA is outlined in Table A2. These
modalities are grouped by conceptual function and are used as building blocks across multiple
generative tasks.

OMTRA also supports a variety of tasks, each representing a different generative or predictive
objective. Tasks specify which entities are present and determine how modalities are used, either
as constraints or generated outputs. Task examples include de novo ligand design, pocket and
pharmacophore conditioned de novo design, and rigid docking. A complete list of currently supported
and upcoming tasks is outlined in Table A2 and Table A4 respectively.

A8.1 Supported Modalities

Table A2: OMTRA Supported Modalities. The modality Ligand Condensed Features includes
implicit hydrogens, aromaticity, hybridization, in ring, and chirality, all represented as categorical
variables. Condensed atom typing is described in detail in Section A5.1.

Modality Group Data Type Graph Entity
Ligand Atom Positions Ligand Structure Continuous Node

Ligand Condensed Atom Features Ligand Identity Discrete Node
Ligand Bond Orders Ligand Identity Discrete Edge

Pharmacophore Positions Pharmacophore Continuous Node
Pharmacophore Types Pharmacophore Discrete Node

Protein Atom Positions Protein Structure Continuous Node
NPNDE Positions Protein Structure Continuous Node

Protein Residue Names Protein Identity Discrete Node
Protein Atom Elements Protein Identity Discrete Node
Protein Atom Names Protein Identity Discrete Node
NPNDE Atom Elements Protein Identity Discrete Node
NPNDE Charges Protein Identity Discrete Node
NPNDE Bond Order Protein Identity Discrete Edge
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A8.2 Supported Tasks

Table A3: OMTRA Supported Tasks

Task Entities Present Modality Groups Fixed Modality Groups
Generated

Unconditional De
Novo Ligand Design

Ligand None Ligand Identity, Ligand
Structure

Ligand Conformer
Design

Ligand Ligand Identity Ligand Structure

Rigid Docking Ligand & Protein Ligand Identity, Protein
Identity, Protein Structure

Ligand Structure

Pocket-Conditioned
De Novo Ligand
Design

Ligand & Protein Protein Identity, Protein
Structure

Ligand Identity, Ligand
Structure

Pharmacophore-
Conditioned De
Novo Ligand Design

Ligand &
Pharmacophore

Pharmacophore Ligand Identity, Ligand
Structure

Pharmacophore-
Conditioned Ligand
Conformer Design

Ligand &
Pharmacophore

Ligand Identity,
Pharmacophore

Ligand Structure

Pharmacophore-
Conditioned Rigid
Docking

Ligand, Protein, &
Pharmacophore

Protein Identity, Protein
Structure, Ligand Identity,
Pharmacophore

Ligand Structure

Pocket and
Pharmacophore-
Conditioned De
Novo Ligand Design

Ligand, Protein, &
Pharmacophore

Protein Identity, Protein
Structure, Pharmacophore

Ligand Identity, Ligand
Structure
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A8.3 Upcoming Tasks

Table A4: OMTRA Upcoming Tasks

Task Entities Present Modality Groups Fixed Modality Groups
Generated

Predicted Apo,
Flexible Protein De
Novo Ligand Design

Ligand & Protein Protein Identity Ligand Identity, Ligand
Structure, Protein Structure

Flexible Protein
Docking

Ligand & Protein Ligand Identity, Protein
Identity

Ligand Structure, Protein
Structure

Flexible Protein and
De Novo Ligand
Design

Ligand & Protein Protein Identity Protein Structure, Ligand
Identity, Ligand Structure

Experimental
Apo-Conditioned,
Flexible Protein
Docking

Ligand & Protein Ligand Identity, Protein
Identity

Ligand Structure, Protein
Structure

Predicted
Apo-Conditioned,
Flexible Protein
Docking

Ligand & Protein Ligand Identity, Protein
Identity

Ligand Structure, Protein
Structure

Unconditional De
Novo Ligand and
Pharmacophore
Design

Ligand &
Pharmacophore

None Ligand Identity, Ligand
Structure, Pharmacophore

Flexible Protein and
De Novo
Pharmacophore
Design

Protein &
Pharmacophore

Protein Identity Protein Structure,
Pharmacophore

Experimental
Apo-Conditioned,
Flexible Protein and
De Novo
Pharmacophore
Design

Protein &
Pharmacophore

Protein Identity Protein Structure,
Pharmacophore

De Novo Protein,
Ligand, and
Pharmacophore
Design

Ligand, Protein, &
Pharmacophore

Protein Identity Protein Structure, Ligand
Identity, Ligand Structure,
Pharmacophore

A9 Architecture
Our architecture is essentialy the simplest possible extension of FlowMol3 [12] to heterogeneous
graphs with type-specific message passing and feature updates. Nodes i ∈ V carry Cartesian positions
xi ∈ R3, scalar features si ∈ Rds , and vector features vi ∈ Rdv×3. Edges (i, j) ∈ E are typed;
ligand–ligand and other–other edges additionally carry scalar features eij ∈ Rde . Operations on
(xi, vi) are SE(3)-equivariant; operations on (si, eij) are SE(3)-invariant. Node vectors vi are first-
order geometric vectors relative to xi. SE(3)-equivariant operations are enabled by a custom variant
of GVPs [33] introduced in Dunn and Koes [12].

A9.1 Initial Feature Embeddings
All nodes in the system are initialized with scalar embeddings of a fixed latent size (256). Additionally,
ligand-ligand and NPNDE-NPNDE edges also have initial scalar edge embeddings.
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Scalar node embeddings are initialized by the node modalities defined on that node type that are
not positions. For ligand atoms, these are the condensed atom types. We use a standard embedding
lookup table (pytorch’s nn.Embedding module) to map each discrete type to a learnable fixed-length
vector. The only continuous modality on node features that is not a position is the residue positional
embedding described in Section A5.3. The modality embeddings are concatenated together along
with a sinusoidal time embedding and a learnable task embedding. These features are passed through
a scalar embedding MLP that is unique to each node type to generate intital scalar node embeddings.

Ligand-ligand and NPNDE-NPNDE edges are simply embedded with an nn.Embedding lookup of
the bond order on that edge.

A9.2 Graph Convolutions

Message Passing. Messages are generated per edge type r ∈ TE :

mr
i←j = ϕr(si, sj , vi, vj , eij , xi − xj), (A6)

where ϕr is an edge-type–specific function. Each node aggregates all incoming messages from all
edge types:

Mi =
∑
r∈TE

∑
j∈Nr(i)

mr
i←j . (A7)

A9.3 Node and Edge Feature Updates

Each node type α ∈ TV has its own update function ψα:

(si, vi) 7→ ψα(i)(si, vi,Mi), (A8)

which updates only scalar and vector features. Node positions xi are not inputs to ψα and are
updated separately. We defer the reader to Dunn and Koes [12] for the precise node-update step
equation.

Graph convolutions (message passing + node feature updates) are interleaved with:

• Node position updates: node-wise GVPs operating on (si, vi, xi) to produce new xi.

• Edge feature updates: edge-wise MLPs that take (eij , si, sj , xi, xj) to produce new eij .

A9.4 Block Structure

Two graph convolutions followed by position and edge updates form one ConvolutionBlock; OMTRA
stacks 4 such blocks.

A9.5 Model Outputs and Multi-Tasking

For node positions being generated, final xi are taken directly from the last ConvolutionBlock output
as these blocks update node positions internally. The final latent node/edge features are mapped
to categorical logits by shallow MLP heads. If a graph lacks nodes or edges of a given type, the
corresponding ϕr or ψα is simply skipped. Node-position updates and categorical logit heads are
applied only when the relevant modality is being generated under the current task.

A9.6 Message Generation

Here we describe the specific form our message-generating functions (A6). The message generating
functions are chains of GVPs [16]. GVPs accept and return a tuple of scalar and vector features.
Therefore, scalar and vector messages m(s)

i→j and m(v)
i→j are generated by the message-generating

function ϕM , which is 3 GVPs chained together.

m
(s)
i→j ,m

(v)
i→j = ϕM

([
s
(l)
i : e

(l)
ij : d

(l)
ij

]
,

[
vi :

x
(l)
i − x

(l)
j

d
(l)
ij

])
(A9)

where : denotes concatenation and dij is the distance between nodes i and j at molecule update
block l. In practice, we replace all instances of dij with a radial basis embedding of that distance
before passing through GVPs or MLPs.
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A10 Protein-Task Evaluation Pipeline
A10.1 De Novo Evaluation Methods

We benchmark OMTRA against four models for pocket-conditioned, de novo ligand design:
DrugFlow, a flow matching model; DiffSBDD and TargetDiff, two diffusion models; and Pocket2Mol,
an autoregressive model [41, 28, 40, 39]. We evaluated the models on the Crossdocked test split
published by Luo et al. [59]. For each protein pocket, we sample 100 ligands.

The PoseBusters suite is widely used to evaluate the chemical and geometric plausibility of
small-molecule ligands and their interactions with protein binding pockets [37]. In the context
of pocket-conditioned de novo design, PoseBusters checks whether the ligand can be sanitized
by RDKit, has reasonable geometry, is not fragmented, has reasonable internal ligand energy, has
minimal clashes, and has reasonable proximity to other molecules in the system such as the protein
and co-factors. We define the metric %PB-Valid as the fraction of ligands that pass all PoseBusters
checks. Ligands that cannot be sanitized are automatically marked as not PB-Valid, and other
individual tests implemented by posebusters are not performed.

We use Gnina [44] to obtain scores from Autodock Vina [42] (this amounts to running Gnina with
the –score-only option).

The strain energy of the generated ligand measures how much internal energy is stored in the
ligand, with a lower strain generally corresponding to more favorable binding interactions with the
pocket. It is computed by comparing the difference in energy before and after energy minimization.
Relaxation and energy computation were performed by PoseCheck using the Universal Force Field
(UFF) [56].

Interaction fingerprints were extracted using PoseCheck [38] which uses ProLIF [60] to identify
different protein-ligand interactions based on smarts patterns and geometries [38, 60]. PoseCheck
reports, for each interaction type, the number of interactions occurring in a protein-ligand complex
divided by the number of ligand atoms. We use these normalized interaction counts to compute
the metrics “interaction parity” and “interaction recovery”. The interactions types we use for these
analyses are hydrogen bond donors, hydrogen bond acceptors, and hydrophobic interactions.

Interaction parity measures whether the number of interactions occurring between a generated
ligand and a target protein are greater than or equal to that of the ground-truth ligand. Interaction
parity is a binary value, a pass/fail test, performed on each generated ligand. For each interaction type,
we check if the normalized interaction count is greater than or equal to the normalized interaction
count for the ground-truth ligand. Interaction parity is “true” for a single ligand if the normalized
interaction counts are greater than that of the ground-truth ligand for all interaction types. The “%
Interaction Parity” reported in the main body are the fraction of sampled ligands that have interaction
parity.

“Interaction recovery” is defined as when when the generated ligand reproduces the same types of
interactions with the same residue as the ground truth ligand. The interaction recovery rate is the
fraction of interactions made by the ground truth ligand that are recovered by the de novo generated
ligand. These interaction-based metrics give insight into whether the models reproduce the specific
interactions observed in known binding ligands.

For tasks that include pharmacophores, we report the additional metric "% Pharm Matches", which
is the fraction of pharmacophores in the ground truth ligand that are matched by a pharmacophore in
the generated ligand. A match requires both the correct pharmacophore identity as well as the right
location, defined as being within 1Å of the ground truth pharmacophore.

A10.2 Docking Evaluation Methods

PoseBusters was also used to evaluate the docked poses. In its docking evaluation mode, PoseBusters
includes the checks described for de novo design evaluation together with additional analyses that use
the ground truth ligand conformation. These assess whether the molecular formula, bonds, tetrahedral
chirality, and double bond stereochemistry of the generated ligand match the ground truth, as well
as whether the RMSD between the generated and the ground truth conformation is <2Å . We report
how frequently docked poses are <2Å from the ground truth. We also report %PB-Valid which is
the fraction of docked poses that are within <2Å RMSD from the ground-truth and pass all of the
PoseBusters physical plausibility checks.

To be consistent with prior works [37, 7, 61, 43], we report docking metrics on the “Top N”
sampled poses. This requires sampling multiple docked poses, and then ranking them by some metric.
After ranking poses amd selecting the top-N, we compute: (i) the fraction of systems with at least
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one pose in the top N whose RMSD is <2Å and (ii) the fraction of systems with at least one pose
among the top-N whose RMSD is <2Å and is PB-Valid. We report these metrics for N=1 and N=5.

Each of the baseline docking methods evaluated has its own ranking method; the deep-learning
based docking methods have their own confidence modules for ranking, and conventional docking
methods use the same scoring function to rank poses as was used to guide MCMC sampling of poses.
OMTRA poses are ranked by a scoring function that is the Autodock Vina score augmented with an
additional penalty for violation of chirality. This practice is consistent with AlphaFold3 [7] which
ranks poses by a composite score including the confidence and penalties for clashes and chirality
violations.

For tasks with pharmacophore conditioning, we again report the metric "% Pharm Matches". Here,
since ligand identity is fixed, the metric simply measures the degree to which the pharmacophores of
the generated ligand conformation are aligned with those of the ground truth ligand. We also report
interaction recovery as described in the preceding section.
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