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ABSTRACT

Selecting optimal drug repurposing combinations for further preclinical development is a challenging technical feat. Due to the toxicity
of many therapeutic agents (e.g., chemotherapy), practitioners have favoured selection of synergistic compounds whereby lower doses
can be used whilst maintaining high efficacy. For a fixed small molecule library, an exhaustive combinatorial chemical screen becomes
infeasible to perform for academic and industry laboratories alike. Deep learning models have achieved state-of-the-art results in silico for
the prediction of synergy scores. However, databases of drug combinations are highly biased towards synergistic agents and these results
do not necessarily generalise out of distribution. We employ a sequential model optimization search applied to a deep learning model to
quickly discover highly synergistic drug combinations active against a cancer cell line, while requiring substantially less screening than an
exhaustive evaluation. Through iteratively adapting the model to newly acquired data, after only 3 rounds of ML-guided experimentation
(including a calibration round), we find that the set of combinations queried by our model is enriched for highly synergistic combinations.
Remarkably, we rediscovered a synergistic drug combination that was later confirmed to be under study within clinical trials.

Our method is available at: https://github.com/RECOVERCcoalition/Recover.

1 INTRODUCTION

Drug combinations are an important therapeutic strategy for treat-
ing diseases that are subject to evolutionary dynamics, in particular
cancers and infectious disease [1, 2]. Conceptually, as tumours
or pathogens are subject to change over time, they may develop
resistance to a single agent [3] — motivating one to target multi-
ple biological targets simultaneously [4]. Discovering synergistic
drug combinations is an important step towards developing robust
therapies as they hold the potential for greater efficacy, reducing
dose and thereby limiting the likelihood of adverse effects. There
are approximately 20,000 proteins encoded by the human genome
alone and many pathogenic targets beyond this. More concretely,
in a drug repurposing scenario (i.e., uncovering new indications for
known drugs), a small molecule library of >4,000 FDA approved
drugs [5] leads to >8 million pairwise combinations; this does not
appear tractable with standard high throughput screening (HTS)
technology — even at a single dose [6].

With the recent COVID-19 global health crisis, there has been
the need for rapid drug repurposing that would allow for expedited
and de-risked clinical trials. Due to the complexity of selecting drug
combinations and minimal training data publicly available, studies
have typically been focused towards monotherapy repurposing
from a variety of angles — often involving artificial intelligence
(AI) techniques to provide recommendations [7]. Pioneering work,

often utilizing deep learning, has now led to the prediction of syn-
ergistic drug combinations in a systematic manner. However, there
is a dearth of drug combination datasets due to the large combi-
natorial space of possible experiments — ultimately limiting the
quality of such predictions. A cost-efficient solution involves the
use of sequential model optimization (SMO) where one performs
both informative experiments (“exploration”) and experiments that
double-down on a promising hypothesis (“exploitation”) [8]. Util-
isation of such approaches can result in discovering most of the
promising combinations within a given library while requiring sub-
stantially less experimentation than an exhaustive search. With an
SMO platform available in conjunction with an appropriate in vitro
assay, one has a powerful tool to rapidly respond to a future public
health crisis.

There have now been a number of approaches for selection of
drug combinations [9]. Classic bioinformatics approaches have
focused on using machine learning and network statistics over
specified features of drugs (e.g., molecular fingerprints [10]), cell
lines (e.g., transcriptomics, copy number variations [11]) and in-
teractome topology between biomolecules (e.g., protein—protein
interactions, gene regulatory networks [12]). Initiatives such as
the Dialogue on Reverse Engineering Assessment and Methods
(DREAM) have led to a plethora of methods being benchmarked
against one another in prospective challenges through the gener-
ation of novel datasets [13]. Relevant to searching through large
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Figure 1: Overview of the RECOVER workflow integrating both a novel machine learning pipeline and iterated wet lab

evaluation.

combinatorial spaces, complex deep learning architectures have
been used to predict both adverse drug-drug interactions [14, 15]
and synergistic drug combinations [16-18]. SMO has shown huge
promise across a number of areas in biology, e.g., identification of
inhibitors of Mycobacterium tuberculosis growth [19], but has not
yet been applied in the context of drug combination selection for
repeated experiments.

We present a sequential model optimization platform that can
guide wet lab experiments: RECOVER. We first propose a synergy
regressor model based on a novel symmetric deep learning archi-
tecture. This regressor estimates the synergy for an arbitrary pair
of drugs represented through their molecular fingerprints. We per-
form a retrospective validation to benchmark the performance of
our model using the DrugComb database which is focused on on-
cology data [20]. Thereafter, we evaluate our SMO pipeline in silico,
which allows the model to select the most relevant data points to
be labelled in order to discover most promising combinations while
reducing model uncertainty. Finally, we test RECOVER prospectively
in an in vitro experimental setting whereby we discover novel syn-
ergistic combinations active against a breast cancer model cell line
(MCEF?7). This forms a proof of concept demonstration of RECOVER
— which then justifies the investment in a much larger drug combi-
nation screen.

2 RESULTS

2.1 RECOVER: sequential model optimization
platform for rapid drug repurposing

RECOVER is an open-source SMO platform for the optimal sugges-
tion of drug combinations, see Figure 1. To encourage use by the
scientific community, we detail a configuration that can be trained

on a personal computer or laptop without requiring dedicated com-
putational infrastructure. Pairs of drug feature vectors are fed into
a deep neural network which is used for the prediction of synergy
scores. These feature vectors include molecular fingerprints as well
as a one-hot encoding identifying a drug. For a description of the
model, see Section 3.

Our core focus is the prediction of pairwise drug combination
synergy scores. Whilst many mathematical descriptions of synergy
have been proposed, in the following work, we utilise the Bliss
synergy score due to its simplicity and numerical stability. In the
context of cell viability, the Bliss independence model assumes
that in the absence of synergistic effects, the expected fraction of
viable cells after treatment with drugs a and b at doses ¢, and ¢y,
written V' (cg, cp), is identical to the product of the fractions of viable
cells when utilising each drug independently, i.e., V(cq)V (cp). We
then define the Bliss synergy score as the difference between these
quantities such that a fraction of surviving cells V(cg, ¢) smaller
than the expected proportion V(cg)V(cp) leads to a large Bliss
synergy score

sBliss(Ca> cp) = V(ca)V(cp) = V(ca, cp) o))
=I(ca, cp) = I(ca) — I(cp) + I(ca)l(cp),  (2)

where I(-) = 1 — V(-) is the experimentally measured growth
inhibition induced by drug a, b, or both together at the associated
doses. Given a dose-response matrix for the two drugs, a global
synergy score can be obtained through a pooling strategy. In our
case, we take the maximum value, i.e.,

$Bliss = En%’,f SBliss(Ca> cp) - 3
as

In many studies, the arithmetic mean is taken to calculate a global
synergy score. Unfortunately, different laboratories use different
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dose intervals for each drug, and typically each drug combination
shows a synergistic effect at a specific dose-pair interval. Therefore,
the arithmetic mean is highly sensitive to the chosen dose interval,
which is why we chose to prioritise a max-pooling strategy as in
Eq. 3. Unless explicitly stated otherwise, a synergy score refers to a
global max-pooled Bliss score.

In addition to the prediction of synergy, our model estimates
the uncertainty associated with the underlying prediction. More
precisely, for a given combination of drugs, our model does not
only provide a point estimate of the synergy, but estimates the
distribution of possible synergy scores for each combination, which
we refer to as the predictive distribution. We define the uncertainty
as the standard deviation of the predictive distribution.

An acquisition function [21] is used to select the combinations
that should be tested in subsequent experiments. This acquisition
function is selected to balance between: exploration, prioritising
combinations with high uncertainty whereby labelling said points
should increase predictive accuracy; and exploitation, selection
of combinations believed to be synergistic with high confidence.
Through using a balanced method, it is believed that performance
across many experimental rounds is superior to an exploration-only
or exploitation-only strategy.

In summary, our SMO setting consists of generating recommen-
dations of drug combinations that will be tested in vitro at regular
intervals. At each step, our model is trained on all the data acquired
up to that point, and predictions are made for all combinations that
could be hypothetically tested experimentally. The acquisition func-
tion is then used to provide recommendations for in vitro testing.
The results of the experiments are then added to the training data
for the next round of experiments and the whole process repeats
itself.

2.2 Retrospective testing of RECOVER rapidly
predicts and rediscovers synergistic drug
combinations

We first evaluate the performance of our model in silico. After
comparing RECOVER to simple baselines, we investigate the gener-
alization abilities of the model in order to understand the scope of
tasks to which it can be applied. Finally, we evaluate performance
in the context of Sequential Model Optimization.

Due to the limited size of most individual drug combination
studies reported in the literature, we focus on the NCI-ALMANAC
viability screen [22] summarised in Figure 2. Unless explicitly stated
otherwise, presented in silico benchmarking utilises this resource.

Moreover, we refrained from combining multiple datasets due
to the severe batch effects between studies. In Figure 2E, we show
a scatter plot demonstrates inconsistency between the O’Neil 2016
[23] series of drug combination experiments against their NCI-
ALMANAC counterpart. We note this may be somewhat due to
variation in the readouts of these experiments, but do not speculate
further. Additional details of the data cleaning process are presented
in Section 3.4.

2.2.1 RECOVER outperforms baseline models. We first benchmark
the ability of RECOVER to predict synergy scores on a publicly avail-
able dataset. We compare our approach to several baseline models

for the prediction of the Bliss synergy score on the MCF?7 cell line.
We restrict ourselves to MCF7 for consistency with prospective in
vitro experiments.

In Table 1, we demonstrate that RECOVER outperforms baseline
models in terms of R? and Spearman correlation metrics. The hy-
perparameters for each model are optimized using a grid search;
extended details regarding the optimization procedure can be found
in Appendix A.1.

R? Spearman corr.
RECOVER 0.242 + 0.006 0.466 = 0.007
Linear SVM 0.171 £ 0.01 0.453 £ 0.004
Gradient Boosting Trees 0.172 + 0.002 0.459 + 0.001

Table 1: Comparison of RECOVER with baseline
models for the synergy score prediction within the
MCEF7 cell line. Standard deviation computed over
3 seeds.

We note that whilst performance appears modest, we argue that
this results from experimental noise in addition to the non-uniform
distribution of synergy scores. In Appendix B, we compute an upper
bound for the performance of the regression model in relation to
the magnitude of noise from experimental observations. We then
estimate the level of noise in the NCI-ALMANAC data set, and
compare the performance of RECOVER to the estimated best achiev-
able performance. This analysis shows that the RECOVER model
performance is reasonably close to the hypothetical maximum; for
example, RECOVER achieves 0.47 Spearman correlation, while the
highest achievable Spearman correlation is estimated to be 0.64.

We now provide some evidence that this level of predictability
can in fact be sufficient within a Sequential Model Optimization set-
ting to identify highly synergistic combinations. We do this through
recovery of the top fraction of highly synergistic combinations —
defined by a maximum Bliss synergy score of above 30 — within the
test set. In Figure 3, we report the proportion of highly synergistic
combinations as a function of the number of combinations queried.
The percentage of synergistic combinations in the query is superior
to the proportion in the whole test set, but decreases with the size
of the query.

Exemplar visualizations of the drug embeddings learnt by RECOVER
are available in Appendix C.1.

2.2.2  Generalization capabilities of RECOVER. We have shown that
predictions from RECOVER can be used to identify highly synergistic
drug combinations retrospectively given a cell line and a fixed
set of drugs. We now investigate whether RECOVER can generalize
beyond the training distribution in various ways: (a.) What is the
performance on test examples drawn from the same distribution
as the training set was drawn from? (b.) Can RECOVER generalize
to new drugs? (c.) Can RECOVER leverage observations from other
cell lines in order to improve the predictions on the MCF7 cell
line? (d.) Can RECOVER predict the synergy of a combination on
the MCF7 cell line if this combination has already been tested
on other cell lines? (e.) Can RECOVER predictions transfer to new
experimental scenarios? These tasks are illustrated graphically in
Figure 4. Answering these questions is crucial to aid experimental
design in a prospective setting.
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Figure 2: Model performance was evaluated on synergy data from the NCI-ALMANAC viability screen [22] for the MCF7 cell
line. After quality control, synergy scores could be computed for 4271 unique drug pairs. (A.) Distribution of dose-response
matrix dimensions. (B.) Distribution of clinical phases of the considered 95 distinct drugs. (C.) Synergy scores for each
drug-pair. White squares indicate missing or removed (low-quality) dose-response matrices. (D.) Histogram of average
synergy scores for each drug computed across all drug pairs recorded. (E.) Scatter plot across 783 (drug-pair, cell line) tuples

found in both NCI-ALMANAC and O’Neil 2016 [23].
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Figure 3: Proportion of queried combinations with
synergy score >30 in test set as a function of query
size (MCF?7 cell line data). Standard deviation com-
puted over 3 seeds.

Depending on the task at hand, the model configuration will
differ slightly. For all tasks (excluding the drug level split task), the
drug feature representations consists of the Morgan fingerprints
[24] concatenated with a one-hot encoding of the drug. For the
drug level split task, only the Morgan fingerprint is used. When
several cell lines are available, the model is conditioned on cell
lines using feature-wise linear modulation (FILM) [25]. The cell line
features are either a one-hot encoding of the cell line for tasks (c.)
and (e.), or some information about mutations and basal level of
gene expression for task (d.). For more details refer to Section 3.4.

In Table 2, we report the validation and test performance metrics
of RECOVER for each of the five tasks. This analysis provides several
key insights. First, we notice that there is a significant drop in
performance when trying to generalize to combinations of new
drugs. However performance is still above the level of random
selection — as confirmed by Figure 13 available in Appendix. Second,
we notice that leveraging other cell lines improves performance on
the MCF7 cell line in terms of R?, and the synergy of a combination
can be well predicted on MCF?7 if it has already been observed
for other cell lines. Finally, we notice that the model generalizes
poorly to an entirely new experimental setting. From Figure 2E,
this appears to be due to severe batch effects.

For prospective in vitro experiments, this analysis suggests a
staged approach is required to adapt our model to a new laboratory
and then to novel compounds.

2.2.3 Backtesting RECOVER demonstrates efficient exploration of
drug combination space. We benchmarked the SMO pipelines as
described in Section 2.1, whereby the model is shown a fraction
of the full data set and can choose sample points to unblind. This
analysis is restricted to the MCF7 cell line.

In order to simulate real-world interactions with the wet lab, we
start with a set of 30 randomly chosen drug pairs that the pipeline
is initially trained on, while the rest of the data is hidden from the
pipeline. Hence, these combinations are always part of the visible
set. We split the visible set into a training and validation set (80/20),
train the model using early stopping and then acquire 30 additional
drug pairs, before repeating the entire procedure again with the
new training set of 60 drug pairs (i.e., 30 + 30), and then with 90,
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RZ

Valid.
Test

0.343 £ 0.053
0.242 £+ 0.006

0.401 + 0.147
0.038 £+ 0.002

0.387 £ 0.032
0.282 +0.017

0.278 £ 0.027
0.382 + 0.017

0.304 +0.021
0.014 £ 0.016

Spearman c.

Valid. 0.474 +0.021 0.459 + 0.069 0.518 +£0.021 0.299 £ 0.047
Test 0.466 £ 0.007 0.157 £ 0.012 0.448 + 0.021 0.378 £ 0.015

0.589 +0.032
0.147 £ 0.075

Table 2: Performance of RECOVER for the different tasks, as detailed in Figure 4. Standard deviation computed over 3 seeds.

and so on, until no more drug pairs are left to acquire from the
hidden set.

A range of methods can be used to generate recommendations
for new drug pairs, typically as specified by an acquisition function
[21]. The acquisition functions that we investigate are detailed in
Section 3.2.2.

Our in silico experiments try to mirror as closely as possible
the setting of the in vitro experiments. Therefore, unless specified
otherwise, they were restricted to the MCF7 cell line and 30 combi-
nations were acquired at a time using the same model as the one
used to generate recommendations for the in vitro experiments.

We compare acquisition functions by the rate at which they
unblind the set of top 1% of synergistic combinations in the NCI-
ALMANAC dataset within each synthetic experimental round (or
iteration). As shown in Figure 5, Greedy acquisition and Upper
Confidence Bound (UCB) acquisition, two Model-based searches,
perform on par with each other and outperform Random Search
by a large margin. Both approaches discover 80% of the top 1%
of synergistic drug pairs in approximately 15 iterations whereas
Random Search discovers less than 20%.

We note that for the prediction of the average Bliss synergy score
(instead of the maximum Bliss) using a configuration with a smaller

batch size (5 drugs per iteration), described in Appendix D.1, UCB
outperformed the Greedy acquisition function, see Figure 5 (inset).
This demonstrates that taking uncertainty into account to guide
experiments can increase the performance of the pipeline over a
naive Greedy acquisition strategy in some cases.

Figure 6 presents the average synergy among queried combina-
tions at each step of the SMO pipeline. While the average synergy
using Random Search is always approximately 10, Model-based
searches query batches for which the average synergy can be up to
25. After approximately 15 iterations, the average synergy in the
queries starts to decrease, as there are very few highly synergistic
combinations left to query.

Another important aspect of the SMO pipeline is its ability to
leverage publicly available data in order to improve performance
in a new experimental setting. To this end, we analyzed the impact
of pretraining the model on the O’Neil database before simulating
SMO experiments on a subset of the NCI-ALMANAC database.
As shown in Figure 7, pretraining improves SMO performance,
meaning that knowledge can be transferred from one study to the
other, even though model predictions do not generalize without
adaptation, see Appendix D.2 for details.
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2.3 Prospective use of RECOVER enriches for
selection of synergistic drug combinations

From the in silico results, we now test RECOVER prospectively in
an oncology setting, leveraging publicly available data to pretrain
upon. The MCF7 cell line was used to generate 6 X 6 dose-response
matrices, see Section 3.5 for more details. We perform multiple
rounds of RECOVER-informed wet lab experiments and observe se-
quential improvements in performance. The rounds of experiments
are described as follows:

1. Calibration. The initial round of experiments is used to sup-
plement publicly available data with 20 randomly selected
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Figure 7: Effect of pretraining on the rate of discov-
ery of highly synergistic combinations within NCI-
ALMANAC through pretraining on O’Neil. SMO
performed on the subset of NCI-ALMANAC con-
sisting of drug pairs for which at least one drug is
contained within O’Neil. Only cell lines appearing
in both studies were used and RECOVER was condi-
tioned on cell line. Standard deviation computed
over 3 seeds

unseen drug combinations. Furthermore, we confirmed the
previous in silico result that we could not predict synergy
scores for unseen drugs (using public data) through selecting
the 5 top combinations selected by RECOVER and a Graph
Neural Network (GNN) model that we did not pursue further.
It was also specified that drug should appear in at most a
single drug combination queried.

2. Diversity. We now select drug combinations based on the model
predictions through the UCB acquisition function. To further
ensure that we quickly observe all single drugs at least once
(as we showed that the model cannot generalize well to un-
seen drug combinations), we select our batch of experiments
as follows. First we rank combinations according to their ac-
quisition function score. We then find the first combination
which involves a drug that has not yet been used (or involved
in one of the combinations from the current batch), and add
it to the batch. We repeat until we have 30 combinations in
the batch.

3. SMO Search. RECOVER is now free to select any drug pairs of
interest for testing, with the requirement that any single
drug may be selected no more than 5 times.

The computational protocol was designed to predict synergy
of drug pairs where only one compound was already seen by the
model during pretraining on ALMANAGC, see grey area in Figure 8A.
NCI-ALMANAC includes 95 unique drugs which were employed
in combinations tested on MCF7 cell line. We chose to deprioritise
drugs without a well-characterised mechanism of action (MoA) to
facilitate biological interpretation and validation of the results, see
pink area in Figure 8A. To achieve this, drugs in NCI-ALMANAC
were annotated with known targets extracted from the ChEMBL
drug mechanism table: 54 drugs matched with at least one known
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target were thus selected. An additional 54 drugs were selected
by clustering drugs with known MoA that are included in the
DrugComb [20] database but not in NCI-ALMANAC, see Section
3.4 for details. Hence, a search space including a total of 2,916
drug combinations were obtained, see the white area in left bottom
corner of Figure 8A.

In Figure 8B, we plot the cumulative density function of each
experimental round. We note that the distribution starts developing
a heavier tail towards high max Bliss synergy scores and the mean
synergy score significantly increases between the first to the third
round (t-test, p < 0.05). This emergent heavy tail appears signifi-
cant when comparing the distribution in the SMO Search round to
the background distribution of synergy scores in NCI-ALMANAC
(Kolmogorov—Smirnov test, p < 0.025), see Figure 2C (inset). Fi-
nally, the highest max Bliss synergy score observed increases from
one round to the next.

The results of in silico experiments presented in Figure 6 suggest
that performance may further increase in the following rounds of
in vitro testing.

2.4 Discovery and rediscovery of novel
synergistic drug combinations

We now discuss some of the key combinations identified, namely
two highly synergistic combinations discovered in the SMO Search
round: (a.) Alisertib & Pazopanib, and (b.) Flumatinib (mesylate) &
Mitoxantrone (dihydrochloride). We plot the Bliss synergy matrices
in Figure 9.

A . B
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Figure 9: Bliss synergy dose response plots for (A.)
Alisertib & Pazopanib and (B.) Flumatinib & Mitox-
antrone.

Pazopanib inhibits angiogenesis through targeting a range of ki-
nases including vascular endothelial growth factor receptor (VEGFR),
platelet-derived growth factor receptor (PDGFR), c-KIT and fibrob-
last growth factor receptors (FGFR); in contrast Alisertib is a highly
selective inhibitor of mitotic Aurora A kinase. Synergism between
the two agents is hypothesised to be linked to the observation that
mitosis-targeting agents also demonstrate antiangiogenic effects.
In an independent study, the combination of Alisertib & Pazopanib
has successfully completed phase 1b clinical trials for advanced
solid tumours sponsored by the Takeda Pharmaceutical Company
[26].

The combination of Flumatinib and Mitoxantrone appears to
be linked to a similar mechanism, but does not seem to have been

studied in the biomedical literature. Whilst Flumatinib is a tyrosine
kinase inhibitor targeting Ber-Abl, PDGFR and ¢-KIT, Mitoxantrone
is a Type II topoisomerase inhibitor. Furthermore, compared to the
first combination, neither drug requires a high dose of 50 uM to
achieve the maximum Bliss synergy score.

Our ability to prospectively identify highly synergistic drug com-
binations with orthogonal evidence whilst only testing fewer than
100 drug combinations suggests that SMO-driven drug combina-
tion screening should play a large role in future drug combination
research. Furthermore, tools like RECOVER may have a role to play
when addressing novel emergent infectious disease such as the
COVID-19 pandemic.

3 METHODS

3.1 High level overview

We frame the problem of pairwise drug synergy prediction as a
regression task ({a, b}, syn). Given a pair of drugs a, b, we aim to
predict their level of synergy, syn. Our proposed architecture is
an end-to-end framework trained with a mean square error (MSE)
criterion.

Our model can be decomposed into two modules. First, a single
drug module, E, which produces representations (or embeddings)
for the drugs based on their chemical structure information. The
embeddings from a pair of drugs is used as input to the combination
module P, which directly estimates the synergy score; see Figure
10.

Further, uncertainty estimation methods are used in order to
estimate the predictive distribution of synergies p(syn|{a,b}) for
each drug pair {a, b}, as opposed to a point estimate. The predictive
distributions of drug pairs are given as input to an acquisition
function in order to decide which combinations should be tested
in vitro, balancing between combinations that are informative, i.e.
that can reduce the generalization error of the model later on, and
combinations that are likely to be synergistic.

3.1.1 Single drug module. Let X¢ € R"XID denote the matrix
of drug features, where ng is the number of drugs in D and Iy
corresponds to the number of raw features that describe each drug.
Drug features used in this work include molecular fingerprints [10]
and one-hot encoding of the drugs.

We denote the matrix of cell line features by X¢ € R"¢*lc, with
C the set of cell lines, n¢ corresponding to the number of cell lines
in C and I giving the number of raw features for each cell line.

The single drug module can be written as a function E : D —
R¥D where k) corresponds to the dimension of the output vector
representation of each drug. Our single drug module is a simple
multi-layer perceptron (MLP) that takes raw features of drugs as
input and outputs an updated vector representation. This MLP can
be conditioned on cell line as described in Section 3.1.3.

In Appendix A.2, we investigated several types of input features
for the drugs. Best performance was achieved when using both
Morgan fingerprints and one-hot encodings.

3.1.2  Combination module. Given a set of drugs D, the combina-
tion module corresponds to a function P : (ZZ) ) — R that maps a
pair of drugs to their Bliss synergy score. We remark first that P
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should be agnostic to the order of the two drugs. Hence, the first op-
eration of P correspond to a permutation invariant function - such
as element-wise sum, mean, or max operations — applied to the two
vector representations corresponding to each drug. In this work, we
use a bilinear operation defined by a tensor B € Rkp*koxk yhere
k is a hyperparameter corresponding to the dimension of the vec-
tor representation of a drug combination. To ensure permutation
invariance, we enforce that every slice across the third dimension
(denoted as B;), is a symmetric matrix. Note that we do not enforce
B; to be positive definite, hence B; does not necessarily define a
scalar product. The output of this permutation invariant function
is fed to an MLP that outputs the predicted synergy for the pair of
drugs. Again, the MLP can be conditioned on cell lines, see Section
3.1.3.

3.1.3  Cell line conditioning. As a drug effect is context dependent,
the synergy of a combination of two drugs can be different in
experiments using different cell lines. To account for the cell line
in our model we condition on it using FILM [25]. In essence, the
FiLM approach learns an affine transformation of the activation of
each neuron in the MLP.

The feature representation of the cell line is either based on a
one-hot encoding, or on information about mutations and basal
level of gene expression. The former approach relies on having data
for each cell line in the training set and cannot generalise to new
cell lines. The second approach makes use of features that represent
cell lines as described in Section 3.4.

3.2 Searching the space of drug combinations

3.2.1 Uncertainty estimation. Estimating the uncertainty of the
predictions is a key step towards providing reliable recommenda-
tions as well as driving the exploration with SMO. For this purpose,

we use a common uncertainty estimation methods, deep ensem-
bles [27]. Given an ensemble of models which differ only in the
initialization of the parameters, the predictions of the different
models are considered as samples from the predictive distribution.
In this work, we define uncertainty as the standard deviation of
the predictive distribution, and can be estimated from the standard
deviation between the predictions of the different members of the
ensemble. Unless specified otherwise, we use a deep ensemble as
the uncertainty estimation method in our experiments.

We also investigated directly estimating the standard deviation
of the predictive distribution, in a similar fashion to DEUP [28]. Two
models are initialized: the first one, denoted as the mean predictor,
predicts the expected synergy jI and is trained with Mean Square
Error (MSE). The second model, denoted as the uncertainty predictor,
outputs an estimate of the standard deviation of the predictive
distribution ¢ and is trained to minimize the following negative
log-likelihood criterion:

log(6) _ (y=)’

NLL = _
2 252

4)
where y is the ground truth variable of interest. This criterion allows
us to get an estimator & of the standard deviation of the predictive
distribution for each combination, and its derivation is presented
in Appendix E. When fixing 6 = 1, NLL corresponds to the MSE
criterion.

3.2.2  Sequential model optimization. Sequential model optimiza-
tion (SMO) aims at discovering an input x* € X maximizing an
objective function S:

x* € argmax S(x). (5)
xeX

The SMO approach consists in tackling this problem by itera-
tively querying the objective function S in order to find a maximizer
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x* in a minimal number of steps. At each step ¢, the dataset is aug-
mented such that D; contains all the inputs that have already been
acquired at time t. The dataset D; is then used to find the next
query x(*D In the context of drug combinations, x corresponds
to a pair of drugs, and the objective function S corresponds to the
synergy score.

In what follows, f refers to an estimator of the objective function
S. One may notice that several properties of the potential queries
x(®) should be taken into account. One would like to find an x(*)
that would be informative to acquire (i.e., the uncertainty at x(0) s
high) in order to obtain a reliable estimator of the objective function

early on. On the other hand, one would like to find an x(®) that
is a good guess in the sense that f(x(t)) is close to the expected
maximum maxye x f(x). Looking for queries which are informative
is referred to as exploration while looking for queries which are
expected to maximize the objective function is called exploitation.

The key challenge of SMO is to balance between exploration and
exploitation. This is typically achieved by designing an acquisition
function o which defines a score on the space of inputs X and takes
into account both f(x) and an estimate of the uncertainty at x. The
input which maximizes the score « is chosen as the next query. An
overview of the SMO approach is presented in Algorithm 1.

In our synthetic SMO experiments, the model was reinitialized
and trained from scratch on all visible data after each query. Whilst
not designed for optimal computational efficiency, this procedure
ensures that the model is not overfitting on examples that have
been acquired early on.

Algorithm 1: Sequential model optimization

Input: Initial data Dy, objective function estimator f
fort e {1,2,..} do
Select new x(¢*1) by optimizing an acquisition function &

XD = argmax a(x; f)
X

Query objective function S to obtain y**!
Augment data Dy = Dy U {(xH, 411}
Update estimator f

end for

Acquisition functions define the exploration strategy that is
used to balance between exploration and exploitation. In what
follows, we assume that we have access to an estimate of the mean
of the predictive distribution, fi(x), as well as an estimate of the
uncertainty 6(x). The key acquisition functions considered are
detailed below.

Brute-Force. a(x) corresponds to random noise, and therefore
the drug combinations are selected at random.

Greedy. a(x) = ji(x). This acquisition function corresponds to
pure exploitation whereby we select drug combinations with the
highest predicted synergy.

Pure Exploration. a(x) = 6(x). This cquisition function corre-
sponds to pure exploration. The strategy aims at labelling the most
informative examples in order to reduce model uncertainty as fast
as possible, and corresponds to the traditional strategy in Active
Learning.

Upper Confidence Bound (UCB). . a(x) = p(x) + k& (x). This
strategy balances between exploration and exploitation. k € Ris a
hyperparameter that is typically positive. Higher values of x give
more importance to exploration.

Unless specified otherwise, in silico experiments involving SMO
were performed using UCB with k = 1.



3.3 Recommendation generation

In order to generate the recommendations for in vitro experiments,
we trained 3 models using 3 different seeds on the NCI-ALMANAC
study, restricting ourselves to samples from the MCF?7 cell line. We
refer to these 3 models as pretrained.

Afterwards, we fine-tuned on in-house data. More precisely, the
weights of one of the pretrained models were loaded, and some
additional training was performed on in-house data only, using early
stopping. This fine-tuning process was repeated with 12 different
seeds for each pretrained model. We ended up with an ensemble of
36 fine-tuned models in total.

This ensemble was used to generate predictions (j, 6) for all
candidate combinations. We then used UCB with k = 1 to obtain
a score according to which all candidates were ranked. The exact
procedure to select the set of combinations for each of the three
rounds is described in Subsection 2.3.

3.4 Dataset processing

Datasets have been pre-processed and normalized in a centralised
data repository RESERVOIR!.

The repository unifies data around biologically relevant molecules
and their interactions. Pre-processing and normalizing scripts are
provided for traceability, and a Python API has been made available
to facilitate access. Below, the major data types included are briefly
described.

3.4.1 Drugs. Data on drugs and biologically active compounds has
been extracted from Chembl [29], pre-processed and indexed with
unique identifiers. A translation engine has been provided such that
a compound can be translated to a unique identifier using generic
or brand drug names, SMILES strings and Pubchem [30] CIDs.

3.4.2 Cell Line Features. Additionally, RESERVOIR retrieved cell
line features from the Cancer Dependency Map [31]. These include
genetic mutations, base level gene expression and metadata.

3.4.3 Drug combinations. Literature drug combination data were
extracted from DrugComb version 1.5 [20]. Quality control was
applied on the experiments in DrugComb. Only blocks (i.e. combina-
tion matrices) complying to the following criteria were selected: (a.)
filter out erroneous blocks that show very low variance, specifically
inhibition standard deviation <0.05, (b.) filter out small blocks less
than 3 X 3 dimensions, (c.) filter out blocks with extreme inhibition
values, such that 5% < mean pooled growth inhibition <95%.

The dataset used for model pretraining and in silico experiments
consists of 4463 data points relative to experiments on MCF7 cell
line expressed as max Bliss which were reported in the Almanac
study. These data correspond to 4271 unique drug combinations
made up by 95 unique drugs.

The prediction set for experiment selection was built by tak-
ing 54 out of the 95 Almanac drugs for which a mode of action
(MoA) was annotated in ChEMBL 25 [29]. An additional 54 drugs
were obtained by clustering 719 drugs with known MoA that are
included in DrugComb but are not part of Almanac. Clustering
was performed with the k-medoids algorithm as implemented in
scikit-learn 0.24.2 [32] (n_clusters=54, metric=Tanimoto similarity,

Isee http:\\github.com\RECOVERcoalition\RESERVOIR
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init=k-medoids++), drugs were encoded by Morgan fingerprints
with radius 2 and 1024 bits calculated with RDKit [33]. A repre-
sentative compound for each cluster was obtained by taking the
cluster centroid.

Three of the centroid drugs were replaced due to lack of avail-
ability from commercial vendors or due to poor reported solubility.
Replacements for each of the three drugs were selected by taking
the nearest analogue (evaluated by Tanimoto similarity) in the same
cluster. 54 Almanac and 54 non-Almanac compounds thus selected
were used to build a set of 2916 binary combinations made up by
one Almanac and one non-Almanac compound.

3.5 Experimental protocol

3.5.1 Cell lines. MCF-7 cells were obtained from ATCC and main-
tained in DMEM (Corning) supplemented with 10% FBS (Corning)
and Anti-anti (Gibco) at 37°C in 5% CO2 in a humidified incubator.
Before the screens, the cell lines were passaged twice after thawing.
Cultures were confirmed to be free of mycoplasma infection using
the MycoAlert Mycoplasma Detection Kit (Lonza).

3.5.2 Drug Combination Assays. A list of the tested compounds
along with their concentration ranges and target mechanisms will
be released with the full publication. The compound-specific con-
centration ranges were selected based on their published activities.
All compounds were pre-diluted in DMSO to a stock concentration
that varied from 10 to 50 mM, depending on the final concentration
range required for each compound.

Briefly, compounds were plated as a 6 X 6 dose-response com-
bination matrix in natural 384 well plates (Greiner), in a serial 1:3
dilutions of each agent (5 concentrations) and only DMSO as the
lowest concentration. We used a combination plate layout where
six compound pairs could be accommodated on one 384 well plate.
A set of control wells with DMSO was included on all plates as
negative control. To ensure reproducibility and comparability with
the subsequent combination studies, the IC50 of Doxorubicin was
used as reference in a 6-point dose response format in each plate
as positive (total killing) control.

Cells were seeded in white 384-well plates (Greiner) at 1000
cells/well in 50 pL of media using a Multidrop dispenser and al-
lowed to attach for 2 h. Compounds from pre-plated matrix plates
were transferred to each well using a 100 nL head affixed to an
Agilent Bravo automated liquid handling platform, and plates were
incubated at 37°C in 5% CO2 for an additional 72 hours. To mea-
sure the cell viability, CellTiter-Glo reagent (diluted 1:6 in water,
Promega) was dispensed into the wells (30 yL), incubated for 3
minutes, and luminescence was read on a Envision plate reader
(Perkin-Elmer). Final DMSO concentration in assay wells was 0.2%.
The assay was performed with 3 biological replicates.

4 DISCUSSION

We have presented the SMO toolbox RECOVER for drug combination
selection. We demonstrated its potential through substantial bench-
marking using publicly available databases, followed by prospective
experimentation through a drug combination screen demonstrat-
ing an insightful proof of concept. We now provide commentary
on key aspects on our approach covering datasets, computational
methodology, and wet-lab techniques.
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We note the considerable difficulties of working with biased pub-
licly available datasets. Inconsistent media between multiple labs
and the presence of spontaneous mutations within immortalised in
vitro models limits ease of data integration between laboratories
[34]. Within oncology, protein coding mutations may drive resis-
tance to any one chemotherapeutic agent, but also large scale gene
dosing changes from non-coding mutations [35], copy number vari-
ation [36] and aneuploidy [37]. These issues have been somewhat
alleviated though careful choice of metric to optimise (max pooled
Bliss synergy scores) and only using publicly available data for
pretraining. Prospectively generated data using careful controls is
only minimally affected by the aforementioned problems.

From a computational perspective, we experimented with a range
of more complicated models. For example, we considered using
graph neural networks to model biomolecular interactions [38],
which have numerous benefits included greater biological inter-
pretability and incorporation of prior knowledge, namely drug-
target and protein-protein interactions. However, the computa-
tional overhead limited large hyper-parameter searches over the
space of possible models — and ultimately only resulted in marginal
increases in performance. We believe that the limited diversity of
the dataset and the simplicity of the task, a one dimensional re-
gression, did not allow these more advanced approaches to reach
their full potential. Therefore, we prioritised a framework that
could be run quickly for rapid turnaround of recommendations for
experimental testing.

When considering active learning, we are required to collapse
highly complex information into a single number to be optimised
(i.e., a synergy score). Whilst there is opportunity to improve choices
of metric (synergy scores may not reflect absolute cell viability),
assay readouts that better characterise cell state (compared to cell vi-
ability) may provide a stronger starting point. In particular, an omic
readout, through microarray [39] or single cell sequencing [40];
and high content imaging [41] provide a much higher dimensional
understanding of cell state. Furthermore, derived properties from
these readouts may be more interpretable, e.g., pathway activation
[42] or extracellular signalling [43]. Remarkably, even while only
using cell viability as a readout, we achieved significant progress
in identifying novel synergistic drug combinations.

Drug combinations can achieve benefits that are unattainable
by mono-therapies. For example, consider the case of certain blood
cancers where multi-agent treatments can achieve cure rates of up
to 80% [44], a significant improvement when compared to standard
of care at the time. This calls for methods to significantly and
robustly identify synergy in drug combinations — which we have
developed here.

We showcase a general methodology, consisting of careful anal-
ysis of the properties of the machine learning pipeline — such as
its out-of-distribution generalization capacities — to help us design
some aspects of the in vitro experiments, and eventually ensure a
smooth and successful interaction between the machine learning
pipeline and the wet lab.
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APPENDIX

A MODEL SELECTION

A.1 Hyperparameter tuning

RECOVER. The hyperparameters of RECOVER have been optimized within the following set of values. Because it was not tractable to
perform a grid search over all possible values at once, hyperparameters have been optimized one at a time in an iterative way. The set of
parameters that yielded best performance is highlighted.

e Learning rate: [1x 1071, 1x 1072, 1x 1073,1x 1074, 1 x 107>, 1 X 107¢]

e Batch size: [16, 32, 64, 128, 256]

e Weight decay: [1,1x 1071, 1x1072,1x1073,1x 1074, 1x 107>, 1 x 107%, 0]

e Morgan fingerprint radius: [2, 3, 4, 5]

e Morgan fingerprint dimension: [1024, 2048]

o Output dimension of the single drug MLP: [16, 32, 64, 128, 256]

e Dimension(s) of the hidden layer(s) of the single drug MLP: [[512], [256], [1024], [2048], [4096], [1024, 1024], [1024, 1024, 1024], [1024,
512], [1024, 512, 256]]

e Dimension(s) of the hidden layer(s) of the combination MLP: [[32], [64], [128], [256], [64, 16], [64, 32], [64, 64]]

Baselines. A grid search has been performed to optimize the hyperparameters of Gradient Boosting Trees. The set of parameters that
yielded best performance is highlighted. The number of trees was set to 100.
Maximum tree depth: [2, 5, 10, 20]
Minimum number of samples to split a node: [2, 5, 10, 20, 50]
Learning rate: [0.0001, 0.001, 0.01, 0.1, 1]
Maximum feature: [all, Vtotal number of features, log, [total number of features]]

Similarly, a grid search has been performed for Linear SVM:

e tolerance for stopping criterion: [1 X 1071, 1x1072,1x1073,1x 1074, 1 x 10’5]
e Regularization C: [0.0001, 0.001, 0.01, 0.1, 1., 10]

A.2 Feature importance study

In Table 3, we compare the performance of RECOVER when provided with different types of features for the drugs. Interestingly, the
performance of the model is similar whether the one hot encoding of the drug or its Morgan fingerprint is used as input. We notice a slight
improvement when using both feature types together.

Note that the number of parameters of the model is always the same regardless of the type of feature provided as input. When a feature
type should not be used, the corresponding part of the drug feature vector is set to zero without changing its dimension.

Table 3: Feature importance study for the prediction of max Bliss score on the MCF7 cell line. Standard deviation computed
over 3 seeds.

R? Spearman corr.
RECOVER (fingerprint + one hot)  0.242 + 0.006 0.466 + 0.007
RECOVER (fingerprint) 0.232 £ 0.007 0.458 £ 0.010
RECOVER (one hot) 0.230 £ 0.029 0.449 £ 0.017

B THEORETICAL UPPER BOUNDS

In this section, we investigate in more details the reasons why RECOVER achieves relatively poor performance in terms of Spearman correlation
and R?, while yielding signifcant speed-up in the Sequential Model optimization setting.

Several things might prevent our model from achieving high performance on the synergy score regression task. First, the data acquisition
process is noisy. Second, the distribution of maximum Bliss synergy scores is highly non uniform: most of the data points are close to zero,
while some examples are very far from the mean.

As an example, let us consider the case of Spearman correlation. Given that the observations are noisy, the observed rank among synergies
might be corrupted compared to the true one, especially in the region close to zero where the density of examples is very high. The tails of
the distribution represent a very small percentage of the total number of examples, and thus have a little effect on the value of the aggregated
statistics.
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For these reasons, aggregated statistics may not capture well what we care about. In order to get a better understanding of the performance
of our model, we wanted to compare aggregated statistics to their theoretical upper bound, taking into account the presence of noise and the
distribution of synergy scores.

Evaluating the level of noise. We first evaluated the level of noise by considering all the replicates from the NCI-ALMANAC study. Two
examples are considered replicates when the same pair of drugs has been tested on the same cell line. We found 1960 triplets ({drug1, drug2},
cell line) that had been tested several times. For each triplet, we computed the standard deviation of the maximum Bliss score across the
replicates. Let us call this the level of noise for a given triplet. We then computed the average level of noise N across all triplets.

Evaluating the performance of a perfect regressor model as a function of the level of noise in the dataset. In order to simulate the performance
of a perfect regressor model, we considered the synergies from NCI-ALMANAC as the true synergies. We then simulated a noisy acquisition
process by corrupting the true synergies with some Gaussian noise N (0,7 = N). The upper bound was then obtained by computing the
aggregated statistics between the true synergies and the corrupted ones. This corresponds to evaluating on the true synergies a model which
fits perfectly the noisy observations.

Upper bounds have been computed for R* and Spearman correlation using various levels of noise and are reported in Figure 11. While
there is still room for improvement for RECOVER, we see that the noisy acquisition process alone leads to significant limitations in the
performance that can be reached.
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(a) Theoretical upper bound for the Spearman correlation as a function (b) Theoretical upper bound for the R? as a function of the level of
of the level of noise in the measurement noise in the measurement

Figure 11: Comparison of the performance of RECOVER with theoretical upper bounds that take into account the level of
noise in the data. The upper bound, shown in blue, is a function of the level of noise. The standard deviation for the upper
bound is lower than x1073 for both statistics (estimated over 3 seeds). The estimated level of noise in our dataset is shown in
green. The performance of RECOVER as well as its standard error are shown in red.

C MODEL EVALUATION

C.1 Visualization of drug embeddings

As an attempt to get a better insight into the drug embeddings learnt by RECOVER, we report UMAP visualizations of the drug embeddings
generated by the single drug module. Color represents information about the known targets of each drug, which is not used by the RECOVER
model.

As shown in Figure 12, there seems to be some consistency between the drug embeddings learnt by RECOVER and the known targets of the
drugs. Drugs with similar targets tend to form one or several clusters.

For each single drug in the NCI-ALMANAC dataset, we gathered its targets from the ChEMBL database, and obtained a binary vector
representation for each drug. We then computed a PCA decomposition on these target-information binary vectors, which gave us a
3-dimensional vector v for each drug. v summarizes what is known about the Mechanism of Action of the drug.

We show the values of the vectors v as color in three different plots, the first plot corresponding to the first dimension and so on.
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Figure 12: UMAP visualization of the single drug embeddings (output of the single drug MLP) learnt by RECOVER. Colors
represent the first three components of a PCA decomposition of drug-target information obtained from the Chembl database.
While RECOVER did not use any drug target information, there seems to be some consistency between the drug embeddings
learnt by RECOVER and the known targets of the drugs. Drugs with similar targets tend to form one or several clusters.

C.2 Proportion of synergistic combinations in query
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Figure 13: Proportion of highly synergistic combinations (synergy score > 30) in queried combinations using RECOVER as a
function of the size of the query. (a) Drug Level Split. The percentage in the query is superior to the percentage of synergistic
combinations in the whole test set, meaning that the model performs better than the level of randomness. (b) Study Transfer.
The percentage in the query is below to the percentage of synergistic combinations in the whole test set, meaning that the
model performs worse than the level of randomness. Standard deviation computed over 3 seeds.

D SEQUENTIAL MODEL OPTIMIZATION
D.1 Comparison of the different acquisition functions

When simulating the context of the in vitro experiments, we did not notice any difference in performance between the two Model-based
acquisition functions Greedy and UCB. However, in another context, we noticed some benefits of taking into account uncertainty into the

exploration strategy.

In the following experiments, uncertainty was directly estimated using an uncertainty predictor, and the task is the prediction of the
average Bliss synergy score (instead of maximum Bliss), which corresponds to the average over the dose-response matrix of the concentration

specific Bliss scores. 5 combinations were acquired at a time, instead of 30. Only the MCF7 cell line was used.
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As shown in Figure 14, UCB outperforms Greedy acquisition, demonstrating the value of taking uncertainty into account to guide
experiments in that context.
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Figure 14: Cumulative proportion of the top 1% synergistic combinations that have been discovered by the SMO pipeline
along SMO iterations. UCB outperforms Greedy acquisition. 5 combinations acquired at a time. Uncertainty estimated using
direct uncertainty estimation. Standard deviation computed over 3 seeds.

D.2 Effect of pretraining

While we saw in Table 2 that RECOVER does not generalize well without adaptation to new experimental settings, remarkably, knowledge can
still be transferred from one experimental setting to another. More precisely, pretraining our models on O’Neil improved performance of the
SMO pipeline on the NCI-ALMANAC study, as shown in Figure 15.

In these experiments, we restricted ourselves to cell lines which were covered in both the O’Neil and NCI-ALMANAC studies. The model
was first pretrained on the O’Neil study. After that, we simulated the SMO process on the subset of NCI-ALMANAC consisting of drug pairs
for which at least one of the drugs was included in the O’Neil study. We compared against a model that had not been pretrained.

All models were conditioned on cell line, and two different uncertainty estimation methods were tested. UCB acquisition was used.

As the MCF7 cell line is not included in the O’Neil study, we could not restrict ourselves to MCF7 as usual. Instead, we performed SMO on
all cell lines at the same time, resulting in a space of possible queries which is bigger than in other experiments where only MCF7 was used.
This explains why the rate of discovery is slower in this case.
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Figure 15: Effect of pretraining on the rate of discovery of highly synergistic combinations. The model that has been
pretrained on O’Neil outperforms the other model, initialized randomly. Experiments on the subset of NCI-ALMANAC
consisting of drug pairs for which at least one of the drugs is included in O’Neil. Using UCB acquisition with either (a)
Ensemble or (b) Direct Uncertainty Estimation. Standard deviation computed over 3 seeds.

E DERIVATION OF THE NEGATIVE LOG LIKELIHOOD CRITERION

The uncertainty model predicts 6, the standard deviation of the predictive uncertainty, which is different for every example in the dataset.
For each combination, given the expected synergy /i predicted by the mean predictor, and the actual observation y, we wish to find 6 that
maximizes the probability of y assuming a predictive distribution of the form N (f, 6).

log p(ylf, 6) = log [ = e‘;(l’(;‘})z} .
2762
1y-p?

2 52 @

1 1
= - log(2m) - - log(8?) -

2
Therefore, maximizing log p(y|f1, 6) w.r.t. 6 is equivalent to minimizing the following criterion: NLL = % log(62) + %% Note that only
the DEUP uncertainty predictor is trained using this criterion. The mean predictor is trained using Mean Square Error (MSE) as we found
experimentally that it was more stable.
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