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Abstract

Human genetic diseases often arise from point
mutations, emphasizing the critical need for
precise genome editing techniques. Among
these, base editing stands out as it allows tar-
geted alterations at the single nucleotide level.
However, its clinical application is hindered by
low editing efficiency and unintended muta-
tions, necessitating extensive trial-and-error ex-
perimentation in the laboratory. To speed up
this process, we present an attention-based two-
stage machine learning model that learns to pre-
dict the likelihood of all possible editing out-
comes for a given genomic target sequence. We
further propose a multi-task learning schema to
jointly learn multiple base editors (i.e. variants)
at once. Our model’s predictions consistently
demonstrated a strong correlation with the ac-
tual experimental results on multiple datasets
and base editor variants. These results provide
further validation for the models’ capacity to
enhance and accelerate the process of refining
base editing designs.

Keywords: Base editor, self-attention, multi-
task learning, CRISPR, genome editing

1. Introduction

The landscape of human genetic diseases is largely
dominated by a significant proportion of cases arising
from point mutations (Landrum et al., 2014). These
minor genetic alterations (substitution, deletion, or
insertion of a single nucleotide), pose serious impli-
cations for health ranging from rare monogenic con-
ditions to more common chronic diseases. Genome
editing approaches allow researchers to make targeted
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changes to the DNA of living cells. Among these,
base editing (Komor et al., 2016) shows promising
results as it enables precise genome editing at the sin-
gle nucleotide level without causing double-stranded
breaks (DSBs) in the DNA. While base editors have
great potential as genome editing tools for basic re-
search and gene therapy, their application has been
limited due to 1) low editing efficiency on specific se-
quences or 2) unintended editing results with concur-
rent mutations, especially where there are multiple
substrate nucleotides within close proximity to the
intended edit.

Developing a robust machine learning model capa-
ble of accurately predicting the potential editing out-
comes of diverse base editors on various target sites
could significantly enhance the field. It allows the bi-
ologists to assess possible outcomes much faster and
fine-tune their editing strategies with high efficiency.
In this paper, we focus on estimating the probabil-
ity of potential outcome sequences when various base
editors are applied to specific DNA targets. Differ-
ent editors exhibit varying behaviors when applied
to the same target sequences due to factors such as
binding affinities and editing window sizes leading to
distributional shifts. Rather than training individ-
ual models for each editor, we propose a multi-task
learning framework to train a unified model and learn
from multiple editors simultaneously. We train and
test our models on six datasets corresponding to the
experimental outcomes from six base editors applied
on thousands of target sites (Table 6).

2. Method

Base editor Base editors (BEs) are created by fus-
ing the Cas9 protein with DNA-modifying enzymes.



MULTI-TASK LEARNING FOR BASE EDITOR OUTCOME PREDICTION

I

Reference

Outcomes

> | > | > | > |>|>|>|>|>
oclolo|lo]o]lololo]|n
Ol o 6| e |>»|>|>|>|>
ololo|lo|ojolo|lo|o
Q> | 0| > |6|>|6|>|>
olo|l>»|>»|o|o|>|>|>
=A== a]a]ala]l=]=
e e
[ I [ e e e
ololo|lo|lojolo|lo|o
[T T (R S I U U e
A=A~
olo|lo|lo|lojolo|lo|e
>(>|>|> (> |>»|[>|>|>
olo|lo|lo|lo|olo|lo|e
ololo|lo|lojolo|lo|o
olo|lo|lo|o|olo|lo|e
(e} (e} (e} (e} (e} (e} (e} (e} (e}
olo|lo|lo|o|olo|lo|e
N R R R
g

Figure 1: An example of a reference sequence of 20 bases
(i.e. nucleotides) and associated outcome se-
quences when applying ABEmax base editor.
The first row represents the reference (target)
sequence, and the second row is the outcome
sequence with no modification (i.e. wild-type)
with a probability of occurrence of 0.52. The
third row represents a possible outcome se-
quence where the letter A is changed to G at
position 5 with a probability of 0.35. The rest
of the rows represent all possible changes of
the reference sequence targeting letter A to G
with their associated probabilities.

They are directed by a 20-base pair guiding RNA
molecule (sgRNA) that acts as a GPS to locate and
bind to a matching DNA segment known as the pro-
tospacer. The effectiveness of BEs largely depends on
the composition of this protospacer sequence. BEs, in
tandem with the sgRNA, can only bind to the DNA
if there’s a protospacer adjacent motif (PAM) - a se-
quence consisting of 2-6 nucleotides - present adja-
cent to the protospacer. This PAM sequence further
influences the activity of BEs (see section 5.8.1).

Data representation Assume we have a tar-
get /reference DNA sequence denoted by X =
[x1,x2,...,x7] where x; € {A,C,G, T}, and a set of
DNA sequences Xout = [Xout,1>Xout,2 - - - y Xout, M| €
RMX*T yepresenting corresponding outcomes when a
specific base editor is applied to the reference se-
quence X.of. The associated probabilities for these
outcomes are given by y = [y1,¥2,...,ynm] where
Yi = P(Xout,i|Xret) € [0,1], for i = 1,2,..., M, in-
dicating the likelihood of obtaining outcome Xqut,i
through editing of x,et. Here, T is the reference se-
quence length, and M is the total possible outcomes,
which vary with the reference sequence. Figure 1
shows an example of a reference sequence and its
outcomes. To represent the reference sequence, we

consider protospacer, PAM, and overhangs ( Figure
4). Here, “overhangs” refer to adjacent nucleotides
on both sides of the protospacer. For simplicity,
we use Xpef to denote the reference sequence which
could refer to one of these representations: (a) pro-
tospacer, (b) protospacer + PAM, or a (c) left over-
hangs + protospacer + PAM + right overhangs where
+ is the concatenation operator. Respectively, the
outcome sequences match the reference sequence in
length but differ in the modified target bases in the
protospacer. The outcome sequence identical to the
reference sequence (with no edits) is referred to as the
wild-type. The training dataset comprises N pairs,
each containing a reference sequence, its associated
outcomes, and the corresponding probabilities, de-
noted by D = {x!;, X! ., y'}¥,. To simplify, we
omit instance-level indexing and use only X, when
referring to a specific reference sequence.

2.1. Problem formulation

Our objective is to predict the likelihood of potential
outcomes resulting from a specific BE applied to a ref-
erence sequence. One approach would be formulating
it as a generative model where we directly model the
conditional distribution P(Xut|Xrer) that we can use
to sample different outcomes for a given reference se-
quence and calculate the probability of each outcome.
However, unlike typical generative models that must
learn to generate entire output sequences, our sce-
nario benefits from already knowing a portion of the
output sequences. Due to the BEs specific target-
ing of A-to-G or C-to-T transformations, a substan-
tial portion of the output sequence remains consistent
with the reference sequence, with only a few positions
undergoing alteration.

In the inference phase, for a given reference
sequence, we can efficiently generate all possible
outcomes by considering only the edit combina-
tion of target bases (A/G) within the protospacer.
Therefore, we only need to learn the distribution
P(Xout|Xrer) such that we can evaluate the probabil-
ity of a specific outcome for a given reference sequence
P(Xout = Xout,i|Xref). However, there is a relatively
higher probability often associated with the wild-type
outcome (not edited) compared to the edited out-
comes. This situation presents a challenge when di-
rectly modeling P(Xout|Zref)— as the model might
easily learn the wild-type probability but struggle
with outcomes that have extremely low probabilities.
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2.2. Two-stage model

Therefore, we propose a two-stage model where we | mutiply
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P(edited|Xyef) (2)
We estimate the overall efficiency of the given ref-
erence sequence using fy, (Xyef), denoted by the over-
all efficiency model, and the conditional probabilities
of all non wild-type outcomes using fo, (Xref, Xout,:)
which we denote by proportion model.

fo, Xper) = P(edited|Xyer) (3)

(4)

where Xout,; # Xref. Once fp, and fy, are learned, we
can calculate P(X = Xout,i|Xrer) where ¢ = 1,... M
for all outcome sequences, including wild-type and
edited sequences using Eq 1. The final objective is
composed of both losses (KL divergence measure)
from the overall efficiency and proportion models (see
appendix 5.3), with a weight regularization term on
the model parameters represented by 6 = {61, 62}:

f02 (Xrefa Xout,i) = P(Xout,i|xref7 edited)a

A
£pr0po’rtion(91; D) + ‘ceﬁiciency<62a D) + 5 H9||§ (5)

2.3. Multi-task learning with multiple BEs

There exists a diverse set of BEs, each distinguished
by its unique design attributes, resulting in differ-
ent editing efficiencies when applied to a given target
sequence. Conventional approaches have often pro-
posed training separate models for each editor. To
leverage common patterns and relationships present
across various datasets derived from various BEs, and
reduce computational time, we propose a more effi-
cient solution based on multi-task learning. Instead
of training separate models for each editor, we train
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Figure 3: Multi-task learning model overview

a single model capable of predicting the efficiency of
various editors simultaneously.

Given a total number of D editors where each ed-
itor has its own dataset B;, we developed a multi-
task learning model that uses shared encoding lay-
ers to extract a common representation across all the
datasets as well as individual branches that fine-tune
the model specifically for each library, ensuring a bet-
ter fit to their respective data. This approach implic-
itly models P(Xout | Xref, Bi) where B; represents the
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base editor type applied on the reference sequence.
To implement multi-task learning across all datasets,
we extend our proposed two-stage model architecture
for multi-task learning, as depicted in Figure 3.

3. Experiments

Dataset To comprehensively assess BEs efficiency
across thousands of genomic sequences, we conducted
high-throughput screening, resulting in the creation
of six distinct datasets. Each dataset corresponds to
the application of one of the following base editors:
SpRY-ABES8e, SpCas9-ABE8e SpG-ABES8e, SpRY-
ABEmax, SpCas9-ABEmax, and SpG-ABEmax (see
appendix Table 6). Detailed descriptions of the used
editors are provided in Appendix Section 5.9.

Experiment setup All reported results are
based on the average performance over the three
runs(indicated by mean £ std). We use a one-stage
model (appendix 5.2) that computes P(Xout|Xres)
using the proportion model architecture of the two-
stag model as a baseline. In the first step, we use this
one-stage model to identify optimal features for repre-
senting the target/reference sequence. Subsequently,
utilizing these selected features (i.e., protospacer +
PAM, as detailed in appendix 5.11.1), we compare
the two-stage model’s performance against the one-
stage model. Finally, we extend the two-stage model
to multi-task learning, comparing it with single-task
learning, where separate models are trained for dif-
ferent editors.

3.1. Experiment results

Two-stage Model Table 1 demonstrates slightly
better Spearman correlation results for the two-stage
model compared to the one-stage model. This im-
provement is attributed to the two-stage model’s ap-
proach, which initially predicts the wild-type and
then refines predictions for edited outcomes. We fur-
ther evaluated each model’s performance separately
for both wild-type and edited outcomes. The two-
stage model outperforms the one-stage model in most
of the datasets when evaluating the performance on
wild-type and edited outcomes separately (see Table
2 and 3).

Multi-task learning We compared the perfor-
mance of multi-task learning model (see Figure 3)
across all the datasets/editors with a single-task

One-stage Model
Spearman Pearson

Two-stage Model

Libraries Spearman Pearson

SpRY-ABEmax 0.854£0.006 0.983+0.001  0.873+0.001  0.986 £ 0.001
SpCas9-ABEmax  0.881 4 0.006 0.989 +0.0005 0.879 £0.004 0.991 £ 0.001
SpG-ABEmax 0.866 £ 0.004  0.989 +0.0003  0.887 £ 0.003  0.991 + 0.0006
SpRY-ABESe 0.779 £0.003  0.968 +0.002  0.862 +0.003  0.974 £ 0.001
SpCas9-ABESe 0.857 £ 0.007  0.945 4 0.0006  0.856 & 0.003  0.937 £ 0.002
SpG-ABESe 0.820 £ 0.005  0.974 +0.0009  0.865 4 0.004  0.978 £ 0.0008

Table 1: Performance comparison between One-stage
and Two-stage models on all outcomes (i.e. in-
cluding wild-type sequences).

One-stage Model Two-stage Model

Libraries Spearman Pearson Spearman Pearson

SpRY-ABEmax  0.745£0.015 0.711+£0.011  0.799 £0.007  0.782 £ 0.012
SpCas9-ABEmax  0.82+0.0003 0.851 +£0.014 0.838£0.009  0.890 + 0.030
SpG-ABEmax 0.807£0.003  0.752+0.014  0.845 £ 0.011 0.822 +£0.014
SpRY-ABESe 0.3934£0.021  0.508 £0.025 0.547 £0.056  0.669 £ 0.051
SpCas9-ABESe 0.855 4 0.007  0.840 £0.003  0.866 & 0.0021  0.858 £ 0.021
SpG-ABESe 0.7124£0.002  0.732+0.004 0.774£0.005  0.810 £ 0.009

Table 2: Performance comparison between One-stage
and Two-stage model on wild-type outcomes

only

One-stage Model Two-stage Model
Libraries Spearman Pearson Spearman Pearson
SpRY-ABEmax 0.740 £+ 0.007 0.778 £0.012  0.798 £0.003  0.818 + 0.006
SpCas9-ABEmax  0.683 £0.0003 0.748 £0.022 0.728 £0.006 0.795 £ 0.006
SpG-ABEmax 0.729 +0.0043  0.744 +0.004  0.778 +0.005 0.810 % 0.004
SpRY-ABESe 0.707 +0.010 0.816 +0.006  0.809 £ 0.004  0.849 +0.003
SpCas9-ABE8e 0.684 4 0.007 0.729 4+ 0.008  0.714 +0.014  0.753 & 0.007
SpG-ABESe 0.719 + 0.004 0.787 4+ 0.005 0.789 +0.004  0.826 + 0.003

Table 3: Performance comparison between One-stage
and Two-stage model performance on non wild-
type outcomes (i.e. edited outcome sequences)

Single task learning Multi task learning

Libraries Spearman Pearson Spearman Pearson
SpRY-ABEmax  0.877 £0.001 _ 0.98 £0.001 _ 0.872£0.002 _ 0.986 = 0.0002
SpCas9-ABEmax  0.879+0.004  0.989+0.001  0.864 £0.0019  0.992 % 0.0001
SpG-ABEmax  0.882+£0.001  0.991+0.0006 0.889 = 0.0016 0.992 = 0.0004
SpRY-ABESe 0.861+0.0020 0.974+0.001  0.863+0.0011  0.975 £ 0.001
SpCasg-ABESe  0.856+0.008  0.938+0.0005 0.852+0.002  0.937 +0.003
SpG-ABESe 0.865=0.004  0.980£0.0008 0.871£0.003  0.979 = 0.001

Table 4: Multi-task model VS single task models

setup where we trained one model per editor. Ta-
ble 4 reports similar performance for both models.
Although there wasn’t a substantial performance dif-
ference, adopting a unified multi-task model offers ad-
vantages such as reduced run-time (for training and
inference) and smaller model size (fewer parameters)
while maintaining consistent performance across all
datasets. Moreover, with a unified model, we can si-
multaneously predict the editing outcomes of all six
editors at once for a given target sequence.

Comparing to baselines in the literature We
compared our model to BE-DICT (Marquart et al.,
2021). Tt is computationally intensive due to its
auto-regressive sequence-to-sequence decoding and is
trained as a single-task model (one model per editor).
We extended and retrained BE-DICT on two ran-
domly chosen datasets and compared its predictions
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BE-DICT Ours
reference sequence Libraries Spearman Pearson Spearman Pearson
rrotospacer SpRY-ABEmax  0.801 0.943 0.835 0.981
prrotospace SpRY-ABESe  0.746 0.861 0.776 0.965
e SpRY-ABEmax  0.804 0.951 0.870 0.987
preotospacer & PAM - qopy Appse 0,762 0.850  0.860 0.975

Table 5: Performance comparison with BE-DICT

with our model’s results. Results in Table 5 show that
our model consistently outperforms BE-DICT. Fur-
thermore, considering computational efficiency dur-
ing model training BE-DICT takes in the order of
minute per epoch, while our single-task model accom-
plishes the same task in the order of seconds ( 15 sec-
onds wall clock time). Notably, the multi-task learn-
ing model trained jointly on all six datasets takes 21
seconds.

This highlights the benefits of replacing the com-
plex sequence-to-sequence architecture in favor of a
streamlined encoder-encoder structure. This choice
not only improves the computational efficiency but
also leads to performance enhancements. Moreover,
the introduction of a two-stage model and a multi-
task framework amplifies these performance gains
even further. We present additional results for com-
parisons with other baselines in Table 8 in Appendix.

4. Conclusion

Our work provides a detailed assessment of the mod-
eling approaches for BE outcome prediction. As
the first machine learning-focused paper in the do-
main of BE outcome prediction, our work represents
a stepping stone toward a systematic modeling ap-
proach to genome editing. We explored the different
modeling decisions from one-stage to two-stage mod-
els, and from single-task to multi-task learning. We
evaluated the different sequence representations and
benchmarked our best model with one of the main
models developed for base editing outcome predic-
tion.

We believe that further work studying systemati-
cally the different modeling decisions for genome edit-
ing will help guide researchers toward more promis-
ing editing strategies that in turn will bring advance-
ments in gene therapy. For the future, given the cur-
rent absence of standardized and systematic bench-
mark datasets in the field, we aim to bridge this
gap by creating standard benchmark datasets, estab-
lishing baseline models, and proposing better per-
formance metrics. This initiative will provide the

machine-learning community with a solid foundation
for testing a wide range of ideas.
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5. Appendix
5.1. Related Work

In recent years, the intersection of deep learning
and CRISPR-Cas9 systems has witnessed substan-
tial interest from the bioinformatics community. Re-
searchers have explored the applications of deep
learning in predicting various aspects of CRISPR-
Cas9 systems, including predicting gRNA activities
(Ameen et al., 2021; Xie et al., 2023; Zhang et al.,
2021) and editing outcomes for both base editing and
prime editing scenarios (Mathis et al., 2023).

Among those, one notable approach is the BE-
Hive proposed by Arbab et al. (2020), which aims to
predict base editing outcomes and efficiencies while
considering sequence context, PAM compatibility,
and cell-type-specific factors. The model employs
a gradient boosting tree for predicting overall edit-
ing efficiency and a deep conditional autoregressive
model for predicting probability of edited outcome se-
quences (denoted by bystander efficiency). Similarly,
Song et al. (2020) presented DeepABE and Deep-
CBE, that is based on convolutional neural networks
to model both overall editing efficiency and bystander
efficiency of adenine and cytosine base editors.

Recently, Marquart et al. (2021) proposed BE-
DICT, which predicts per-base editing efficiency (i.e.
editing efficiency of each target base in a sequence)
and bystander base-editing efficiency using attention-
based deep learning. In a latest comprehensive
study, Kim et al. (2023) developed DeepCas9variants
and DeepBEs to predict editing efficiencies and out-
comes of various BEs, taking into account different
Cas9 variants. They build on and adapt the mod-
els proposed in Song et al. (2020) (i.e. convolu-
tional networks) to generate predictions for a range
of CRISPR-Cas9 systems.

While the surge of interest in applying machine
learning to CRISPR-Cas9 systems is clear in recent
literature, it’s noteworthy that many of these works
have a primary emphasis on designing CRISPR-Cas9
systems under various conditions and less focused on
the analysis of ML models without offering a holis-
tic and systematic analysis of model design. Given
the intricate nature of CRISPR-Cas9 systems and the
multitude of model paradigms adopted, deriving con-
crete conclusions about optimal model design strate-
gies remains elusive. In this context, our work aims to
serve as model-first work that presents the base edit-
ing outcome prediction through a modeling lens. We
focus on model development and provide a systematic

analysis of each component of the models, providing
a structured framework for problem formulation and
model design specifically tailored to the prediction of
base editing outcomes. Through this structured ex-
amination of these critical aspects, our aim is to lay
the groundwork for more informed and refined ap-
proaches for using deep learning models to assist the
design of base editors.

5.2. One-stage Model

In this setup, we tackle the problem by learning a
function f(Xyef, Xout,i) — ¢ where ¢ = 1,..., M,
and "M §; = 1, that takes as input the refer-
ence sequence and one of its corresponding outcome
and learns to approximate the probability of obtain-
ing that specific outcome. Notably, this function
f characterizes a categorical distribution P(Xou =
Xout,i|Xref) ~ Cat(M,y), where ¥ is the vector con-
taining probabilities for M outcomes. To learn the
function f, we propose to use attention-based en-
coder blocks to learn the encoding of both the ref-
erence sequence and output sequence. Subsequently,
we apply a prediction model on the learned encoded
representation to output the probability of obtaining
the outcome. The network architecture to learn f is
reported in figure 2 (B: proportion model).

5.3. Two-stage Model
5.3.1. OVERALL EFFICIENCY MODEL

We formulate the overall efficiency model as a prob-
abilistic classification task where fy, parameterizes
a binomial distribution P(C|xyef) of a random vari-
able C € {edited, not edited} with the aim to learn
to output the P(C' = edited|xyer) for a given ref-
erence sequence. To learn fp,, we first computed
the overall editing efficiency for each reference se-
quence by summing all probabilities attributed to the
non wild-type outcomes as given in Eq 2, or equiva-
lently, 1 — P(wild-type|x,cr). Then we use multiple
1D-Convolutional layers (LeCun et al., 1995) on the
one-hot-encoded representation of X,.s to learn dis-
criminative feature embedding that is passed to the
multi-layer perceptron (MLP) layer to approximate
the distribution P(C|Xyef). The model architecture
is presented in Figure 2 (A). We trained fp, using
KL-divergence loss that is applied on the true distri-
bution P(C|Xyef) and learned distribution P(C|%yef)
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for each reference sequence.

Legiciency(01, D) = il Du(P(Clxie) IP(Clxir) (6)

5.3.2. PROPORTION MODEL

This model is designed to approximate the condi-
tional distribution P(Xout|Xyret, edited). To achieve
this, we first remove the wild-type from each
reference sequence’s corresponding output Xgu.
Then, we normalize the probabilities of the remain-
ing outcomes to ensure a valid distribution effec-
tively converting P(Xout|Xref) into the distribution
P(Xout|Xret, edited). The proportion model fp, is de-
signed to learn the parameters governing the dis-
tribution P(Xout|Xref, edited). Similar to the one-
stage model, fy, is provided with both the reference
sequence X, and its associated outcome sequence
Xout,i- The model is then trained to estimate the like-
lihood P(Xout, | Xrer, edited), representing the proba-
bility of reference sequence being edited, and result
in the outcome sequence Xout, ;-

As illustrated in Figure 2 (B), fp, uses attention-
based models comprised of two encoder networks,
Enc' (Xpef), Enc?(xou), and one output network g.
The design of the encoder networks adapts the trans-
former encoder blocks architecture (Vaswani et al.,
2017), characterized by multiple layers of multi-head
self-attention modules. The two encoder networks
process the reference sequence and one of its cor-
responding output sequence Xgut;, leading to the
extraction of their respective latent representations,
namely Z,ot € RT*?% and Zoye € RT*4. Both vectors
are then concatenated to form a unified learned repre-
sentation Z € RT*2¢ Subsequently, the output net-
work g embeds this unified representation Z to com-
pute the probability of obtaining the output sequence
given the reference sequence, P(Xout,; | Xref, edited).

Precisely, the output network g(Z) takes as input
the final representation Z € R7*2? and performs an
affine transformation followed by softmax operation
to compute the probability of conversion of every tar-
get base (i.e. base A or C depending on the chosen
base editor) as it is shown below:

Uit = 0(Wzi + by) (7)

where W € R?*24 b, € R? and o is softmax function.
U;+ represents the probability of editing occurring at
the t-th position in the i-th outcome sequence. The
un-normalized probability for the whole i-th output
sequence Xout,; given its reference sequence is com-

puted by ¥; = Hthl Yi+, which is then normalized

across all the outcomes to make it valid probability
distribution (Eq. 8). Therefore, the approximated
probability for obtaining i-th edited (non-wild type)
outcome sequence is given by:

P(Xoum | Xref, edited) = % (8)

i=1Yi
Objective  Function We wused the Kull-
back-Leibler (KL) divergence on the model’s

estimated distribution over all outcome sequences
for a given reference sequence xj. and the actual
distribution:

i (P(Xout [Xiep, edited)|| P(Xou|Xier, edited)  (9)

Xout,j | Xtop, edited)

MA
i ) P
=3 Pt edited) log et Xres, €1
= (Xout,j | XL, edited)

Lastly, the objective function for the whole training
set is defined by the average loss across all the refer-
ence sequences as follows:

ACproportion (02; D) = (10)

N
> Digr(P(Xou | X, edited)|| P(Xout | Xiep, edited)
=1

5.4. Model architecture
5.4.1. SINGLE-TASK LEARNING

In this paper, we refer to single-task learning as a
setting where we train one separate model for each
of the libraries. The terminology is used to contrast
with multi-task learning where we train one unified
model for all the editors/datasets. For the single-
task learning, we used the two-stage model ( Figure
2) with protospacer and PAM as the reference se-
quence representation. In this section, we provide
an in-depth introduction to the two-stage model ar-
chitecture, which is comprised of two distinct sub-
models: the overall efficiency model and the propor-
tion model.

Overall Efficiency Model The Overall Efficiency
Model concentrates exclusively on the target se-
quence, overlooking the specific edit outcomes. Its
main objective is to predict the probability of the
target sequence undergoing modification, regardless
of the nature of the edits. Hence, the model exclu-
sively processes the input target sequence, which in
our scenario is the concatenation of the protospacer
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and PAM, yielding the probability of the target se-
quence undergoing modification (yielding non-wild
type outcomes). To achieve this, we propose to use a
Convolutional Neural Network (CNN) on the one-hot
encoding of the target sequence. More specifically,
we use three layers of 1D-CNN (kernel size: 2, stride:
2) with filter sizes of 32, 64, and 128, respectively.
Following the CNN layers, we apply a feed-forward
network with ReLU activation, featuring a hidden
layer dimension of 64. The output of this network
is a two-dimensional vector, which is subsequently
transformed into probabilities through the use of the
Softmax function.

Proportion Model Different from the absolute ef-
ficiency model, the proportion model focuses on pre-
dicting the probability of different types of edited out-
comes for the target sequence. Therefore, it takes
both the target sequence as well as one of its corre-
sponding outcome sequences and outputs the proba-
bility of observing such an outcome. To implement
this model, we use two encoder networks and one
prediction network. The architectures of the two en-
coding networks, one for the target sequence and the
other for the outcome sequence are identical, as il-
lustrated in Figure 2. Consequently, we will only de-
scribe in detail one of these networks here for clarity.
The target/reference sequence encoder network com-
prises two essential components: an embedding block
and an encoder block.

Embedding Layer The embedding block embeds
both the nucleotides and their corresponding position
(in the protospacer) from the one-hot encoded repre-
sentation to a dense vector representation. Given a
protospacer sequence extended with its correspond-
ing PAM site: X,ef = [71, 72, ..., 27| € RT, 24 repre-
sents the nucleotide at position ¢. In our case, T=24.
We use O = [01,0,...,07] € REXT as its one-hot
encoded representation. Here K = 4 as we have only
four distinct nucleotides.

An embedding matrix W, is used to map each o; €
R¥ to a fixed-length vector representation:

€e; = WeOt (11)
where W, € R2*K ¢, € R% and d. is the embed-
ding dimension we chose.

Similarly, each nucleotide’s position in the sequence
Xyef 18 represented by one-hot encoding with dictio-
nary size 7. En embedding matrix W, € R%*T s
applied to project the p4 to a dense vector represen-

tation:
p; = Wyp; (12)
where W, € R%2*T p, € Ré. Both embeddings e;
and p} are summed to get a unified representation for
every element z; in the reference sequence Xef.
u=e+p, Vt=12...T (13)
This results in the embedded representation U =
[u, ua,...,ur| of the reference sequence.

Encoder Block To learn a good representation
that takes into account the relationships between the
nucleotides in the reference sequence, we use a multi-
head self-attention to encode the embedded repre-
sentation. Multi-head Attention is a module that
employs multiple single-head self-attention in paral-
lel (i.e. simultaneously) to process each input vector
u;. The outputs from every single-head layer are then
concatenated and transformed by an affine transfor-
mation to generate a fixed-length vector.

The single-head self-attention approach (Vaswani
et al., 2017) learns three different linear projections
of the input vector using three separate matrices: (1)
a queries matrix W gyery, (2) keys matrix Wiy, and
(3) values matrix Wgiue. FEach input u; in U is
mapped using these matrices to compute three new
vectors:

At = Wguery e (14)
ky = Wieyuy (15)
Vi = Walue Uy (16)

(17)

where unery7 Wkeya anlue S RdXd€7 Clukt,Vt €
R? are query, key and value vectors, and d is the di-
mension of the those projected vectors. In the second
step, attention scores are computed using the pair-
wise similarity between the query and key vectors for
each position ¢ in the sequence. The similarity is de-
fined by first computing a scaled dot product between
the pairwise vectors and then normalizing it using the
softmax function. At each position ¢, we compute at-
tention scores ay; representing the similarity between
t-th query q; and I-th key k;.

T

q; ki
score(qe, ki) = 18
(qt l) \/g ( )

k
= exp(score(qy, k;)) (19)

S exp(score(qy, ki)
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Then a weighted sum of value vector v; using atten-
tion oy, V1€ {1,2,...,T} is performed to generate
a new vector representation e, € R? at position .

T
€ = E Qv
=1

This process is applied to every position in the orig-
inal embedding of the sequence, U, to obtain a se-
quence of vectors E = [e1, e,,...,er].

In a multi-head setting with H number of heads,
the queries, keys, and values matrices will be indexed
by superscript b (ie. Wl .. Wi B Wi, €
R?¥de) and applied separately to generate a new
vector representation el' for every singe-head self-
attention layer. The output from each single-head at-
tention layer is contenated into one vector ego"cet =
concat(e},e?, ... ell) where efoncet ¢ R4, Then
it goes through an affine transformation using W €
R4 and b € R? to generate the encoded represen-
tation Z = [Z1,22,...,27] of the reference sequence

(20)

2 = We{""! 1 b (21)

To improve the gradient flow in layers during
training, we also use residual connections / skip-
connections (He et al., 2016). This is done by sum-
ming both the newly computed output of the current
layer with the output from the previous layer. In our
setting, a first residual connection sums the output
of the self-attention layer z; and the output of em-
bedding block u; for each position ¢ in the sequence.

We also deploy layer normalization (Ba et al.,
2016) after the self-attention layer with the goal
of ameliorating the ”covariate-shift” problem by re-
standardizing the computed vector representations
(i.e. using the mean and variance across the fea-
tures/embedding dimension d). Given a computed
vector z;, the LayerNorm function will standardize
the input vector using the mean and variance along
the dimension of the feature d and apply scaling and
shifting steps.

Eventually, this learned representation goes
through a feedforward network with one hidden layer
and ReLu activation function. Subsequently, a layer
normalization is applied to the output of this feed-
forward network to obtain the learned representa-
tion z; € R Eventually, the encoder block trans-
formed the embedded vector U to the learned rep-
resentation Z = [zy,2s,...,27] € RT*? that incor-
porates the contextual information/relationships be-
tween features through attention.
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The above process describes one encoding block,
we stack N such blocks to construct our encoder
network. As it is presented in Figure 2, in the
proportion model, we apply two encoder networks
with the same network architecture on the refer-
ence sequence and corresponding outcome sequence.
This yields two encoded representations which we
denote by Z™¢f € RT*4 and Z°* € RT*? respec-
tively. We then concatenated them in the feature
dimension to generate one common representation
Z = [z1,22,...,27) € RT*2d,

Output network The output network consists of
an affine transformation and a nonlinear function to
transform the output to probability:

Yout,t = Woutzt (22)
where W, € RQdX2aY¢)ut,t € R2. We then apply
a softmax function on y,,:; and transform it to a
probability that represents the probability of the nu-
cleotide at position ¢ getting edited. Note that, we
use the same length of input and outcome sequence.
However, our input sequence also includes PAM infor-
mation, and editing only happens in the protospacer.
Moreover, due to the nature of the Base editor, only
specific nucleotides, in our case Adenine (A) gets
edited while the other nucleotides are not affected.
Therefore, we use masking technique to only consider
the positions that are possible to be edited and mask
out other positions. Therefore, the PAM information
(or the contextual information such as left /right over-
hangs is participating by affecting the embedding of
the nucleotides in the protospacer but is not consid-
ered in the loss as they are not changed/edited.

After tuning the parameters, for the Proportion
Model, we have chosen an embedding dimension of
124 for the embedding layer. Our model consists
of 12 encoding blocks, with each block featuring 8
multi-head attention mechanisms. For the output
network, we employ a single linear layer that maps
a 248-dimensional vector to a two-dimensional out-
put vector. Subsequently, we transform this output
into probabilities using the softmax function.

5.5. Multi-task Learning

We extended the two-stage model for accommodating
various base editors through the implementation of a
multi-task learning framework, eliminating the need
for training individual models per base editor.

To achieve this, we first augment the datasets from
different libraries with corresponding editor labels
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and combine all the libraries to create a consolidated
dataset. Our objective is to establish a shared archi-
tecture comprising common layers applicable across
all libraries, along with dedicated sub-networks tai-
lored to each specific library.

As illustrated in Figure 3, we begin by extending
the overall efficiency model by incorporating the first
two layers of a 1D-CNN as the universally shared
layers for all libraries. Subsequently, this shared
learned representation traverses a sub-network com-
prising two layers of 1D-CNN and two layers of MLP
with ReLU activation functions, uniquely customized
for each library. Given that, as we have datasets from
six editors, we use one common network (consisting
of two layers of CNN) and six distinct sub-networks,
which have identical structures.

For the proportion model, the influence of various
libraries/Base Editors is observable through the vari-
ations in the outcome set corresponding to the vari-
ous base editors when applied to the same target se-
quence. Therefore, to extend the proportional model
for various base editors, we maintain a shared en-
coder network for the reference sequence across all
libraries while constructing six distinct encoder net-
works to encode the outcome sequences from the six
different libraries. This approach allows us to estab-
lish a consistent representation for the reference se-
quences across all libraries, while simultaneously ac-
commodating the distinctions among the libraries by
employing separate encoder networks to encode the
outcome sequences for each one. Consequently, our
multi-task learning proportional model comprises one
shared reference sequence encoder network, six in-
dividual outcome sequence networks, and six corre-
sponding output networks.

5.6. Optimization

For optimization, we use Adam optimizer (Kingma
and Ba, 2014) with a learning rate scheduler. We ini-
tialize the base learning rate at 3e~* and set the max-
imum learning rate to five times the base rate. Ad-
ditionally, we incorporate dropout (Srivastava et al.,
2014) probability of 0.2. The regularizer parameter
A is set to le™4.

It’s worth noting that while it’s possible to train
both the overall efficiency model and the proportion
Model simultaneously. However, Training them to-
gether means, we apply the loss on the learned fi-
nal probability, P(X,ut|X,ef) (Eq. 1), with the true
probability which represents the probability of all
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outcomes. This means that for the edited (non-wild
outcome) outcomes, the problem of true probabil-
ity being very low compared to the wild-type out-
comes still exists. Breaking down this final prob-
ability into a product of two conditional probabil-
ities was introduced to mitigate such problem as
P(Xout|Xres, edited) focuses only on the non-wild
type outcomes. Therefore, training them together
could result in an outcome where the model pre-
dominantly focuses on predicting easily predictable
outcomes (as wild type) while neglecting those with
lower probabilities as we hypothesize in the One-stage
model. Moreover, the two models do not share any
common layer except the outcome of the two net-
works gets multiplied to generate the final probability
distribution. Therefore, there is no real requirement
by model design to train them together. To avoid
falling back to the single-step model, we train the
Absolute Efficiency Model and the Proportion Model
separately. This approach explicitly matches the
probabilities P(C|Xyet) and P(Xput|Xyef, edited), pre-
venting the model from overlooking low-probability
outcomes.

In terms of training specifics, we set the mini-batch
size to 100 and the maximum number of epochs to
300 for the Absolute Efficiency Model. For the Pro-
portion Model, we choose a mini-batch size of 400
and an epoch count of 150. In both models, we use
Spearman correlation on the validation set as our
performance metric to monitor and select the best-
performing model.

5.7. Performance measures

Considering the distinctive nature of our data genera-
tion process, we chose to employ Pearson and Spear-
man correlations as our performance metrics, mea-
suring the alignment between actual and predicted
probability scores. Owing to inherent variability dur-
ing screening, repeated experiments under identical
conditions yield slightly divergent outcomes. For the
biologist, the emphasis is on correlating these simi-
lar results, rendering metrics such as mean square or
mean absolute error less pertinent. Our primary con-
cern isn’t exact prediction precision, but rather the
level of correlation achieved between predictions and
actual data.

5.8. CRISPR related terminology

The CRISPR-Cas9 system is a revolutionary gene-
editing technology that allows scientists to precisely
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modify DNA within living organisms. Initially, it was
described as an adaptive immune system of bacte-
ria and archea to eliminate invading foreign DNA
and/or RNA. The system uses unique sequences of
RNA called single guide RNA (sgRNA) that are rec-
ognized and bound by Cas9, an enzyme with a nucle-
ase domain. The Cas9 protein carries out the initial
steps of recognition and binding by scanning genomic
DNA to locate a particular sequence called a PAM
(protospacer adjacent motif). Upon PAM recogni-
tion, the part of the sgRNA (termed spacer) com-
plementary to the target DNA (termed protospacer)
opens the DNA double helix and binds to the target
site. This leads to a conformation change within the
Cas9, bringing its nuclease domain in close proximity
to the target DNA and thus initiating DNA double-
strand cleavage. After introducing a DNA double-
strand break, the cell’s repair mechanism is triggered,
which can lead to various outcomes. Researchers can
exploit this repair process to either introduce specific
changes in the DNA sequence by providing a modi-
fied DNA template or to disrupt a target gene due
to the imperfect repair of the DNA by the cells, thus
introducing insertions or deletions, which can lead to
a frame shift mutations.

Of note, Streptococcus pyogenes Cas9 (SpCas9) ex-
clusively operates on “NGG” (“N”, any base) PAM
sequence. Recent efforts in protein design have re-
sulted in laboratory-generated SpCas9 variants, such
as SpG or SpRY, which are able to recognize differ-
ent PAM motifs. Therefore, the editors used in our
high-throughput screening are configured to operate
with PAM sequences comprising four nucleotides.

5.8.1. BASeE EpiTor (BE)

Base editing (Komor et al., 2016; Gaudelli et al.,
2017; Rees and Liu, 2018) is a second-generation
genome editing approach that uses components
from CRISPR systems together with other enzymes
to directly install point mutations into genomic
DNA without making double-stranded DNA breaks
(DSBs). BEs comprise a Cas protein with a catalyti-
cally impaired nuclease domain fused to a nucleobase
deaminase. Similar to the Cas9 nuclease, BEs are
directed to the target DNA by the programmable
sgRNA and are able to directly convert substrate
bases in a specific ’editing window’ within the pro-
tospacer.
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Figure 4: Adenine base editor

5.9. Description of Each Base Editor Used in

the Experiment

There are two main factors that are crucial for the
efficiency of the base editor: binding affinities and
deaminase activity. Binding affinities dictate how ef-
fectively an editor is able to identify and interact with
specific target sites on the reference sequence. Edi-
tors with higher binding affinities tend to exhibit in-
creased accuracy in achieving the desired base mod-
ification. Deaminase activity is defined by the type
of deaminase used. Additionally, the deaminase also
defines editing window size, which refers to the span
of nucleotides that an editor can modify around its
target site. Editors with larger editing windows can
potentially influence a broader range of nucleotides,
resulting in increased flexibility in terms of target se-
lection and outcomes.

Here we describe six editors that we used in our
screening experiment. We used three different Cas9
orthologs, which show different binding affinities to
different PAMs: SpCas9, SpG, and SpRY. SpCas9
recognizes only a few PAMs but shows a very high
affinity for those PAMs. SpRY shows the broadest
PAM recognition, however a lower affinity for all of
them. SpG recognizes more PAM than SpCas9, how-
ever less than SpRY and shows lower affinity than
SpCas9 but higher as SpRY. For deaminases we used
two evolved adenine deaminases named ABEmax and
ABES8e, where ABE8e has higher deaminase activity
and a bigger editing window size. The combination of
the three Cas9 orthologs and the two adenine deam-
inases leads to a total of six adenine base editors.
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Editor #ins #refseq #outcome mean std

SpRY-ABESe 110141 11291 9.7 0.102 0.211
SpCas9-ABES8e 43054 11337 4.6 0.217  0.323
SpG-ABESe 80873 11307 7.1 0.139 0.263
SpRY-ABEmax 70851 11347 6.2 0.159  0.301
SpCas9-ABEmax 39606 11302 3.5 0.285 0.417
SpG-ABEmax 70851 11347 6.2 0.159 0.301

Table 6: Data statistics: “#ins” refers to the number of
reference and output sequence pairs, “#refseq”
denotes the number of distinct reference se-
quences, “#outcome” denotes the average num-
ber of outcomes per reference sequence, the
mean and std refers to the mean and standard
deviation of the probability across all the out-
comes.

5.10. Data Statistics
5.11. Experiment results
5.11.1. REFERENCE SEQUENCE REPRESENTATION

Existing models have explored different factors that
could affect the base editor’s efficiency, which we cat-
egorize into three scenarios: 1) the protospacer, 2)
the protospacer along with its PAM, and 3) an ex-
tended range including left overhangs, protospacer,
PAM, and right overhangs. We investigate all three
scenarios with the one-stage model to identify the
best features to represent the reference sequence. We
observe that (See Table 7 in appendix), incorporat-
ing PAM information significantly enhances perfor-
mance, whereas the inclusion of overhangs demon-
strates minimal impact. Besides, adding overhangs
increases the computational complexity drastically.
Consequently, we opt to employ protospacer and
PAM information to represent reference sequences in
all the subsequent model results presented below.

5.12. Comparing with the other baselines

To assess our model’s performance against other
state-of-the-art models, we conducted evaluations us-
ing the test sets provided by these models. Table 8
displays our findings, which include three most recent
models: BE-HIVE (Arbab et al., 2020), DeepABE
(Song et al., 2020), and BEDICT (Marquart et al.,
2021), along with their respective test sets labeled as
A. et al., S. et al., and M. et al.

The idea is to take the published trained model
and evaluate their performance on those various test
sets. For the three baseline models, we refer to the
results reported in the BEDICT paper. As for our
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model, to ensure fairness in comparison, we used our
single-step model trained on SpG-ABEmax libraries!
since most baselines, except DeepABE, do not incor-
porate the PAM as input. The results correspond to
two scenarios: 1) considering all possible outcomes,
and 2) only considering non-wild type outcomes. The
results for the non-wild type outcomes correspond to
the model prediction where we only consider non-wild
outcomes. In the case of non-wild-type outcome pre-
diction, we mention that other models were trained
exclusively on non-wild outcomes, with outcomes per
sequence being renormalized. Our one-stage model,
however, was trained on data encompassing all out-
comes, so we report non-wild-type results with out-
comes renormalized for a fair comparison.

5.12.1. MULTI-TASK LEARNING

To extend our two-stage model in the setting of multi-
task learning (2.3), we explored two distinct method-
ologies for tackling multi-task learning. The first in-
volves a direct conversion of the distribution into a
conditional form, conditioned upon the editor label.
The second applies a structural transformation of the
network enabling the model to have both shared and
distinct layers across various libraries. We refer to
the first as a conditional model and the second as
multi-task learning. In order to identify a suitable
approach, we exclusively assessed both methodolo-
gies using the absolute efficiency model, leveraging
its inherent simplicity. This choice stems from the
rationale that if the conditioning factor is overlooked
within this inherently simpler context, its impact is
likely to be minimal when applied to the proportion
model, which is considerably more intricate. As illus-
trated in Table 9, the multi-task setup on the abso-
lute efficiency model has a substantial advantage over
the model that uses the editor label as a conditioning
factor.

5.13. Scatter Plots

To gain deeper insights into the model’s performance,
we provide scatter plots showcasing the actual and
predicted probability values derived from the multi-
task model on the SpRY-ABEmax library test set.
It’s important to note that the library selection is
entirely random, and this particular library is not
cherry-picked; similar results are observed across all
other libraries as well.

1. other ABEmax libraries also yield similar results



Table 7: Pearson and Spearman correlation using one-stage Model across
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Protspacer Protospacer & PAM Protspacer & PAM & Overhangs
Libraries Spearman Pearson Spearman Pearson Spearman Pearson
SpRY-ABEmax 0.8354+0.007 0.981£0.001  0.854+0.006  0.9834+0.001  0.854+0.003 0.983 £ 0.002
SpCas9-ABEmax  0.786 £ 0.003  0.978 £ 0.002 0.881 £ 0.001 0.989 4+ 0.0005 0.891 4+ 0.002  0.989 + 0.001
SpG-ABEmax 0.8414+0.002 0.985 +£0.0007 0.866 +0.004  0.989 4 0.0003 0.878 +0.008 0.991 =+ 0.0009
SpRY-ABES8e 0.776 +0.019  0.965 £0.001  0.779 £0.0036 0.968 +0.002  0.803 +0.008 0.967 £ 0.0003
SpCas9-ABESe 0.762 4+ 0.007 0.883 £0.005  0.857 £0.007  0.94540.0006 0.862+0.003 0.945 £ 0.003

SpG-ABESe 0.803 +0.005  0.963 £ 0.002

0.820 & 0.005

0.974 4 0.0009

0.8194+0.006  0.9771 4 0.0008

the three different reference sequence

representations. In our experiment, we chose 5 neighboring nucleotides for both sides to represent the

overhangs.

Datasets

All Outocmes
Aetall S.etal M.etal

Non wild-types
Aetall S.etal M. etal

BEDICT
DeepABE
BE-HIVE
Our model

0.96 0.94 0.86
0.86 0.93 0.8
0.71 0.88 0.74
0.972 0.974 0.972

0.81 0.90 0.82
0.86 0.96 0.84
0.92 0.93 0.81
0.939 0.945 0.953

Table &:

Model performance on the test set from the
different published studies. Columns represent
test sets, rows represent models used

Libraries

Conditional model
Spearman Pearson

Multi task learning
Spearman Pearson

SpRY-ABEmax
SpCas9-ABEmax
SpG-ABEmax
SpRY-ABES8e
SpCas9-ABES8e

SpG-ABESe

0.677 £0.004  0.629 £ 0.003
0.811£0.009  0.759 £ 0.002
0.811£0.009  0.748 £ 0.006
0.548 £0.012  0.537 £0.018
0.751£0.010 0.723 £0.016
0.788 £0.005 0.760 £ 0.011

0.797 £0.007  0.783 £ 0.012
0.834£0.011  0.901 £0.002
0.853 £0.009 0.835+£0.017
0.578 £0.031  0.695 £ 0.034
0.866 £0.031 0.862 £0.014
0.788 £0.002  0.824 £ 0.004

Table 9:

Performance comparison of overall efficiency
model on two different settings: conditional
model P(C|Xyet, Bi) and multi-task learning ap-
proach
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Figure 5: Performance of the Multi-Task Model

Across All Possible Outcomes, Including
Both Wild-Type and Non-Wild-Type Vari-
ants
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Figure 6: Performance of the Multi-Task Model
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Across Wild Type (this corresponding to
the model absolute efficiency model perfor-
mance)
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Figure 7: Performance of the Multi-Task Model

Across Non-Wild Type
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Figure 8: Performance of the Multi-Task Model

Across Non-Wild Type (presented in the
randomized space, i.e., P(Xout|Xref,edited
this corresponds to the proportional model
performance)
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