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Abstract

The flavor is the focal point in the flavor industry, which follows social tendencies and
behaviors. The research and development of new flavoring agents and molecules are
essential in this field. On the other hand, the development of natural flavors plays a critical
role in modern society. In light of this, the present work proposes a novel framework
based on Scientific Machine Learning to undertake an emerging problem in flavor
engineering and industry. Therefore, this work brings an innovative methodology to
design new natural flavor molecules. The molecules are evaluated regarding the synthetic

accessibility, the number of atoms, and the likeness to a natural or pseudo-natural product.
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1 Introduction

The sensation of a flavor is defined by the Encyclopaedia Britannica as the attribute of a
substance perceived within the mouth produced by the senses of smell, taste, and touch
[1]. From an anatomy point of view, this sensation is distinguished by the taste buds in
the oral cavity, which is situated in the pharynx, palate, larynx, and tongue. An adult has
approximately 10000 taste buds. The flavor response in the taste buds happens by
identifying chemicals present in food and beverages, for example, and their translation
into nerve signals. Understanding the flavor biological process and response is pivotal in

developing the food, beverage, and flavor industries [2].

The flavor plays an essential role in several products found in nowadays markets.
Furthermore, new flavors are required in manufacturers for product development and
innovation. In this context, researching new flavors and developing innovative production
technologies are constantly sought. On the other hand, society is observing an increasing
consumption of processed products and improved fast-food products. These products are
composed of several food additives and flavoring agents, alongside. More recently,
expanding awareness of the importance of a healthy lifestyle has provoked a rise in the
search for foods labeled with a natural flavoring agent. This movement has motivated the
growth of flavors' R&D activities and investments in new flavor-based products [3]. In
2020, the flavors and fragrances' market size from food and beverage products were

appraised at € 26.53 billion, and the prospect is that by 2026 it will reach € 35.52 billion
[4].

Although synthetic flavors are profitable and largely applied in food products, the
heaviest impact on the market share is from natural flavors. This is a consequence of the

intensified search for a healthy lifestyle and the increasing awareness of the hazardous

effects of some synthetic flavors. The increase of this new lifestyle has also impacted the



Beverage sector, which is continually growing and significantly influences the market.
Overall, the largest end-use industries of flavors are beverages, bakery, savory and
snacks, dairy and frozen products, confectionery, and pet food [5]. Such sectors are
forecast to grow through increasing application and development of new products based
on natural flavor [3]. However, other industries are also investing in flavoring their
products to satisfy the consumers or make their products more appealing, such as

producing flavored toothpaste.

According to the Regulation (EC) No 1334/2008 of the European Parliament and of the
Council of 16 December 2008 on flavorings and certain food ingredients with flavoring
properties for use in and on foods and amending Council Regulation (EEC) No 1601/91,

Regulations (EC) No 2232/96 and (EC) No 110/2008 and Directive 2000/13/EC [6]:

« There is no distinction between nature-identical and artificial flavoring

substances; both are referred to as "Flavoring substances";

» The labeling of product's ingredients as "natural flavoring substances" can only be

applied exclusively for natural flavoring substances;

» Flavoring substances are defined as chemical substances obtained from chemical

synthesis or isolated through chemical processes and natural flavoring substances;

» "Natural flavoring substance" is a flavoring substance produced by appropriate
physical, enzymatic, or microbiological processes from a material of vegetable, animal,

or microbiological origin.

The replication of natural flavor chemicals by synthetic molecules empowers the design
of more stable, purer, potent, and cost-effective synthetic flavors. The discovery and
combining of the molecules to express the multisensorial complexity as a nerve signal

inherent to flavors is a trial-and-error process [8]. Additionally, the law and regulations



must be taken into consideration when developing flavor-based products, especially
concerning the environmental impact that the synthetic chemicals process can cause and
the possible pathological state [10]. On that account, flavor engineering development is
high-costly and time-consuming. In this way, the implementation of innovative
technologies can be resourceful in reducing overheads and increasing efficiency.
Consequently, Scientific Machine Learning (SciML) put forward a new approach to this

industry.

Machine Learning (ML) tools are driving advances in the scientific field, especially the
Scientific Machine Learning adaptation, which is an emergent area in the addressing of
specific domain challenges. SciML is a resource-saving and efficient method in general
data mining, modular design, image processing, bioinformatics, game playing, and
computational chemistry [11]. The implementation of machine learning in chemistry
engineering is optimistic in designing, synthesizing, and generating molecules and
materials [12]. Particularly, a modest emerging but promising tendency in implementing

SciML tools is perceived in flavor engineering.

Leong et al. (2021) [7] applied machine learning to analyze and quantify the flavor in a
matrix. The authors developed a Surface-Enhanced Raman Scattering (SERS) taster that
achieved outstanding accuracy in quantifying wine flavors using four receptors of the
spectroscopic profiles. The impressive results were obtained to respond to the struggles
of the chemical analysis of flavor compounds. It made it possible to analyze the detection
in a rapid and sensitive procedure. Bi et al. (2020) [8] also applied ML to improve other
aspects of flavor engineering. In the mentioned case, an approach was developed to
predict olfactometry results from Gas Chromatography-Mass Spectrometry/Olfactometry
(GC-MS/O). The olfactometry results can be achieved in 30 s with the proposed

technology. However, the machine learning model presented an overfitting problem. The



authors concluded that the technology could be improved even though it already has

potential for olfactometry evaluation.

Although SciML applications can be found in the flavor engineering field, the whole
potential of the technique is not yet deployed. The implementation of SciML in
identifying and designing new flavoring molecules is not yet explored in the field.
Consequently, the SciML is a simple and reliable way to approach these challenges and
produce new chemical molecules with a specific flavor that can be synthesized. These

goals were tackled in the context of this work.

Hence, this work proposes a novel framework combining generative neural network
models and reinforcement learning to develop new flavors and flavor-based products.
This allows the possibility of generating new flavor molecules that can be synthesized
and applied in the industry to provide the products that can be considered natural. Thus,

addressing a critical challenge found in the modern flavor industry.

2 Methodology and results

Reinforcement Learning (RL) was introduced by Richard Sutton and Andrew Barto in
1984 based on behavioral psychology and is the third machine learning paradigm, along
with supervised and unsupervised learning. RL's application consists of an agent
interacting and learning from an environment. Based on the experience amassed, the
agent optimizes the defined objectives as cumulative rewards that must be maximized.
The agent does not need to have all the information regarding the environment. It only
requires the ability to interact with the environment and learn from it over time. This
agent-environment relation is based on value function, reward, policy, and model.
Recently, the efficiency of RL in solving sequential decision-making problems has

increased its popularity [9,10].



The sequential function of the RL model starts with the agent receiving an initial state
based on the observation of the environment. At a time, the agent must take action. Each
action leads to a consequence that can be a reward, state change, and observation. The
information gathered from its actions' results makes it possible for the agent to learn its

purpose over time [10].

Artificial Intelligence (Al) development for video games has been a largely studied field
aiming to achieve human-level performances when testing video games [11-13]. The
complex interactions between the agent and the virtual environment involve a decision-
making problem. In this instance, the RL model presents itself as a feasible solution.
Solving game challenges with RL has shown excellent results, alongside its combination

with deep learning to improve the generalization and scalability of the model [13].

The principle of this work is the development of new molecules with specific sought-after
properties and flavors. The generative model designs new molecules through randomly
chosen actions, even though they are associated with a probability of choice. The deep
generative model is a resourceful technique to recognize patterns of likelihood between
samples, which through the structure with numerous hidden layers of neural networks.
Implementing a Reinforcement Learning algorithm alongside the deep neural network
model of the generative model, maximizes the flavor-likeness of the molecule while
carrying other desired properties [14]. Hence, a deep reinforcement learning process is

proposed.

The methodology employed in this section is illustrated in Figure 1.
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Figure 1 Deep Reinforcement Learning model's methodology scheme.

The first step is the sampling of database. In the development of this work a web scraper
code developed extracted the database from the website FlavorDB [15]. For this purpose,
921 valid molecules were retrieved along with chemical properties information and the
flavor descriptors associated with the corresponding molecules. In sum, 417 flavor

descriptors were identified, in which the descriptors are correlated to each other.

Afterwards, each molecule of the database, one a one, are given as input to the deep
generative model in the SMILES form. The main focus of this work is the implementation

of reinforcement learning associated with the generative model.

First, the molecule is preprocessed so the model learns how to construct and deconstruct
it following the canonical deconstruction path. Then, the obtained information follows
the network path through the Gated Graph Neural Network (GGNN), introduced by Li et
al. (2016) [16]. The resultant molecules are evaluated through evaluation metrics in

intervals of epochs. The focus of this work is the implementation of reinforcement



learning associated with the generative model, so the structure and methodology of the

deep generative model will not be described.

After the generative model is trained, the trained models are saved. The best-trained
model in the generative neural network is the one used to train the proposed deep
reinforcement framework. The database utilized in the training of the generative model is
once again given as an input. The system of GGNN and global readout block is kept in
the same manner of the prior architecture. However, the agent impacts the way the

decisions are made to build a molecule.

The possible actions are the same, being add a new node, connect nodes in the graph or
finish the graph; simultaneously, the agent influences the choice of action and can
influence the choice of atom type used in the valid molecule's design [17]. The
environment states are the set of all the chemical structures designed during the generation
process. In other words, the environment is the generative model, and the states are the
output of the generation process for the whole database. Deep reinforcement learning
takes the batch of generated molecules as input for the agent, not each molecule as the
generative model does. It is essential to specify that, regardless of the reinforcement's

input, the generative model as the environment receives each molecule at a time.

To achieve better results, maximize the rewards, the weights in the CNN policy are
updated accordingly to the performance of the model. The CNN's weights also impact the
results of the loss function. In these circumstances, the agent influence is in the weights

in the calculation behind the generative model [17].

In a more straightforward perspective, compared to a video game, the environment is the
deep generative model, the main character is the loss function's weight, and the state is

the output of the deep generative model.



The generated molecules are analyzed and receive a reward from the agent. These
molecules are, once again, deconstructed and reconstructed, but this time, in the agent's
GGNN model. The mentioned process takes place to calculate the Action Probability
Distribution (APD) and its influence on the loss function, in the same way as performed
in the generative part. Similar to the previous section, the APD is calculated through a
SoftMax function [18]. The result obtained by the agent for the current RL batch is

compared to the one obtained in the previous batch.

The new action determined is applied to all the generated molecules aiming to estimate
the success of this action. In other words, it predicts the number of molecules that will be
fully terminated and valid when the generative model is reset with the updated weights.
In this instance, the action that performs better is the one with the heaviest weight in the
loss function. The metrics applied in analyzing a molecule's validation are the same as in

the previous section, namely: section 2.2 .

The designed molecules given as outputs of the generative model, which are fully finished
and valid, are separated from the rest of the batch to a group of finished molecules. These
molecules are given as an output of the agent for the corresponding batch. One relevant
aspect of this segmentation is that the RL's model considers the Uniformity-Completeness
Jensen—Shannon Divergence (UC-JSD) metric as the generation metric. For this instance,

the generation's success is also evaluated based on this specific metric.

Another critical part of the "traditional” reinforcement learning structure, used in games,
is the reward. The deep reinforcement learning proposed here also makes use of rewards.
The definition of the rewards is essential for guiding the agent's influence on the system,
as well as to enforce the system to follow the properties of interest in designing molecules.
In this work, the final score comprises the Synthetic Accessibility Score (SAScore)

rewards, the target size, and the Natural Product-likeness Score (NPScore).



Ertl et al. (2009) [19] proposed the Synthetic Accessibility Score. The score is calculated
considering the contribution of the molecule complexity and the fragmented
contributions. It is based on previous studies of a million known chemicals that were
already synthesized. The molecule complexity score notices the possible presence of non-
standard structural features. The final SAScore for each molecule ranges from one to ten.
An SAScore of one means that the molecule is easily synthesized, and ten means that the
molecule is very difficult to synthesize. The reward was defined so that the SAScore value

is inversely proportional to the reward given.

The Natural Product-likeness Score was introduced by Ertl et al. (2008) [20]. The score
is a Bayesian measure to quantify the similarity of a compound with a natural compound
based on the analysis of its structural fragment. The reference source for the natural
compounds is the CRC Dictionary of Natural Products (DNP). The score is ranged
between -5 and 5; the higher the score more similar to a natural product the molecule
analyzed is. Around the value zero are the pseudo-natural products [21]. The term was
proposed by Karageorgis et al. (2020) [22] and is applied to small molecules derived

through the combination of natural products' fragments.

The target size is defined as follows: if the number of nodes in the molecule's graph is
between zero and the predefined maximum, the reward is one, otherwise is zero. The final
score is the sum of the rewards for each RL batch, in which each contribution in the score
has equal weight. However, the final score calculation does not consider the contribution

of molecules that are not unique, invalid, or fully finished.

The agent's policy applied in this work has a memory saving of the performance of the
previous agents until the current state and is updated at every sampled learning step. It is
based on the reward shaping mechanism introduced by Buhmann et al. (2011) [23]. This

remembering makes it possible for the agent to know the actions that led to the best-



designed molecules so far, the ones with the highest score. It speeds up the system's

learning. The agent's remember policy is presented in equation 24 [24].

1_ ~ —_—
¢ Na) ZmeM]mol(A’ P, An,; 0) +% Zrﬁel\?]mol(A' A Ap; 0) (24)

J(6) =

Where, J(0) is the agent's remember policy; a is a scaling factor based on the contribution
of the best agent; N is the number of molecules sampled; M is the set of molecules, m,
generated in the current agent's epoch; J,,o; 1S the policy for each molecule; A is the
current agent; IP is the previous model; 4,, is the set of actions chosen to build a molecule

in the current agent's epoch; the "~" means that it is the best so far.

The molecule's remember policy is presented in equation 25 [24].
Jmot(8) = [log P(B)g — (logP (B)geys. + 08 (B))]? (25)

Where, o is a scaling factor treated as a hyperparameter, which tunes the contribution of
the score; P(B)p is the probability of choosing the sequence of actions B in the model

B; P(B)rgey. is the probability of the reference model for the same sequence of actions;
S (B) is the score for the molecule generated by the actions B.

The deep reinforcement learning will go through this loop until the defined number of
epochs is completed. Every batch of reinforcement implies a new training of the
generation model, utilizing the best model trained without reinforcement. The system's

output, generative and reinforcement learning, is the best set of the requested number of

new molecules to be designed.
The architecture of the deep reinforcement learning used is presented in Table 6.

Table 1 - Deep Reinforcement Learning hyperparameters.



Deep

Parameters Reinforcement
Learning's Value
A 0.50
Batch size 20
Block size 1000
Epochs 500
Generation epoch 1040
GGNN activation function SELU
GGNN depth 4
GGNN dropout probability 0
GGNN hidden dimension 250
GGNN width 100
Initial learning rate 1.00x10~*
Learning rate decay factor 0.99
Learning rate decay
10

interval

Loss function

Kullback-Leibler

divergence

Maximum relative

learning rate

1.00




Message passing layers

Message size — input size

100
of GRU
Minimum relative learning
1.00x10~*
rate
MLP activation function SoftMax
MLP depth
4
(Layers 1 and 2)
MLP dropout probability
0
(Layers 1 and 2)
MLP hidden dimension
500
(Layers 1 and 2)
Number of samples 200
Optimizer Adam
o 20
Weight decay 0
Weight initialization Uniform

The reinforcement learning's epochs are subsequently to the generative ones in

numeration. The neural network was trained for 500 epochs. Epoch 1040 was chosen as




the agent model, given its performance in the evaluation step. The evaluation results for

the selected epoch are presented in Table 2.

Table 2 —Evaluation results for the agent model chosen.

PV PVPT PPT PU
Epoch Vaw €av
(0-1) (0-1) (0-1) (0-1)
1040 1.00 1.00 1.00 9.35 1.88 0.90

The training performance metric of learning rate are shown in Figure 2. It is possible to
visualize that the chosen generation epoch has a high learning rate value, but is not the

highest.
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Figure 2 Reinforcement learning's learning rate.

Based on the best agent chosen, 200 molecules were generated, and 198 were considered

valid by the network, Figures 3 to 6.
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Figure 3 New designed molecules from Deep Reinforcement Learning part 1.
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Figure 5 New designed molecules from Deep Reinforcement Learning part 3.
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Figure 6 New designed molecules from Deep Reinforcement Learning part 4.

It is relevant to notice that the reinforcement learning training took approximately 6 hours
and 18 minutes, while the deep generative model took about 4 days, 5 hours, and 31
minutes. Although the generative model epochs were double the reinforcement learning

ones, the discrepancy in the amount of time required to train each SciML techniques is

prominent.

As previously explained, during the reinforcement learning training, the molecules
received a score based on the rewards metrics: SAScore, NPScore, and target size. The
metrics SAScore and NPScore are the main results of this section, noticing that they are
the target metrics of the work. The SAScore ranges from 1 to 10, being the lowest, the
easiest to synthesize, and the highest value the hardest. The NPScore goes from -5 to 5;

the higher the value more similar the newly designed molecule to a natural product. Based



on the work of Chen et al. (2019) [59], a score higher than zero can be classified as a
natural product. The pseudo-natural values are around zero on the scale with positive and
negative values. Within this frame, values of SAScore below three and NPScore higher
than zero will be considered optimal for the goal presented in this work, design molecules
that are easy to be synthesized and that can be considered as natural.

To verify the impact of the reinforcement learning method on the desired results, the
reward metrics were calculated for the molecules generated through the deep generative
model in the last section. Figure 7 presents a heat map of the frequency of the SAScore
range for generative and Reinforcement Learning (RL) results. In the same context,

Figure 8 presents a heat map for the NPScore range.

In Figure 7, it is possible to visualize that 81.31 % of the molecules generated through the
generative method obtained optimal values for the SAScore. In comparison, 79.80 % of
the molecules obtained through reinforcement learning achieved this result. However,
57.58 % of the reinforcement learning's molecules are between 1 and 2 for the SAScore,
while only 47.97 % of the generative method's molecules are in this range. This means
that even though the generative model can design molecules that present good results in

the target metric, the reinforcement learning design molecules with better performance.
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Figure 7 Heatmap of the frequency of values in the range of the SAScore for the

generative and the reinforcement learning model.

In Figure 8, it is possible to conclude that, once again, the reinforcement learning designs
molecules with better performance regarding the target metrics. The generative model
presented 72.21 % of the molecules in the optimal range of results for the NPScore.
However, 65.74 % of those are between 0 and 1, in the pseudo-natural range. At the same
time, 74.75 % of the reinforcement learning molecules have optimal results, and only
58.80 % are in the pseudo-natural range. In achieving optimal results for both target
metrics simultaneously, 53.53 % of the molecules achieved the optimal metrics for the
generative, and 55.55 % achieved it for reinforcement learning. Demonstrating that using
reinforcement learning improves the results when both metrics are considered.
Furthermore, when reinforcement learning is used, there is a significantly higher number
of molecules with the best values of the metrics. For instance, there are 20 molecules with

NPscore of 3 against the 5 molecules provided by the solely generative approach.
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3 Conclusion

The proposed work upraises a new perspective in flavor engineering based on Scientific
Machine Learning. Combining deep generative models, reinforcement learning, and deep
transfer learning was proposed to generate new flavor molecules. The focus was to
generate new flavoring molecules that could be synthesized and applied in the natural
products industry. Therefore, facing an emerging challenge present in the flavor

engineering industry.

It was demonstrated that employing the proposed deep reinforcement learning method
led to better results regarding the Synthetic Accessibility Score (SAScore) and the Natural
Product-likeness Score (NPScore). It obtained 10 % more molecules within the optimal

results than the deep generative model.

Hence, a new novel framework was created to enhance product engineering
developments, providing an innovative approach to generating molecules with specific
desired characteristics and chemical properties.
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