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Abstract

A patient’s digital twin is a computational model that describes the evolution of
their health over time. Digital twins have the potential to revolutionize medicine
by enabling individual-level computer simulations of human health, which can
be used to conduct more efficient clinical trials or to recommend personalized
treatment options. Due to the overwhelming complexity of human biology, machine
learning approaches that leverage large datasets of historical patients’ longitudinal
health records to generate patients’ digital twins are more tractable than potential
mechanistic models. In this manuscript, we describe a neural network architecture
that can learn conditional generative models of clinical trajectories, which we call
Digital Twin Generators (DTGs), that can create digital twins of individual patients.
We show that the same neural network architecture can be trained to generate
accurate digital twins for patients across 13 different indications simply by changing
the training set and tuning hyperparameters. By introducing a general purpose
architecture, we aim to unlock the ability to scale machine learning approaches to
larger datasets and across more indications so that a digital twin could be created
for any patient in the world.



1 Introduction

In the near future, most important problems in medicine will be solved with computational approaches.
As computational methods such as artificial intelligence (Al) improve at an astounding pace, so
does our ability to model human health. Computational models of individual patients offer the
opportunity to perform in silico experiments, avoiding unnecessary trial-and-error that places a
substantial burden on patients and slows down the pace of medical innovation. Digital twins are a
type of specialized computational model commonly used in engineering that is increasingly being
applied to healthcare. In this context, a digital twin is a computational model of a specific individual’s
health that is comprehensive, describing as complete a set of characteristics as possible, and which
allows one to forecast that individual’s future health under various scenarios of interest.

The comprehensive nature of digital twins means that they are incredibly powerful tools for solving
problems in medicine that typically require experimentation on humans. For example, when deciding
which treatment a patient should receive, a patient’s digital twin might allow a clinician to model,
for that specific individual, the likely effects of different candidate treatments and select the one that
is predicted to produce the best outcome. A digital twin that models the diet and metabolism of an
individual would allow that person to understand how dietary and lifestyle choices can impact their
health. A digital twin that models the impact of disease on an individual’s health would help them
and their caregivers plan for future needs for disease management.

The application of digital twins to drug development is particularly important given the increasing
time and costs of bringing new drugs to market. Drug development is a slow, resource-intensive
process that places a substantial burden on patients in order to develop new therapies. The planning
and execution of clinical trials are a key component of this, and significant work needs to be done to
make them faster and more beneficial for their participants. Because clinical trials are well-controlled
experiments in specific patient populations, they offer the opportunity to apply digital twins to provide
concrete benefits for speed, statistical power, and decision making with well-controlled risks.

Clinical trials produce broad assessments of the safety and efficacy of new treatments relative to
placebo or standard of care. Drug safety and efficacy are inherently multidimensional concepts—i.e.,
drugs often affect complex systems in the body to alleviate multiple symptoms while potentially
causing various side effects—which means that any computational models used to create digital
twins of participants in drug trials need to be multivariate in order to produce forecasts for all
outcomes of potential interest. In addition, the effect of a drug is inherently time-dependent, and
participants in trials are typically assessed longitudinally across multiple time points. Taken together,
these considerations imply that multivariate time-series models are needed to create digital twins of
participants in drug trials; we call these models Digital Twin Generators (DTGs).

The availability of accurate DTGs would allow for the design of more efficient clinical studies while
also unlocking new capabilities. For example, a participant’s digital twin can be used to create
something like an individual control group that addresses the question, “What would likely happen to
this participant if they were to receive a placebo or alternative treatment?”. With this knowledge, one
could derive prognostic scores used to increase statistical power, estimate treatment effects down to
the level of the individual participants in addition to population averages or subgroups, add simulated
control groups to single-arm studies or during open-label extension periods, or even run simulated
head-to-head comparisons of alternative treatments to assess comparative effectiveness.

Although the development of detailed mechanistic models is, at least in principle, one pathway
to creating DTGs, the overwhelming complexity of the human body makes this a daunting task
that is likely beyond the reach of current technologies and molecular-level datasets. An alternative
approach is to apply Machine Learning (ML) techniques to train models as DTGs directly from
phenotypic-level datasets. This requires the development of ML techniques that can learn to model
stochastic, multivariate clinical time-series.

In this work, we describe a novel generative neural network architecture that is capable of creating
accurate DTGs in 13 different disease indications across 3 distinct therapeutic areas (neurodegen-
eration, immunology and inflammation, and general medicine) with no modifications other than
hyperparameter tuning. This architecture combines a Neural Boltzmann Machine (NBM), an energy-
based model with parameters set by neural networks, with deep neural networks designed to model
multivariate time-series to create a highly flexible conditional generative model of clinical trajectories.
We train disease-specific DTGs based on this architecture using individual participant-level datasets



aggregated from previously completed clinical trials, observational studies, and disease registries,
assess their performance characteristics, and explore their interpretability through sensitivity analyses.

This report makes the following contributions:

* We describe a novel generative neural network architecture for clinical trajectories based on
an NBM that uses probabilistic modeling to address the intrinsic variability of clinical data.

* We discuss methodological innovations that allow these models to reliably train on heteroge-
neous clinical datasets with common issues like missing observations in order to produce
well-calibrated probabilistic forecasts that capture complex temporal dependencies.

* We demonstrate that this architecture can produce accurate DTGs across many disease
indications with no modifications other than hyperparameter tuning.

* We report the generative performance of these models across a large and diverse clini-
cal dataset covering 13 different disease indications, evaluating performance and model
interpretability tools in each indication.

An overview of the process used to develop and evaluate the DTGs is shown in Figure 1.

In Section 2 we present the NBM architecture that is used to produce a DTG in each disease indication.
In Section 3 we discuss the datasets for each of the 13 disease indications, the hyper-parameters of
the model and the process of selecting them and training the DTG. In Section 4 we show a broad set
of metrics evaluating DTG performance. In Section 5 we discuss future directions for DTGs, and in
Section 6 we conclude.
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Figure 1: Overview of DTG creation and evaluation. There are three main phases: curation of data,
training a DTG, and using the DTG to make digital twins for data outside the training set.
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2 Neural Boltzmann Machines for Generating Clinical Trajectories

Energy-based models provide a general framework for probabilistic modeling that can be viewed
as an alternative to auto-regressive next token prediction, diffusion-based sample generation, or
generative adversarial networks for efficiently learning high-dimensional joint distributions. General
energy-based models can be highly expressive but are difficult to sample from, whereas specific
architectures like Restricted Boltzmann Machines (RBMs) are relatively easy to sample from but
have limited capacity. Neural Boltzmann Machines (NBMs) [4] combine the two approaches to create
an energy-based model that is both highly expressive and relatively easy to sample from. An NBM is
a neural network that models an observed state y, and a latent state h conditioned on some context x
with a joint distribution of the form

p(y. hlx) = 27 te 4R, (1)

where U (y, h|x) is a joint energy function parameterized by some neural network, which we will
describe subsequently, and Z is an intractable normalization term taken as the integral (or sum) over
all possible y and h.

By coupling the visible state to a latent state as in an RBM, an NBM provides a flexible and expressive
model for the marginal distribution for the observed state y while enabling efficient block Gibbs
sampling. We define the NBM’s joint energy as

Uy ) = 3 [y ~ £69)7 Px) [y — £69] — [y — £ Weoh — b7 (2)h, @)

where the functions f (x), b (x), P(x), W(x) are neural networks that return either a vector (f and b),
or a matrix (P, W) output. In principle, the variables in the visible state may be either continuous or
discrete, as in [4], but in this work we will focus on the case in which they are continuous. Likewise,
we focus on the case in which the model has Ising latent variables, i.e. h; € {—1, 41} and we set the
bias on the hidden units to zero for simplicity (i.e., b(x) = 0). Parameterizing the energy with neural
networks in this way is one of the principle innovations of the NBM, providing much more expressive
power than typical RBMs that share this general form [4]. Parameterizing distributional parameters
with neural networks is a strategy employed in other types of models, notably in amortized variational
inference [7], of which the variational auto-encoder [3] is most famous.

By marginalizing the joint distribution over the latent state, we can derive the marginal probability
distribution of the observed state conditioned on the context using p (y|x) = >, p (y, h[x). In turn,
this allows us to express a marginal energy function for the observed state, which we will need in
order to train the model,

Uylx) = % ly = £(x)]" P(x) [y — £(x)] — 1" [log cosh (W(x) (y — £(x)))]. ©)

where 1 is simply the all ones vector. For a given architectural choice of f, P, and W, training an
NBM proceeds in a fashion very similar to a traditional RBM, with the exception that gradients must
be backpropagated through the constituent neural networks. For a detailed description of how the
NBM update gradients are calculated, we refer the reader to our earlier work on the topic [4].

Up to now, time dependence of the state or context has been suppressed for clarity. To express the
time-dependent observed state distribution required for longitudinally modeling clinical trajectories,
we allow the neural networks f(x, ¢), P(x,t), W(x, t) to depend on time ¢. Furthermore, we allow
the state of the model at some future measurement time to be conditioned on the state of the model at
the current time, forming an auto-regressive link between times in the joint distribution

(Y (truture) , D (future) } X = [y (teurrent); €])- 4

This construction allows us to begin with a measurement of a patient at an initial time point y(0)
(e.g., the initial visit in a clinical trial) and some time-independent context variables c, then predict a
future visit at some arbitrary time later. In principle, the conditioning set could include all previous
time points if desired. During training, the model is fed a sequence of next-step ahead pairs, however,
unlike discrete-time sequence modeling as in language models, the values of £yren and ¢gyre may take
any continuous positive value. The need to model variable time steps arises from i) the heterogeneous
mixture of clinical trials and observational studies, which collected assessments at various intervals,
we aggregated to create the training dataset, and i7) because we desire to create digital twins that can
forecast symptoms at any time point in the future — not just on a discrete, fixed grid.



2.1 NBM Network Architecture for Disease Modeling

An NBM is a generic, flexible, energy-based model that derives most of its behavior from its
constituent neural networks. Therefore, creating a foundational architecture that can be used to train
DTGs in a variety of indications comes down to making selections for the neural networks f, P, and
W. Good choices for these networks need to be expressive enough to accurately model multivariate
clinical trajectories across many diseases while also not being prone to overfitting to confounding
factors when data availability is low. In addition, we use modular architectures for these constituent
neural networks to aid in interpretability.

The neural networks that parameterize the NBM energy at tg serve different roles: although
the mean of the observed distribution is not available in closed-form, it is heavily influenced by
F (X, truture, teurrent ), the diagonal matrix P (X, tfure, teurrent) 1S similar to a precision matrix and heavily
influences the variance of the observed distribution, and the matrix W (X, tfyture, teurrent) Projects the
hidden state from a dimension M to the size of the observed state N and heavily influences the
correlations between observed variables.

Due to the bipartite nature of the graph connecting the visible and hidden units, RBMs and NBMs
can be sampled relatively efficiently by block Gibbs sampling. However, it’s well known that the
resulting Markov chains may mix slowly relative to the volume of phase space, so that it takes a long
time to obtain a representative sample from the distribution defined by an RBM. Since NBMs are
conditional generative models, it’s not necessary to sample the same volume as an unconditional
model, which makes representative sampling with a Markov chain easier. In addition, one can further
speed up sampling based on the intuition that the mean (i.e., close to f (X, tfure, teurrent)) 1S @ high
probability state and a good place to start the Markov chain [4].

In Figure 2, we provide an overview of the architecture of the Neural Boltzmann Machine and its
application to the Digital Twin Generators discussed in this section.

Imputation Network. One challenge in training models on clinical data is that there are often many
missing inputs. The neural networks in f , P, and W are not themselves equipped to handle missing
data in their inputs. To address this we use an auto-encoder network AEImputer(x) to impute missing
values into the data before they are passed to subsequent networks. The imputer first zero-fills the
missing data before transforming it into an equal-shaped representation y that is compared to the
non-missing values in a separate reconstruction loss. The architecture uses a classic encoder-decoder
design with encoder e(x) and decoder architecture d(x) taking the form:

I(x)=1¢ (Linear (LayerNorm(x) >> 5)

dim(x)
e(x) = (Il o---oly) (ZeroFill(x)) 6)
d(x) = (im0-~-0i1) (x) @)
AEImputer (x = [y, ¢|]) = where (x is present, x, d(e(x))) 8)

where ¢(+) is a non-linear activation function that we set to ¢(-) = ArcSinh(+). Due to the conditional
replacement at the end, the imputer only inserts values where there are none available in the data.
Note that the imputer network does not have any dependence on time; it acts on each visit y separately.
For the models we describe here, both the encoder and decoder employ two layers each. In addition,
we detach the gradients from the imputed data before passing them to the rest of the network.

Mean Prediction Network. In many medical applications, it’s common to need to predict many
future observations based on a set of measurements taken at a single time point (along with other
contextual information). For example, in a clinical trial, one is interested in forecasting the future
evolution of a participant’s clinical assessments from a set of baseline measurements taken during
their first visit as part of the study. As a result, the problem does not look like a sequence-to-
sequence prediction task but is instead a vector-to-sequence prediction task similar to a neural
ordinary differential equation (Neural ODE).

As a result, we specify f(X, tuure, teurrent) t0 have a predictor-corrector design inspired by ODE
solvers. Predictions of the future time step are a combination of a prediction from information
available about a patient at an initial time point (e.g., trial randomization) and a prediction from the
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Figure 2: Overview of Neural Boltzmann Machine Architecture for Digital Twin Generators. Individ-
ual networks, parameters, and outputs are described in the text in Section 2.



previous available time step. The prediction from the initial time point to a given time is handled by a
prediction network, ¢(-) inspired by Neural Flows [1], which consists of a stack of residual layers,

g(y(0), ¢, t;s) = FlowBlock {Z(L_l), c,t, s} o --- o FlowBlock [y(o), c,t,s} 9)

where [ is a layer index, s are a set of trained time-scale parameters of the same dimensionality as
y(0), each FlowBlock outputs a tensor z' of size y(0) and the FlowBlock is defined as

Norm (x) — LayerNorm(x) (10)
dim(x)
FlowBlock [x, ¢, ¢,s] = 0 (x + ¢ - Linear [Norm ([x, c])]), (11)

where 6(-) = s ® ArcSinh (s_1 ® ) is a non-linearity with trainable parameters s, and N is number
of elements in y(0). Note that, unlike the original Neural Flows implementation, we do not enforce
the invertibility of these flow block networks. In our experiments, we find L = 3 to be a good selection
for the depth of the prediction network. The prediction network is used to produce predictions at both
trutre and teurrent, hOWever, its predictions for these two time points are made independently — they
both are generated conditioned entirely on initial conditions y(0) and time-independent context c.

In order to introduce auto-correlation through time and permit sensible autoregressive sampling
conditioned on previous predictions, the residual between the output of the prediction network at
teurrent and the currently available observed state at ¢cyrrent i passed through the corrector network.
The corrector network may be a deep multilayer perceptron, and its output is combined with the
output of the prediction network at s to form the final output for f,

q(-) = ¢ (Linear [-]) (12)
f(X7 tfuture7 tcurrent) = g(x, 75future) + e_A(tfumre_tcmem) (QN ©---0 Q1) (g(x, tcurrent) - Y(tcurrenl))
(13)

In the experiments we present, we employ a single layer for ¢(-) with an identity activation function
¢. Although the predictor-corrector architecture may seem mysterious at first glance, the intuition is
relatively easy to grasp. We use a neural network to make a prediction for the state of the system at
time tcyrrene and measure the residual error. Next, we use the neural network to make a prediction for
the state of the system at a future time Zqre. If the difference between the two times is short, then we
expect the residual errors for the predictions at the two times to be similar. On the other hand, if the
difference between the two times is long, then knowing the residual error at the first time doesn’t help
us predict what it will be at the next time.

As an additional regularization, a secondary prediction at ¢ is made, but using tcymen s an initial
condition instead of y(0),

f* (X, tfuturen tcurrent) = g([g(x7 tcurrent)7 0]7 tfuture)o (14)

We aim to have the difference between f and f* minimized, akin to the requirement for an autonomous
ODE. The difference between these two predictions is passed to a consistency loss discussed in
the next section. A similar strategy is used in the original formulation of the Neural Flows and in
Consistency Models [9].

Weight Prediction Network. At the heart of W (X, tfyure, teurrent) 1 @ matrix-valued function w(x),
meaning it outputs a matrix of size N x M, in order to produce a linear projection of the latent
state h to the same size as the observed state y. Time dependence of this function is obtained
via multiplication by a time-dependent gate, which is a common theme among all the component
functions here:

m(x) = ¢ (Linear [W]) (15)
w(x):m(mNouwml)(x) (16)

W(X7 tuture tcurrem) = Bik(t("l"mitcumm)U)(X) (17)

Where in our experiments presented here the number of layers in w(x) was 1 and ¢(x) was the
identity function.



Precision Prediction Network. The precision function P (X, tnext, teurrent) 1S used to scale the
observed state within the NBM’s energy function. In this work, it is comprised of a network p(X, tpext)
and a gate function:

p(x) = (myo---omy)(x) (18)
P (X, tnexts teurrent) = €XP [I@ —log (1 +(1— 6_‘A‘(tncxl_tcun-cnl))ep(x7tncxl)):| (19)

Where bold Greek symbols represent learnable tensors of appropriate size, m(x) is defined in equation
15, and in experiments presented here the number of layers was 1 with the activation set to the identity
function. This particular choice for the scaling of the precision matrix with the time difference can be
derived by approximating the residuals with an Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process, but we leave this as an
exercise for the adventurous reader.

2.2 Time-to-Event Modeling

So far, we’ve considered the task of forecasting the time evolution of some clinical variables that we
may imagine evolving according to some unknown stochastic differential equation; that is, they are
continuously evolving in time. However, there are many cases in a medical context for which we
need to forecast the time when a particular discrete event will take place. Although one could, at least
in principle, forecast such an event as the first passage time of a continuously evolving variable, this
approach doesn’t work well in practice, and it’s easier to incorporate dedicated networks to predict
specific events.

As aresult, our experiments use a bolt-on approach that connects a Time-to-Event (TTE) component
model to the imputer module of the overall model, but that is disconnected from the longitudinal
predictions. Using this approach, we provide a distribution for the time it takes to see a particular
event, conditioned on information available at the initial time point. The distribution we use is a
univariate Weibull distribution. Weibull distributions are commonly employed to model time-to-event
or time-to-failure analyses (known as accelerated failure time models) [5]. In particular, we model
the log of the time-to-event, which transforms the Weibull to a Gumbel distribution whose two scalar
parameters are provided by a scalar-valued neural network a(x) and learnable scalar tensor o

Lme<x>D 0)

r(x)=x+¢ (Linear G0

a(x) = Linear LayerNorm (TN o o) (X)] (21)
dim(x)

log(T) =a(x)+0 xe¢ (22)

€ ~ Gumbel [0, 1] (23)

where ¢(-) is a nonlinearity that we set to ArcSinh(-) as in previous networks, a(x) is comprised of a
stack of residual blocks 7 (x) followed by a LayerNorm and Linear layer to collapse the intermediate
(shaped like the input x = [y (0), c]) to a scalar. The residual block is comprised of LayerNorm,
scaling layer, and Linear layer followed by an ArcSinh activation with a skip connection from end to
end. In experiments presented here, the number of residual layers was 1. In principle, one could add
additional residual blocks to this network if required.

2.3 Why So Many LayerNorms?

We use a relatively unusual pattern in which the inputs to all of these neural networks are wrapped
inside a function,
LayerN
Norm(x) = &yerNorm(x) (24)
dim(x)

Applying this normalization to the inputs of a linear layer is a simple way to approximately control
the variance of the outputs of that layer, which will be determined by the Lo norm of the layer’s
weights. Since we are using Lo weight decay to regularize the parameters in the networks, applying
this normalization helps to put all of the network’s parameters on the same scale, making it easier to
tune the weight decay.



2.4 Training Losses and Regularizations

Energy-based models like NBMs are typically trained via approximate maximum likelihood. In the
case of RBMs and NBMs, this uses an algorithm known as Contrastive Divergence. In our case,
however, we use a more complex loss function that also includes terms to train the autoencoder for
imputation and the time-to-event network, as well as to regularize training overall. All of the network
parameters are trained simultaneously by differentiating through a loss function that is a weighted
sum of the components outlined below. The weights of these components are hyper-parameters of
the training procedure.

Reconstruction Loss. This loss trains the AEImputer to accurately impute missing data points by
minimizing the mean squared error between the original data. Notably, the AEImputer is trained
to impute both missing contextual information as well as longitudinal data. It is also time-invariant
and is trained on available patient visits within the training batch. Additionally, every visit sample
is assigned a weight, w;, to make the per-patient loss contribution uniform. Assuming a zero-filled
sample, x, the imputer loss is defined as

vV N
1
imputer — ﬁ Z Z Wi = Mg 5+ |AEImptuer(x7;)j - Xi7j|2 (25)

i=1 j=1

L

where V' is the number of visit samples used to update the AEImputer, and m; ; is a masking
coefficient with value 0 if variable j was missing from x; and 1 otherwise. Lastly, in order to prevent
overfitting NBM longitudinal predictions to potentially confounding patterns of missingness from
multi-source training data, Limpuer 1S Optimized independently via stop-gradient — in this way, the
AEImputer is co-trained with the rest of the NBM, rather than having gradients flow fully end-to-end.

Contrastive Divergence. As in an RBM, the main contribution to the training of an NBM is an
approximate gradient of the negative log-likelihood computed via contrastive divergence. It includes
gradients from both the actual data points (positive phase) and the model-generated data samples
(negative phase). The gradients can be computed by differentiating the following loss function,

LRBM = Ebatch [U(Y|X)] - Ebatch [Ey\x [U(Y‘X)H . (26)

Feature-wise MSE Loss. This loss assesses the fidelity of the prediction network up to the predicted
precision of each longitudinal variable by comparing the output of g(-) at a time-point tex to its
ground-truth observation. After first performing a zero-filling to account for missing entries in
¥ (tnext), the loss is calculated as

N
Lfeaturewisefmse = IEbalch ij ) Pj : |g(Y(0)a C, tnext)j — Y (tnext)|2 ) (27)
j=1

where m; is a masking coefficient with value 0 if variable j was missing from y (¢nex) and 1 otherwise.

Consistency Loss. Ensures that the model’s predictions are consistent over different forecasting
intervals, enhancing the temporal coherence of the model’s outputs. This term is computed as the
expectation of the square difference between Eq. 14 and Eq. 9,

Lconsistency == II'zbatch |g(Y(0)a C, tnext)) - g(g(Y(0)7 C, tcurrent); C, tnext) |2 . (28)

Event Loss. Quantifies the accuracy of event time predictions, relevant in models that feature a
time-to-event prediction. The loss is the log likelihood of the observed event time under a Weibull
distribution parameterized as shown in Eq. 20, which is inspired by [5].

In addition to the above terms, we apply Lo weight decay to the model parameters. We now turn
from a general discussion of the architecture to details about how the model is trained and applied to
individual disease indications.
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2.5 Training Strategy

We use k-step Contrastive Divergence (CD) [2, 8] with additional penalties to train NBM models.
This objective permits us to use standard backpropagation to compute gradients for the parameters
of the neural networks involved in f(x), P(x), and W (x). Parameter optimization is done with
AdamW [6] acting on minibatches of participant trajectories. Samples of the observed state y for
each observation in the batch are computed using K MCMC steps (the last sample is taken) without
tracking the gradient. These samples for y are then used to compute an empirical expectation over the
differentiable marginal energy U (y|x) in the negative phase of the contrastive divergence loss. The
positive phase of the contrastive divergence, which samples y from the data, is likewise differentiable.

For each minibatch of patient trajectories, we convert the trajectory of patient observations into a
sequence of triplets comprised of the information at the initial time point, the current visit, and a
future visit. We compute all possible causal triplets. This design enables the model to learn the
progression of the patient’s state over different time intervals.

3 Applying Neural Boltzmann Machines to Clinical Data

3.1 Clinical Trial Dataset Curation and Preprocessing

Therapeutic Area Disease Indication Patients Patient- Visits
Alzheimer’s Disease (AD) 25,212 83,450
Huntington’s Disease (HD) 13,286 33,323
Neurodegeneration Amyotrophic Lateral Sclerosis (ALS) 10,887 83,581
Parkinson’s Disease (PD) 2,199 9,401
Frontotemproal Dementia (FTLD) 1,412 4,182
Rheumatoid Arthritis (RA) 70,873 150,478
. Psoriasis (PSO) 6,202 15,215

I 1 & Infl t
munoiogy & TAMMAtON o ohn’s Disease (CD) 2,944 15,368
Atopic Dermatitis (ATD) 1,925 5,614
Hypertension (HTN) 8,955 32,349
.. Dyslipidemia (DLD) 4,030 21,152

G 1 Med

eneral Medieine Type 2 Diabetes (TTD) 3,099 21,105
Acute Ischemic Stroke (STR) 2,613 10,087
Total 153,637 485,305

Table 1: The datasets used for training and evaluation of DTGs in each indication, in terms of the
number of patients and patient-visits.

We trained and evaluated DTGs in 13 different indications using datasets aggregated from a variety of
sources, including previously completed clinical trials, observational studies, and registries. Across
indications, data came from 156 clinical trials and 33 observational studies and registries, with
study data totaling more than 400,000 patients with more than 3.8 million visits. This data was
was processed and harmonized into training datasets for each indication, with data filtered based on
sample quality and relevance for common clinical trial outcomes. The resulting datasets used for
training and evaluation of the DTGs are described in Table 1.

Each of these datasets contains multivariate clinical trajectories taken from individual study partici-
pants, where each participant was assessed in one or more follow-up visits at varying intervals. The
sample sizes, measured in terms of the number of patients or the total number of patient visits (which
is more appropriate for time series models), vary by roughly one order of magnitude across these
indications. These datasets generally contain common clinical outcome assessments used in clinical

11



studies for the given indications in addition to lab tests, data on biomarkers, and medical history. Of
course, the particular variables are different for each indication.

Clinical datasets are often heterogeneous, multimodal, and have varying data quality standards.
These problems are exacerbated in this case because these datasets do not come from individual
studies, but rather were constructed by aggregating data from multiple studies in each indication.
Thus, heterogeneity of datasets within a given indication may mean that studies measure different
sets of outcomes assessments or administer custom versions of assessments; studies may also have
different durations of data collection, with varying visit frequencies, and may have enrolled different
populations. Multimodal clinical datasets may include variables with different data types (i.e.,
continuous, binary, categorical, and survival). Assessments and variables may be recorded in the raw
data with different, nonstandard conventions. Lastly, data quality standards may vary significantly
across clinical datasets. Missing data, data entry errors, discrepancies between the raw data and data
dictionaries, and any other inconsistencies need to be addressed during data harmonization efforts.

These characteristics of clinical data pose a significant challenge when trying to harmonize them
into single, integrated datasets for each indication. To accomplish this, we use configurable and
standardized data processing pipelines to leverage software tools and domain knowledge to build
high-quality datasets for training and validation. There are key steps to ensure good performance of
the DTG when preparing data from any single data source: standardization of data with dimensions,
standardized encoding of categorical or ordinal data, outlier detection for data with incorrect encoding,
uninterpretable data, or unphysical measurements, and entity resolution for data such as medical
histories or medication information. These actions ensure data from each source is high quality while
also remaining faithful to the original dataset. There are also key steps performed as a result of
harmonizing data across multiple studies, which are important to produce larger datasets that are
consistent across studies and meet the need for a single, consistent data model for machine learning
applications. These steps primarily focus on transformations to data that remove inconsistencies in
data-taking processes, for example, correcting supine vital sign measurements into the more common
sitting version, or mapping data between versions of an assessment to ensure it can be consistently
interpreted across studies. In cases such as these, harmonization requires making choices that will
make the data less specific and less faithful to individual studies in order to create a consistent,
multi-study dataset.

3.2 Hyper-parameters

We used the same NBM architecture to train DTGs in each of the 13 indications, but we did
optimize model and training hyper-parameters for each indication. We found that the following
hyper-parameters were most significant when attempting to tune a DTG to best fit the data in a given
indication.

AEImputer Embedding Dimension. Each clinical dataset has a different number of observations
at the initial visit, both for the time-dependent variables as well as time-invariant variables that
make up the context, such as labs, vitals, or medical history and genetic markers. Furthermore, each
clinical dataset consists of a heterogeneous mix of data sources, each of which records different
combinations of these variables at frequencies. Therefore, the longitudinal pattern of missingness
is highly disease-dependent, making the tuning of the autoencoder-imputer network an important
aspect of model performance. As a result, tuning the embedding dimension of the AEImputer is a
necessary step to ensure a proper balance between predictive performance and generalization.

Weight Decay. We apply L, weight decay to all of the parameters in the NBM to regularize the
network and prevent overfitting. As mentioned previously, we applied a particular form of LayerNorm
throughout the model in an effort to make all of the model parameters the same order of magnitude
so that tuning the weight-decay penalty is easier. As a result, even though we separately tuned the
weight-decay penalties for each sub-network, we found that the tuned penalties were all within the
range from [0.1,0.5].

Block Gibbs Sampling Steps. Samples are generated from an NBM by block Gibbs sampling.
That is, one iterates between sampling from y ~ p(y|h, x) and h ~ p(h]y, x). We found that 16 or
fewer iterations was generally appropriate for our disease-specific DTGs. Although, one can generally
improve the performance by adding more iterations at the expense of increased computational cost.
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NBM Hidden Dimension Size. The number of latent variables in the NBM (i.e., the dimension
of h) sets the capacity for the model to capture correlations between observed variables. Choosing
too large of a hidden dimension balloons the size of the weights network, which increases the
computational costs and may increase the likelihood for the network to overfit to the training set.

Event Loss Weighting. Only some of the indications we considered in our experiments included
specific time-to-event variables. However, it was necessary to tune the weight applied to the time-to-
event loss when such variables were present. Technically, the two networks are decoupled, but the
relative weights of the loss functions could require tuning due to interactions with the learning rate of
weight decay parameters.

The model and training hyper-parameters were tuned to optimize the DTG’s performance in each
indication using 5-fold cross-validation. However, this tuning was largely performed by human
evaluation because it’s difficult to derive a single metric that captures the performance of a multivariate
DTG. We considered various metrics such as mean-squared prediction errors for each variable at
multiple time intervals, calibration of predicted quantiles at various time intervals, the ability to
accurately model correlations and autocorrelations between variables, and others. Therefore, selection
of “the best” hyperparameters for a given indication was admittedly subjective.

In addition, each indication had a different number of time-dependent and time-independent context
variables, which affects the number of parameters in the resulting model. The input and output
dimensions as well as the number of model parameters for each indication are shown in Tab. 2.

Indication Inputs Outputs Parameters

PD 112 91 221K
STR 110 58 204K
HD 80 57 144K
AD 76 54 130K
ALS 71 50 115K
RA 69 37 87K
CD 66 22 42K
TTD 42 14 21K
DLD 45 11 18K
FTLD 34 20 11K
HTN 38 9 7K
PSO 42 4 7K
ATD 24 6 6K

Table 2: Per-disease breakdown of the number of input baseline variables (Inputs) used to condition
the generation of the disease-specific NBM, the number of time-varying longitudinal variables
predicted by the NBM (Outputs), and the final trainable parameter count of the resulting NBM model,
including all sub-networks of the NBM (Parameters).

4 Evaluation and Validation

Good digital twins should be statistically indistinguishable from real observations of patients. Evalu-
ating whether or not our digital twin generators are accurately modeling a given population of patients
is a complex problem, because there are many ways to evaluate the goodness-of-fit for a generative
model. For example, for a population, one can compare the moments of the data distribution to the
distribution that the DTG returns (given some per-patient context information for the population).
Of course, we are interested in modeling many potential populations, not just one in particular. We
want the DTG to generalize and accurately model the distribution of any realistic population that we
supply to it.
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We will employ a couple of tools to estimate generalization of the DTG. First, to prevent the model
from overfitting on and potentially memorizing its training data, we use five-fold cross-validation to
evaluate the models. This means that for each indication, the training dataset is split into five folds
of approximately equal size. For each fold, predictions are generated from a model trained on the
remaining four folds. Predictions from the five separate models evaluated on their held-out folds are
merged and used to compute evaluation metrics reported in this section. Based on this validation
method, we find that for all indications the same model architecture with minimal hyper-parameter
tuning can learn to make accurate predictions across indications.

Another way to probe generalization is to examine the performance of the model for different,
clinically relevant sub-populations or "cohorts". These cohorts are defined with some inclusion or
exclusion criteria on the baseline features of the patients and so we expect the cohorts to have different
clinical behavior over time. Likewise, one can also stratify a population on a single variable, which
also creates cohorts of a different kind. Ideally, we will see that for each sub-population or patient
stratification, the distribution over that sub-population matches the distribution that the DTG returns
given that sub-population’s baseline information.

Evaluation of the DTG at a per-patient level, rather than at the population level, is more difficult. Since
one has only a single observation of a given patient through time, one cannot compare aggregates,
expectations, or moments of the twin distribution to the same quantities of the data. A key metric
we examine that contains some per-patient level information is the correlation between a patient’s
trajectory and the expected value derived from their twin. When a measurement of a given patient
rises or falls, and the twin also rises and falls in concert, the correlation is high. To make it easier to
visualize what digital twin predictions look like, in Figures 22 — 34 we show tables of example digital
twins for individual patients in each indication using synthetic baseline data, showing the predicted
mean and standard deviation through time for all variables.

Finally, we examine model explainability metrics as a way to assess robustness of our DTGs. We
compute feature importance metrics with SHAP to confirm they meet general expectations from
disease-specific domain knowledge. Similarly, we asses sensitivity of DTG performance to missing
input features, which is a common scenario when trying to use the DTG with clinical data.

4.1 Mean Predictions for Key Cohorts and Outcomes

For each indication, we make a DTG conditioned on the multivariate baseline characteristics of
each patient. Baseline time refers here to the start of a clinical trial or observational study. Many
trajectories of each patient are generated in order to compute expectations or other summary statistics
from their digital twins.

A patient’s digital twin produces a multivariate probability distribution for all outcomes at all future
times, conditioned on data collected from that patient at previous times. One set of useful statistics
for summarizing this distribution is the expected values of important clinical outcomes at key future
time points. These expected values are essentially point predictions for those future outcomes in the
sense that they minimize the mean-squared error under the model distribution. From the law of total
expectation, the predicted mean for a given variable y taken over a population of patients, at a given
time ¢, can be written as

HMpred [y(t)] = E[]E[ypred(tﬂx]]a (29)

where x indicates the baseline characteristics of a given patient and ypreq(t)|x a is a sample for y(t)
obtained from a patient’s digital twin. Thus, the inner expectation E[ypreq(t)|x] is the predicted mean
for the variable obtained from a patient’s digital twin, and the outer expectation takes the average of
the population.

In Figure 3, Figure 4, and Figure 5, we consider a key outcome for each indication and report mean
progression over time, comparing data and DTG predictions at the population level. When available,
we report progression for two clinically relevant cohorts. For binary outcomes, we compare predicted
and observed response rates over time. We also report Pearson correlation between observations and
DTG predictions for continuous outcomes and AUC for binary outcomes. Correlations provide an
important measure of goodness-of-fit beyond the population-level mean trajectories that measure the
strength of the linear relationship between observed and predicted changes in clinical variables at the
patient level. Similarly, AUC measures discriminative performance for binary outcomes.
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These figures demonstrate that the DTGs are effective at generating digital twins with low bias and
good discrimination. The predicted progression from the digital twins tracks the observed outcomes
well, and distinct cohorts show distinct predicted progressions that match observations well. The
degree to which the digital twins capture changes in progression across populations is quite stark and
suggests that the model is doing a good job at utilizing prognostic information contained in the data as
well as modeling the time dynamics of the disease across all indications. The digital twins have good
correlation with the observations, ranging between 0.3 and 0.5 across nearly all Neurodegeneration
indications, and between 0.5 and 0.7 for Immunology & Inflammation as well as General Medicine.
Note that, to simplify presentation, these figures only show a single outcome for each indication; the
DTGs predict multiple outcomes that are common clinical trial endpoints for each indication.

In Figure 7, Figure 8, Figure 9 we focus on how well the DTGs in each indication are able to model a
conditional distribution. Rather than using clinical cohorts, we stratify the overall training population
into quartiles, select the top and bottom quartiles, and examine how well the model can capture
the mean and standard deviation of these different sub-populations. The difference between the
population densities of the different sub-populations of both the digital twins and data are compared
in the right column of these figures. The data densities of the top and bottom quartiles are shown
in the left column. Generally, we see that the DTG is able to not only well approximate the density
of the data, but also the change in density of the data from one sub-population to the next. There
are times when the twin density difference disagrees with the data, most often when the difference
between quartiles is small.

4.2 Comprehensive Evaluation

Metrics and figures discussed above focused on a few key clinical outcomes in each indication, but
each of these diseases is multifaceted, and digital twins of patients in each indication need to model
many other longitudinal variables including laboratory tests, biomarkers, vitals, and additional clinical
assessments. In the left panel of Figure 10, Figure 11, and Figure 12, for each indication, we compare
predicted and observed population means for all variables and times. A well-calibrated model should
correctly reproduce the means, so that data points accumulate along the diagonal. Marker opacity is
scaled according to the number of observations available for that particular outcome and time, and
color indicates time since baseline. A perfectly calibrated model would have all predicted means fall
along a line of unit slope and zero intercept.

So far, we have focused on evaluating the mean twin predictions. DTGs, however, characterize a full
multivariate distribution over time conditioned on a patient’s baseline characteristics. The right panel
of Figure 10, Figure 11, and Figure 12 compares standard deviations. For each variable and time, the
x-axis reports the observed population standard deviation and y-axis the corresponding prediction.
Marker opacity and colors represent size of the population and time, as for plots comparing the
means. Note that from the law of total variance, the predicted population standard deviation for a
given variable y, at a given time ¢, can be written as

Oprealy (1)) = (Var[E [yprea(t)[x]] + E[Var[yprea (1) x]])) '/, (30)

where x indicates the baseline characteristics of a given patient and ypreq (¢)|x a is a sample for y(t)
obtained from a patient’s digital twin. The predicted variance has two contributions: the first is the
population variance of the per-patient mean twins E[yprq(t)|x], and the second is the population
mean of the per-patient variances Var[ypred (¢)|X].

We see good agreement between the predicted and observed values for these first and second moments
across therapeutic areas and indications. Outliers are rare, and tend to coincide with smaller sample
sizes for evaluation. This gives confidence that the DTGs are correctly capturing behavior of hte
distributions across time for each individual variable.

Next, in Figure 13, Figure 14, and Figure 15 we compare observed and predicted equal-time cross-
correlations across variables and times. This allows us to evaluate the full covariance structure of
the digital twins and evaluate the relationships between variables. As in the previous figure, for each
pair of variables and for a given time, the x-axis reports the observed cross-correlation and y-axis
the corresponding predicted cross-correlation. Marker opacity and colors represent the size of the
population and time, as for the other plots. As for the variances, the predicted correlations receive
contributions both from the correlation across the population of the mean twin predictions, as well as
from the correlations of the twins for each patient. From the law of total covariance, the predicted
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correlation between variables y and z at time ¢ can be written as

_ CoV[E[yprea(t)[x], Elzprea(t)[X]] + E[COV[yprea(t), Zprea(t)[x]]
Jpred[y(t)]a—pred [Z(t)}

where x indicates the baseline characteristics of a given patient, preq(f)|x and zpreq(t)|x are samples
for y(t) and z(t) obtained from a patient’s digital twin. The standard deviations in the denominator
are defined in Equation 30. As for the variances, predicted correlations also receive two contributions.
The first term in the numerator is the population covariance of the mean twins and the second term is
the population mean of the covariance for each patient.

Ppred [y(t)a Z(t)] y (31)

We can see that the correlations are generally well modeled, with the areas of largest deviation at
small values of correlations. Interestingly, one can look at the size of correlations across indications
and therapeutic areas to gauge the relationships in variables per indication.

4.3 Model Explainability

When using machine learning models to make important decisions, it is useful to develop an un-
derstanding about how the models work and how sensitive their outputs may be to changes in their
inputs. We use a couple different methods to probe our models. The first we call input sensitivity
(see Figure 16, Figure 17, and Figure 18), which measures how much a given performance metric,
for instance Pearson correlation between data and mean twins over a certain cohort, changes when
a given feature is masked from the patient’s baseline data. Missing data is a common problem in
many healthcare applications—that is, some assessments may not be available as model inputs because
they are too expensive, time-consuming, or invasive to collect on every patient—so how robust model
performance is to missing inputs is an important characteristic. In certain indications like PD, we see
that input sensitivity is low relative to other indications in the Neurodegeneration therapeutic area.
This can arise when the feature being probed is not strongly correlated to other features and instead
depends primarily on its own baseline value. For the Immunology & Inflammation therapeutic area,
we see that generally all the probed outcomes have dominant dependence on their baseline value and
thus the change in correlation to masking other variables is small. The General Medicine therapeutic
area falls in between Neurodegeneration and Immunology & Inflammation in this regard.

In addition to input sensitivity, we use SHAP (SHapley Additive exPlanations) to gain deeper insights
into our models decisions. SHAP provides a detailed view of how each feature contributes to
individual predictions, regardless of how well that prediction matches to the data. This distinction
is crucial as SHAP reveals the influence of each feature within the context of a specific prediction,
allowing us to understand the "why" behind a model’s output in a way that input sensitivity does
not. SHAP thus offers a complementary perspective, focusing on prediction contribution rather than
performance sensitivity. SHAP is also able to probe the effect of the baseline value on the prediction,
whereas Input Sensitivity can only look at the effect of other outcomes on a given outcome. In
Figure 19, Figure 20, and Figure 21 we report SHAP values for key outcomes across indications for
each of our DTGs. We generally find that SHAP values agree with domain knowledge of a given
indication.

44 TTE

DTGs can also model survival outcomes, and in Figure 6, we report a comparison of the observed and
predicted survival curves for the time-to-death outcome in ALS for two clinically relevant cohorts.
We also report concordance index as a measure of goodness-of-fit beyond population-level survival
curves.

5 Future Directions

In this technical report, we have shown how Digital Twin Generators (DTGs) in 13 separate indications
can be trained to forecast patient outcomes in a specified disease area, all with a common neural
network architecture called the Neural Boltzmann Machine (NBM). There are many potential avenues
for the improvement of these methodologies, such as increasing the size of the datasets, incorporating
synthetic data or data augmentation techniques during training, or exploring alternative neural network
architectures within the NBM.
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Although we’ve shown that it’s possible to train these DTGs using the same general architecture and
minimal hyperparameter tuning, there is substantial effort required per indication to develop each
disease-specific DTG, particularly in the curation of the training datasets. In principle, there is a great
deal of information that is shared across indications that may be useful to inform models of disease
progression within each indication through transfer learning. To fully capture that shared information,
a significant advancement in Al applications for healthcare would be the development of a universal
DTG. This is a single model able to serve as a general predictor of disease progression for a wide
range of indications. We regard such a model as a foundational model for digital twins, as many other
applications can be built using it as a computational substrate. Like the development of foundational
models in other applications, models of this type for digital twins may evolve over time to accept
and make use of a broader set of input data such as electronic health records (EHR), genomic data,
wearables, imaging, and more.

While the DTGs described in this report are trained to generate clinical records in a single indication,
they all require and only make use of the same type of tabular longitudinal data, and each is trained
only with the data from that indication. This is limiting in terms of the scope of any individual
DTG since, for example, the Frontotemporal Dementia DTG cannot learn from the more abundant
data from other neurodegenerative diseases. Furthermore, the architecture used here, at least as
implemented, does not directly permit models to be trained with other data sources, such as summary
data from populations, text-based domain knowledge, or even differently formatted tabular data,
all of which are useful sources of information for modeling disease. We note, however, that the
probabilistic continuous time modeling core that the NBM represents can generalize over multiple
input modalities — one need only change the neural networks that parameterize the NBM to accept
new data formats. We expect that the path to creating a universal DTG follows the same recipe as
used in the development of other foundation models: mapping all potential inputs into a shared latent
representation, modeling the stochastic dynamics within that latent representation, and then mapping
back to the visible space.

The broader goal of using Al tools to improve outcomes in medicine requires models that can serve
many applications, such as comparative drug effectiveness, health outcomes research, and clinical
decision support. Several challenges emerge for building universal models that can forecast patient
outcomes across multiple indications. To truly achieve a universal disease progression model, Al
systems must be scalable and easily adaptable to different healthcare infrastructures and population
demographics. This includes the ability to update models with new data continuously and adapt to
emerging diseases and changing epidemiological patterns. In the realm of clinical trials, changes to
the standard-of-care or novel clinical assessments must be able to be seamlessly integrated into these
models to ensure that new treatments are assessed with up-to-date information. Perhaps somewhat
paradoxically, these kinds of updates are much simpler with foundation models, as they are able to
intake and use data more flexibly for training, can be fine-tuned for new applications with relatively
small datasets, and require significantly less maintenance.

To address these challenges, we’re working towards developing universal DTGs with capabilities for
zero-shot conditioning and prediction by leveraging broad, multi-indication datasets that include as
wide of a variety of data sources as possible while still maintaining, or improving on, the quality of
the resulting model.

6 Conclusion

In this report, we have described a neural network architecture used to create Digital Twin Generators
(DTGs) in 13 different disease indications across 3 therapeutic areas, as well as properties of the
methods and data used to build and evaluate the DTGs. This work showcases the ability of modern
machine learning architectures for learning to create digital twins of individual patients that can
forecast their future health in detail, paving the way for applications in clinical research, comparative
effective studies, and personalized medicine. In addition, this work contributes to the broader machine
learning literature by (i) presenting a new application of a recently introduced class energy-based
models called Neural Boltzmann Machines and (ii) describing a new approach to probabilistic
modeling of multivariate continuous-time dynamical systems.

Pursuing follow-up work in multi-indication models brings us closer to realizing an Al-powered
universal model that not only predicts diseases across multiple indications, but also enhances the

17



accessibility and quality of healthcare worldwide. By using Al to improve upon the status quo, we
can innovate a new "gold standard" for assessing the safety and efficacy of new treatments, paving
the way for Al-enabled personalized medicine to become a global reality.
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Figure 3: Observed and predicted progression of key outcomes for indications in the Neurodegenera-
tive therapeutic area. In each plot, we selected a key outcome and up to two cohorts (see Tables 3
and 6 for descriptions of outcomes and cohorts, respectively). The top panel compares the observed
and predicted mean progression. The bottom panel reports Pearson correlation between observations
and mean twins over time as a measure of discriminative performance of the model. Error bars
represent 95% confidence intervals. DTGs fit well mean progression across indications and clinically
relevant cohorts.
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Figure 4: Observed and predicted mean progression of key outcomes for indications in the Im-
munology & Inflammation therapeutic area. In each plot, we selected a key outcome and up to two
cohorts (see Tables 4 and 7 for descriptions of outcomes and cohorts, respectively). The top panel
compares the observed and predicted mean progression. For binary outcomes, we report response rate.
The bottom panel reports Pearson correlation between observations and mean twins over time for
continuous outcomes and AUC for binary outcomes, both as a measure of discriminative performance
of the model. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. DTGs fit well mean progression across
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Figure 5: Observed and predicted mean progression of key outcomes for indications in the General
Medicine therapeutic area. In each plot, we selected a key outcome and up to two cohorts (see
Tables 5 and 8 for descriptions of outcomes and cohorts, respectively). The top panel compares the
observed and predicted mean progression. For binary outcomes, we report response rate. The bottom
panel reports Pearson correlation between observations and mean twins over time for continuous
outcomes and AUC for binary outcomes, both as a measure of discriminative performance of the
model. Error bars represent 95% confidence intervals. DTGs fit well mean progression across
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Figure 6: Evaluation of the TTE model for ALS time to death outcome. In the top panel we compare
the observed and predicted survival curves for the two top cohorts defined in Table 6. The bottom

panel reports concordance index as a function of time. Concordance index at a given time assumes
that all observed events after that time are censored. Error bars indicate 95% confidence intervals.

23



631 1

AD
Study Day
~ IS
N &
= 2

533 1

A

ALS
Study Day
w
&

—
©
N

991 1

FTLD

Study Day
IS S
& ]
2 8

181 7

©
2
s

HD
Study Day

o
i
3

183 7

IS
]
4

PD
Study Day

N

N

]

3

Data Density

Top and Bottom Quartiles

777
x1.
7 7
B Top Quartile x1.5 / 7/7 data
—— Bottom Quartile 7 —— twins
-l‘.O 3.‘0 7.‘0 li.O -1‘.0 3.‘0 7.‘0 11‘.0

Change in CDR-SB

Data Density

Change in CDR-SB

Density Difference between
Top and Bottom Quartiles

e Top Quartile
—— Bottom Quartile
L

Z
x3.3
7/
x3.3 :77/
'—Hﬁ// data
x3.3 twins

-22.0 -140 -6.0 2.0
Change in ALSFRS-R

Data Density

-22.0 -140 -6.0 2.0
Change in ALSFRS-R

Density Difference between
Top and Bottom Quartiles

By
X34 N_TF7"
/7729
x3.4- w
777
W Top Quartile x3.4 07/ /7 data
—— Bottom Quartile / — twins

-4.0 2.0 8.0 14.0
Change in FTLD-CDR-SB

Data Density

-4.0 2.0 8.0 14.0
Change in FTLD-CDR-SB

Density Difference between
Top and Bottom Quartiles

. Top Quartile
—— Bottom Quartile

y

W’é&"’_

/7. data
— twins

8

A

x1.3 v

36 -12 12 36
Change in CUHDRS

Data Density

-3.6 -1.2 1.2 3.6
Change in CUHDRS

Density Difference between
Top and Bottom Quartiles

xL.8 \v//y

.
8 7/

I Top Quartile

—— Bottom Quartile
L

x1.8 /7. data
/— twins

-18.0 -6.0 6.0 18.0
Change in MDS-UPDRS Subscore

-18.0 -6.0 6.0 18.0
Change in MDS-UPDRS Subscore

24

Figure 7: We examine the ability of each
DTG per indication in the Neurodegener-
ation therapeutic area to accurately cap-
ture distribution changes of the data for
different strata of the overall training
population. Each plot stratifies the held-
out data into quartiles according to the
baseline score indicated in the x-axis la-
bel. In the left column, the density of
the top and bottom quartiles of the data
are depicted as a Gaussian density with
mean and standard deviation obtained
from the data. The difference between
the these densities is depicted in the right
column as a solid hashed difference den-
sity. For small differences we magnify
the density difference by a factor noted
in text on the plot. The difference be-
tween the twin distribution conditioned
on the top quartile and the twin distribu-
tion conditioned on the bottom quartiles
is overlaid in the right column.



533

IBD
Study Day

w

&

197

631 1

IS
Il
4

¢

ATD
Study Day

271

361

Study Day
N
I
B

.
@
2

PSO
Study Day

i

Data Density

Density Difference between
Top and Bottom Quartiles

W Top Quartile
—— Bottom Quartile
I

w0, i
_rxfl.zm\% 7
’%\Q 77
554 s e

-240.0 -130.0 -20.0 90.0
Change in sCDAI

Data Density

-240.0 -130.0 -20.0 90.0
Change in sCDAI

Density Difference between
Top and Bottom Quartiles

/N
x0.9 Y@/r
T
x0.9 7z
D
x0.9 /’
W Top Quartile ) x0.9 x‘% [ed daFa 7
—— Bottom Quartile —— twins

-40.0 -20.0 0.0 20.0
Change in EASI Total Score

Data Density

-40.0 -20.0 0.0 20.0
Change in EASI Total Score

Density Difference between
Top and Bottom Quartiles

x1.4 W

A,
4

s Top Quartile
—— Bottom Quartile

x1.4
x1.4 ’R‘f
4

22N ]
7

-2.6 -0.2 22 4.6
Change in DAS-28 ESR

Data Density

x1.
-2.6 -0.2 2.2 4.6
Change in DAS-28 ESR

Density Difference between
Top and Bottom Quartiles

B Top Quartile

—— Bottom Quartile
L

bR

X0.9 /7. data 7]
/— twins

-23.0 -11.0 1.0 13.0

25

Figure 8: We examine the ability of each
DTG per indication in the Immunology
& Inflammation therapeutic area to ac-
curately capture distribution changes of
the data for different strata of the overall
training population. Each plot stratifies
the held-out data into quartiles accord-
ing to the baseline score indicated in the
x-axis label. In the left column, the den-
sity of the top and bottom quartiles of
the data are depicted as a Gaussian den-
sity with mean and standard deviation
obtained from the data. The difference
between the these densities is depicted in
the right column as a solid hashed differ-
ence density. For small differences we
magnify the density difference by a fac-
tor noted in text on the plot. The differ-
ence between the twin distribution con-
ditioned on the top quartile and the twin
distribution conditioned on the bottom
quartiles is overlaid in the right column.
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Figure 9: We examine the ability of
each DTG per indication in the General
Medicine therapeutic area to accurately
capture distribution changes of the data
for different strata of the overall train-
ing population. Each plot stratifies the
held-out data into quartiles according to
the baseline score indicated in the x-axis
label. Note that in the case of Stroke,
Modified Rankin is conditioned on the
value at 91 days, rather than at baseline,
as this feature is not measured at base-
line. In the left column, the density of
the top and bottom quartiles of the data
are depicted as a Gaussian density with
mean and standard deviation obtained
from the data. The difference between
the these densities is depicted in the right
column as a solid hashed difference den-
sity. For small differences we magnify
the density difference by a factor noted
in text on the plot. The difference be-
tween the twin distribution conditioned
on the top quartile and the twin distribu-
tion conditioned on the bottom quartiles
is overlaid in the right column.
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Figure 10: Goodness of fit for mean (left column) and standard deviation (right column) in the
Neurodegeneration therapeutic area, with the indication for a given plot indicated by abbreviation on
the left axis. All plots report on the principle cohort identified in Table 6. The mean and standard
deviation for all change from baseline longitudinal outcomes are evaluated at discrete time bins
indicated by the color bar for both the data and the digital twins. As the twins should represent the
data well, we ideally expect the markers to for either moment to all lie on the dotted diagonal line.
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Figure 11: Goodness of fit for mean (left columns) and standard deviation (right column) in the
Immunology and Inflammation therapeutic area, with the indication for a given plot indicated by
abbreviation on the left axis. All plots report on the principle cohort identified in Table 7. The mean
and standard deviation for all change from baseline longitudinal outcomes are evaluated at discrete
time bins indicated by the color bar for both the data and the digital twins. As the twins should
represent the data well, we ideally expect the markers to for either moment to all lie on the dotted
diagonal line.
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Figure 12: Goodness of fit for mean (left column) and standard deviation (right column) in the
General Medicine therapeutic area, with the indication for a given plot indicated by abbreviation on
the left axis. All plots report on the principle cohort identified in Table 8. The mean and standard
deviation for all change from baseline longitudinal outcomes are evaluated at discrete time bins
indicated by the color bar for both the data and the digital twins. As the twins should represent the
data well, we ideally expect the markers to for either moment to all lie on the dotted diagonal line.
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Figure 13: Goodness of fit for cross correlations in the Neurodegeneration therapeutic area, with the
indication for a given plot indicated by abbreviation on the left axis. All plots report on the principle
cohort identified in Table 6. Cross-correlations between all change from baseline longitudinal
outcomes are evaluated at discrete time bins indicated by the color bar for both the data and the digital
twins. As the twins should represent the data well, we ideally expect these cross-correlations to all lie
on the dotted diagonal line.
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area, with the indication for a given plot indicated by abbreviation on the left axis. All plots report
on the principle cohort identified in Table 7. Cross-correlations between all change from baseline
longitudinal outcomes are evaluated at discrete time bins indicated by the color bar for both the
data and the digital twins. As the twins should represent the data well, we ideally expect these
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Figure 15: Goodness of fit for cross correlations in the General Medicine therapeutic area, with the
indication for a given plot indicated by abbreviation on the left axis. All plots report on the principle
cohort identified in Table 8. Cross-correlations between all change from baseline longitudinal
outcomes are evaluated at discrete time bins indicated by the color bar for both the data and the digital
twins. As the twins should represent the data well, we ideally expect these cross-correlations to all lie
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Figure 16: Input Sensitivity for the Neurodegeneration therapeutic Area. For each indication, three
important outcomes are selected and indicate in the y-axis label. Bars indicate how much certain
features indicated in the text on the plot reduce the correlation of the feature’s prediction when
evaluated on the entire population of held out patients.
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Figure 17: Input Sensitivity for the Immunology & Inflammation therapeutic Area. For each
indication, three important outcomes are selected and indicate in the y-axis label. Bars indicate how
much certain features indicated in the text on the plot reduce the correlation of the feature’s prediction
when evaluated on the entire population of held out patients.
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Figure 18: Input Sensitivity for the General Medicine therapeutic Area. For each indication, three
important outcomes are selected and indicate in the y-axis label. Bars indicate how much certain
features indicated in the text on the plot reduce the correlation of the feature’s prediction when
evaluated on the entire population of held out patients.
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Figure 19: SHAP values for the Neurodegeneration therapeutic Area. For each patient, SHAP values
for each baseline feature are first taken as absolute values, then normalized so that their sum equals
one. This process is repeated for each of three important outcomes for each indication indicated in
the y-axis label. Finally, these normalized SHAP values are averaged across all patients to derive the
average contribution of each feature per outcome.
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Figure 20: SHAP values for the Immunology & Inflammation therapeutic Area. For each patient,
SHAP values for each baseline feature are first taken as absolute values, then normalized so that their
sum equals one. This process is repeated for each of three important outcomes for each indication
indicated in the y-axis label. Finally, these normalized SHAP values are averaged across all patients
to derive the average contribution of each feature per outcome.
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Figure 21: SHAP values for the General Medicine therapeutic Area. For each patient, SHAP values
for each baseline feature are first taken as absolute values, then normalized so that their sum equals
one. This process is repeated for each of three important outcomes for each indication indicated in
the y-axis label. Finally, these normalized SHAP values are averaged across all patients to derive the
average contribution of each feature per outcome.
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9 Appendix

Some supplemental tables with indication specific definitions of outcomes and cohorts (sub-
populations of a dataset) are provided here, broken down by therapeutic area. We also report
example digital twins for individual patients in each indication, showing the predicted mean and
standard deviation through time for all variables.
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Disease Indication: AD

Outcome
CDR-SB change from baseline

ADASCog-13 change from baseline

MMSE change from baseline

Description

Clinical Dementia Rating Scale Sum of Boxes.
It assesses stages of dementia.

Alzheimer’s Disease Assessment Scale cogni-
tive subscale. It measures cognitive function.
Mini Mental State Examination. It measures
cognitive function.

Disease Indication: ALS

Outcome
ALSFRS Revised change from baseline

ALSFRS Revised Bulbar Subscore change from
baseline

FVC change from baseline

Description

Revised Amyotrophic Lateral Sclerosis Func-
tional Rating Scale. It measures severity of
ALS.

Bulbar Subscore of ALSFRS Revised. It mea-
sures impairments to speech, salivation, and
swallowing.

Forced Vital Capacity. It measures breathing
function.

Disease Indication: FTLD

Outcome
FTLD CDR-SB change from baseline

FAQ change from baseline

MMSE change from baseline

Description

FTLD version of the Clinical Dementia Rating
Scale Sum of Boxes. It measures stages of de-
mentia.

Functional Activities Questionnaire which mea-
sures functional problems in activities of daily
living.

Mini Mental State Examination. It assesses
cognitive function.

Disease Indication: PD

Outcome
MDSUPDRS Subscore change from baseline

MDSUPDRS Motor Subscore change from
baseline

Modified Schwab and England change from
baseline

Description

Movement Disorder Society - Unified Parkin-
son’s Disease Rating Scale. It evaluates motor
and non-motor symptoms of Parkinson’s dis-
ease.

The motor component of the MDSUPDRS.

It measures abilities in a variety of activities of
daily living.

Disease Indication: HD

Outcome
cUHDRS change from baseline

TFC change from baseline

TMS change from baseline

Description

Composite Unified Huntington Disease Rating
Scale. It measures motor, cognitive, and func-
tional decline.
Total Functional Capacity. It measures func-
tional decline.

Total Motor Score. It measures motor decline.

Table 3: Brief description of outcomes for indications in the Neurodegenerative Therapeutic Area.



Disease Indication: CD

Outcome
sCDALI change from baseline

Daily BM Count change from baseline

Abdominal Pain Score change from base-
line

Description

Short Crohn’s Disease Activity Index. It
measures current severity of the disease.

Count of bowel movements.
It measures intensity of abdominal pain.

Disease Indication: RA

Outcome
Binary ACR 20 Response

DAS-28 ESR change from baseline

CDAI-RA change from baseline

Description

A composite measure of whether the par-
ticipant improves by at least 20% in both
swollen and tender joint counts and at least
three of five additional disease criteria.

Disease Activity Score-28 for Rheumatoid
Arthritis with ESR. It measures severity
of rheumatoid arthritis using clinical and
laboratory data, including Erythrocyte Sed-
imentation Rate.

Clinical Disease Activity Index for
Rheumatoid Arthritis. It measures severity
of rheumatoid arthritis using clinical data
only.

Disease Indication: ATD

QOutcome
Binary EASI-75

Binary IGA-01

IGA change from baseline

Description

Binarized version of Eczema Area and
Severity Index corresponding to at least
75% reduction from baseline. It measures
extent and severity of atopic dermatitis.

Binarized version of investigator global as-
sessment.

Investigator global assessment. It measures
severity of atopic dermatitis.

Disease Indication: PSO

Outcome
Binary PASI-75

Binary PASI-90

PASI change from baseline

Description

Binarized version of Psoriasis Area and
Severity Index. It represents an improve-
ment of at least 75% from baseline.

Binarized version of Psoriasis Area and
Severity Index. It represents an improve-
ment of at least 90% from baseline.

Psoriasis Area and Severity Index. It mea-
sures severity of psoriasis.

Table 4: Brief description of outcomes for indications in the Immunology & Inflammation Therapeutic

Area.
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Disease Indication: STR

Binary Modified Rankin

Binary NIHSS

Binary Barthel Index

Binarized version of Modified Rankin
Scale. It measures degree of disability in
the activities of daily living as a result of
stroke.

Binarized version of the National Institutes
of Health Stroke Scale. It measures stroke
severity.

Binarized version of Barthel Index. It mea-
sures degree of disability in the activities
of daily living as a result of stroke.

Disease Indication: HTN

QOutcome

Systolic blood pressure change from base-
line

Diastolic blood pressure change from base-
line

Standing systolic blood pressure change
from baseline

Description
The systolic blood pressure.

The diastolic blood pressure.

The systolic blood pressure measures while
standing.

Disease Indication: DLD

Outcome
Cholesterol LDL change from baseline

Cholesterol HDL change from baseline

Triglycerides change from baseline

Description

Fasting low-density lipoprotein choles-
terol.

Fasting high-density lipoprotein choles-
terol.

Fasting triglycerides.

Disease Indication: TTD

Outcome

Hemoglobin Alc percent change from
baseline

Fasting blood glucose change from base-
line

BMI change from baseline

Description

It measures average blood sugar levels over
the past 3 months.

It measures blood glucose after at least 8
hours without eating.

Body Mass Index.
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Disease Indication: AD

Cohort

* Mild Cognitive Impairment (MCI) and
early Alzheimer’s Disease (AD)

Mild to moderate Alzheimer’s Disease
(AD)

Full Population

Description
* 50 <age <90

* One of the following:

o 20 < MMSE < 28

o OR0O<CDR-GS <1
* 50 <age <90

* 13 <MMSE < 26
All participants in the dataset

Disease Indication: ALS

Cohort
* Recent Onset of Symptoms

Minimum Vital Capacity
Full Population

Description

ALS symptoms recently (within 24
months) developed since baseline measure-
ment

Cohort has FVC > 60% of normal value
All participants in the dataset

Disease Indication: FTD

Cohort

* Has behavioral variant of Frontotemporal
Dementia

Has known FTD Mutation

Full Population

Description
As judged in primary diagnosis of patient

patient has a mutation in either MAPT,
PGRN, or C9orf72 genes

All participants in the dataset

Disease Indication: HD

Cohort
* Manifest

Full Population

Description

Has HTT expansion (CAG repeats) and
clinical symptoms of HD

All participants in the dataset

Disease Indication: PD

Cohort
* Has Early PD

Off SMT

On SMT

Description

Patient is off symptom-modifying therapies
and is early stage (Hoehn and Yahr scale
<=2)

Patient is off symptom-modifying therapies
at baseline

Patient is off symptom-modifying therapies
at baseline

Table 6: Cohort Definitions for Neurodegeneration Therapeutic Area. The cohort indicated with a
* indicates the principal cohort for the indication. Unless specified otherwise, all plots here report

metrics on the principal cohort.
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Disease Indication: CD

Cohort
* Moderate to Severe Crohn’s Disease
Diagnosed with Crohn’s Disease

Description
sCDAI Score > 225
Clinical Diagnosis of Crohn’s Disease

Disease Indication: RA

Cohort
* Moderate to Severe

Moderate to Severe: DMARD Resistant

Moderate to Severe: on Stable Methotrex-
ate

Description

patients with moderate to severe disease
activity based on DAS28-CRP (> 2.9) or
DAS28-ESR (> 3.2) or SDAI (> 20) or
CDAI (> 10)

Moderate to severe patients who have been
treated with a Disease Modifying Anti-
Rheumatic Drug (DMARD) at least 3
months prior to study start

Moderate to severe patients who have been
on Methotrexate for at least 3 months

Disease Indication: ATD

Cohort
* Moderate to Severe AtD

Mild to Moderate AtD

Novel Disease-Modifying Antirheumatic
Drug (DMARD) use

Description

Patients with:

¢ EASI Total Score > 16

« IGA >3

e BSA > 10%

Patients with:

e 1.1 < EASI Total Score < 21
¢ 2<IGA <3

* 3% < BSA <20%

Patients with:

* Initiate a second line treatment (biolog-
ics, DMARDs, or immunomodulators) on
baseline day.

* At least 90 days since ending prior sec-
ond line treatment

Disease Indication: PSO

Cohort
* Full Population
Moderate to Severe Plaque Psoriasis

Description

All participants in the dataset
Patients with:

¢ PASI Total Score > 12,

* IGA > 3,

* BSA > 10%,

* no diagnosis of Psoriatic Arthritis.

Table 7: Cohort Definitions for Immunology & Inflammation Therapeutic Area. The cohort indicated
with a * indicates the principal cohort for the indication. Unless specified otherwise, all plots here
report metrics on the principal cohort.
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Disease Indication: STR

Cohort
* Full Population

Description
All participants in the dataset

Disease Indication: DLD

Cohort
* Hyperlipidemia (HLD)

Atherogenic Dyslipidemia

Description

Participants on statins with

* History of dyslipidemia OR

* 100 mg/dL < LDL-C < 190 mg/dL, triglyc-
erides < 400 mg/dL, and age over 18 years
Excludes participants with

* Uncontrolled hypertension (blood pressure
> 140/90 mmHg) OR

* History of coronary heart disease, heart fail-
ure, myocardial infarction, or stroke

Participants on statins with vascular disease
and atherogenic dyslipidemia defined as

* LDL-C < 160 mg/dL.

e 150 mg/dL < triglycerides < 400 mg/dL

* HDL-C < 40 mg/dL for men or < 50 mg/dL
for women

Disease Indication: HTN

Cohort
* On Hypertension Medication

Population with Hypertension

Description

Patients taking at least one antihypertensive
medication

Participants with

* a history of hypertension or blood pressure
> 130/80

e are older than 18

* not had history of: stroke, unstable angia,
myocardial infarction, or heart failure

Disease Indication: TTD

Cohort
* Comorbid with HLD or HTN

Comorbid Coronary Artery Disease

Description
Participants with

* History of Type-2 Diabetes Mellitus or
HbA1lc > 7.0% and either

* History of hyperlipidemia or LDL-C > 130
mg/dL, OR

» History of hypertension or systolic blood
pressure > 130 mmHg
Participants with

» History of Type-2 Diabetes Mellitus or
HbAlc > 7.0%

* History of coronary artery disease: either
ischemic heart disease or acute events such as
myocardial infarction

Table 8: Cohort Definitions for the General Medicine Therapeuic Area. The cohort indicated with a
* indicates the principal cohort for the indication. Unless specified otherwise, all plots here report

metrics on the principal cohort.



AD Digital Twin Example

Age (years): 80 ApOE e4 count: 2 Amyloid Status: - History of Hypertension: No
Sex: Male Weight: 60.5 kg CSF Total tau: - History of Type Il Diabetes: No

Diagnosis: Alzheimer's Disease Height: 168 cm CSF p-taut81: -
—n————
ADAS Cancellation 37:09 38:09 37:09 39:09 37£10 37:09 38:1.0 39:1.0
ADAS Commands 0 0405 0.4£07 0607 0808 0909 1.0+0.9 1309 14212
ADAS Comprehension 0 0.1£07 0.1£09 0.1:08 0.1:08 0008 0.1£09 0.1£09 0211
ADAS Concentration - 0109 0.1£09 0.0+1.0 0.01.0 0.1£1.2 0.1£1.2 0.0£1.3 0111
ADAS Construction 1 13209 15+1.0 1610 17209 1809 20£1.0 23:1.0 24:11
ADAS Delayed Word Recall 9 8605 88:05 89:06 8804 86+04 8.7:06 89:06 87:05
ADAS Executive 3 32:15 32:15 34:14 33:16 36:14 37:15 37:16 38:14
ADAS Ideational 3 3009 3.0£1.2 34:13 31£13 32:14 33:16 37:16 38:1.6
ADAS Naming 0 00:08 0.0£09 0009 01209 0.1£1.0 03:09 04x1.1 06x1.1
ADAS Orientation 4 44217 50£1.7 5317 5416 59:1.3 59:+1.4 57:16 5915
ADAS Remember Instructions 1 14205 1608 1811 23:13 23:13 23:15 26£1.7 27:18
ADAS Spoken Language 0 0103 0.3+04 0306 0507 06+0.7 07:08 0.9+09 1.021.1
ADAS Word Finding 1 11205 15+06 17208 17209 21:09 23:10 25:1.2 27:14
ADAS Word Recall 8 8111 82:1.2 8.4:1.0 8.81.0 8909 8.9+1.0 9.1£1.0 89:1.0
ADAS Word Recognition 9 94:23 95:22 9.8x2.1 10123  99:23 100222  102:20  104x20
Alanine Aminotransferase 12 13.0+4.6 128+44  134+49 13254 14656 147245 148152  144:47
Alkaline Phosphatase - 251149 250174 251190 251%171 252x173 251:188 250196 250201
Aspartate Aminotransferase 15 16.3+3.8 166+39  167+44 16937 174244 176246  18.0:42  185:43
CDR Community - 0.1:06 00£06 00:06 0.0:06 0007 00£0.7 0.1:06 0.1:06
CDR Home Hobbies - 14205 1706 1906 2207 2306 25+06 25+06 27105
CDR Judgement - 0.0:06 03:0.7 0.1x07 0.0:07 0007 00£0.7 0.0£0.7 0.0:07
CDR Memory - 1.7£06 2.0+0.7 22106 2306 24106 2.4:06 25+06 26:05
CDR Orientation - 02:06 00:06 00:06 0.0:06 0006 00:06 00:06 00:06
CDR Personal Care - 0904 0904 1104 1106 1306 1.7+0.6 1707 1808
Cholesterol - 24108 25:08 25:1.0 25:10 24£10 25£1.0 26:1.0 26+09
Creatine Kinase 31 410174 37.2:160 37.5:17.6 358:158 87.9+16.1 365158 40.7:193 37.4:185
Creatinine - 0901 09£0.1 0901 0901 0901 09:£0.1 09+0.1 0901
Diastolic Blood Pressure 58 62479  642:81 66690  67.1:95  681:89  669:93  682:88  68.0:84
Eosinophils 0.1 0.1£00 0100 0.1£0.1 01201 0.1£00 0.1£0.1 0.1£0.1 0.1£0.1
FAQ Score - 03153 0350 02145 0435 0.0+3.1 0.1£4.0 0.1£37 0035
Gamma Glutamyl Transferase 16 167 £7.1 171272 16779  186+66  17.2:82  155x72  157:66  165:62
Glucose 58 581.1 59+1.2 5811 58 1.1 57:1.3 56+ 1.1 56+1.2 55111
Heart Rate 60 62277 63277  649:89  649:89  662:90  666:97 682+100 687102
Hematocrit 45 44832 447130 44532  445:30  443:30  444:30 441228 438127
Hemoglobin 148 1469+88 146182 1446:104 1439:92 1439x87 1435:97 1429:102 142088
Hemoglobin A1C - 41103 4.0£03 41103 41203 41203 43+03 4.0£03 40:03
Indirect Bilirubin - 03:02 0.4£02 03:02 03:02 0.4£02 03£0.2 0302 02:02
Lymphocytes 18 18+04 1.7+05 17105 1.7+05 1.8+0.6 1.7+05 1.7+05 1.7+0.6
MMSE Attention Calculation 3 28:12 27:14 26:13 27:14 28:15 26+15 26:15 23:15
MMSE Drawing o 0104 0204 0204 02:04 03104 0304 03:05 03:05
MMSE Language 8 75+06 74:08 74208 74510 71209 7.0£09 67:1.2 65:1.2
MMSE Orientation Place 4 37:1.0 36+1.2 32+1.1 3212 32212 31112 29:13 27113
MMSE Orientation Time 1 1508 1708 1809 17209 1.7£08 1809 1609 1607
MMSE Recall 1 12£05 12+05 12:05 1.2£05 12£05 11:0.4 12+05 13+05
MMSE Registration 3 30£02 29:02 29:02 28203 28:04 28:04 28:04 28:04
Monocytes 0.4 04101 0401 0.4+0.1 04+0.1 0.4+0.1 04102 0.4+02 0402
NPI-10 Score - 157140  182:169 17.3:209 234278 2632363 84.0+420 41.0:496 350x47.1
NPI-12 Score - 161+11.7 178160 168:157 17.6£201 18.4:21.8 2274250 24.1:293 198255
NPI Severity Score - 01248 0.1£48 00:49 01251 0069 00£69 02:84 01£92
Platelet 268 266.0+359 264.8:36.0 25724389 2665+47.7 269.5+49.8 267.4:494 266.4+51.4 2667 +589
Potassium 43 43204 43+04 42104 41204 42204 42:04 42£04 42104
Sodium 145 1443+22 143725 143225 143326 1428+25 1431+25 1429428  1425+29
Systolic Blood Pressure 100.5 107.6+123 11432135 119.4+141 1205:158 1225:169 1199155 12232158 1289141
Triglycerides 15 17207 1706 16£07 15£07 15+06 15207 15+06 1607

Figure 22: An example twin record for a single AD patient is shown, which reports the mean and
standard deviation of the twins for that patient. A sample of static baseline information is given at the
top of the record. A sample of longitudinal outcomes predicted by the model are supplied as rows,
with columns indicating the time in months since baseline visit.
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ALS Digital Twin Example

Age (years): 61 Diagnosis: ALS Medications: riluzole
Sex: Female Site of Onset: Limb FVG norm: 2.92 Liters
Race: Gaucasian Symtom Onset: 568 days Height: 157.5 cm

T Y AT NN NN NS R R R T T T
Alanine Aminotransferase 38 4155180  426:214 430:253 453:257 4704293 477299 4691291 4692282 4762338 4872378 47.9:344
Albumin a7 470228  464+33  461+35  460+38 454235 45732 453232 455233  448+32  446+32  447+31
Alkaline Phosphatase 46 4645103 487142 513157 528163 531183 528187 560193 5742204 5542219 5692225 5862242
ALSFRS Climbing 2 12210 11211 1011 1011 0911 1011 07211 07:10  08x11 0811 0610
ALSFRS Cutting 4 37204 37:06  37:08  37:07  35:07 34209  33:10  33:10 3111 30:12  28:12
ALSFRS Dyspnea a 38+04 38205  37+06  37:08  36+08  35:09  35s09 34209 34209 35210 34210
ALSFRS Handwriting 3 35205 35205  35:06  35:06  36+06  34s08  33:08  33:08  33:10 31209  30%10
ALSFRS Hygiene 3 23110 2511 25:12  26:13  26+13 2613 27:13  25:14 24213 23213 20:12
ALSFRS Insufficiency 3 38201 38202  37:03  37:02  37s03  37s03 37403  37:03  36:04 36204  36:05
ALSFRS Orthopnea a 39:01 40202 40202  39:03  39:03  39s04 38205 37406  37:05  36+07  35:07
ALSFRS Salivation 3 36+04 36205  35:06  35:06  35:06  35s06  35:06 34106  35:06 35206 33207
ALSFRS Speech 3 3803 37204  37:04 36204  36+06  34:07 34107 33108  33:08  32:09  32:09
ALSFRS Swallowing 4 32:08 33208  35:08  35:09  36+08  34s08  35:09 36409 34209 34209  34:10
ALSFRS Tuming 3 36204 34207 34207 32208 30s09  29s10  29s10 28210 2611 24213 23213
ALSFRS Walking 3 29+08 28209  27:10  26=11  25s12  24s12 24213  23:12  20s12  19x12 17212
Aspartate Aminotransferase 31 328:102  333:133 334142 346:144  345:156 3442154 331144  333:158 328:179 326141 321:128
Basophis. 01 01200 00:00  00:00  00:00  00:00  00£00  00:00  00:00  00:00  00:00  00:00
Blood Urea Nitrogen 54 56215 54216  53+18  53s18 54219 54219  55s19  57s21 56+2.1 56220 55219
Calcium 23 23:01 2301 23201 23201 23201 23:01 23:01 23201 23201 23201 23201
Chioride 100 1008+39 100943 1009242  1005:40 100440 1002:43 1000:44  1001:45 100444 1002:43 1013239 1004 =4.
Cholesterol 79 79214 78:14  77:15 78215  77:14 7715 7515  76x16  75:16  73:16  74=15  73x15
Greatine Kinase 545 621924774 6418+4173 736.4+6152 7295+4864 7402+6253 790.0+5026 8767 +7747 8436+7931 837.08748 7992 +1016.0 798.8+8959 729.0+803
Creatinine 0 09202 09202  09:02  09:02  09:02  09s03  09s02  08s02 08202 08202 08202 08202
Diastolic Blood Pressure 8 §73+125  862:143  859:135 87.9:149 854147 846142 845:141 831137 833133 851145 838:142  83.0:15!
Eosinophils 01 0201 03202  03:02  02:02  02:03  03:03  03:03  03:03 04204 04204  02:04  03:04
FVG Liters 43 43208 43207  42:08  42:08 41208  39:09  38s09  38s10 38210 3611 34210 34210
Gamma Glutamyl Transferase. - 512122  51:153 51180 51229 522211 512250 50237 53238 51268 51317 51321 532302
Glucose 51 51:08 52:08  52:10  52:10  54:1.1 55:13  55:14  55:14  55:13 57214 56213 5515
Heart Rate E3 935100 928110 893115 889:130 876:152 864137 857128 854+127 854+140 8532147 858146 848=15!
Hematocrit a4 414227 413227 413+29  417+28 414231 41735  422:33 424237 42136 41734 419:33  417:32
Hemoglobin 136 139.0+79  1377+89 1378104 13912101 13752109 13812104 139.1=113 1389110 1383105 1382101 137.0:110 1375211,
Hemoglobin ATC - 55405 55:06  56:06  56:06  57:07  57+07 57408 57409  57:08  57:08  58+09  57:09
Lactate Dehydrogenase 210 2142:439 2207+529 2070514 22012520 23442602 2339:599 21462644 21882615 22842620 2288677 237.9+683 235772
Lymphocytes 12 13204 13204 14205 14206 14205 14206 15405 14206 15206 14207 13205 14206
Monocytes 03 0301 0401 03202  03:02  03:02 04202 04202 04202 04202 04202 04202 04202
Neutrophils 38 39:14 38:16  39:17 88217  40:19 4119  45:22 45220 43218 4418  42:16 4419
Phosphorus 36 37£05 38206 38206  38:06  38:06  38:06 38206 38106  39:06 38206  37:06 38206
Plasma NfL 896 919+186 936+182 951197 952+193 934+198 895+179 977189 1023+17.1 1005:196 941193 958178  99.4220(
Platelet 247 2536+515 2528533 2523563 2533576 25722608 251.7=580 2526654 25825709 25175684 257.3:69.8 25212648 257.7:69.
Potassium 4 40202 4003  40:03 41203 41203 4103  41:03 41203  42:04  42:04 42204 4204
Protein 75 743245  740:46  738:53  734:48 73353 735153 732252  736+55 73356 73456 73656  735:53
Respiratory Rate 1 12841 132242  142+44 148245 153242 163243 167247 167250 168249 173251  175s50 18251
Sodium 1387 138820 1386220 1389223 1392:27 1389226 1387+30 1384+29 1386+29 1389+29 1388x31 138832 1388=3!
SVC Liters - 37404 37:05  37:06  35:06  34:06  35:08  33s08  32+09  32:08  33:10 3011 30212
Systolic Blood Pressure 125 12652110 12794128 1265+132 12592150 12862151 127.0+147 1263+153 12702162 127.9+167 1205+176 1288+197 1277419
Temperature a76 372204 370404 37005  369+05  368+05 36805 36805 36706 36706 36606 36606  367+07
Total Biliubin 04 0401 05202  05:02  05:02  05:02  05:02  05:02  05:02 05202 05202 05203  05:03
Triglycerides - 1809 1809 1809  18:11 19212  19:13 20215 21217  22:21 23:19  22:18  22:16
Uric Acid 453 45142793 43851860 4209:924 43591861 4353:907 4309861 4097886 41722898 41712872 41212963 3986+990 399.0:88
Weight 813 816253 81052 820455  812+58  819+53 81754 81559 80257 80457 79562  79.0+58  79.0+59
Potassium 43200 43204 43204 43204 43204 43204 43205  43s05  43:05  42:04 43205 43204 43205
Sodium 1450200  1445:22 144325 1440228 1438228  1432:24 143026  1425:26  1420:29 1412221 1420224 1415227 14232
Systolic Biood Pressure 1210200 12152113 12074153 1207+176 12132147 1215172 1216+169 11962169 11952164 1182175 1206+164 1198+179 1202218
Triglycerides - 13204 14205 15206 15206 16207 16£07 1608 1709 14206 1508 1708 17209

Figure 23: An example twin record for a single ALS patient is shown, which reports the mean and
standard deviation of the twins for that patient. A sample of static baseline information is given at the
top of the record. A sample of longitudinal outcomes predicted by the model are supplied as rows,
with columns indicating the time in months since baseline visit.

FTD Digital Twin Example

Age fearsy: 64 Has Known FTD Mataton: No MG atrbues: None

Sox:Female Fistor of Hypertension: - Height 164 am

Vears of Eccation: 18 istory of Type 2 isetes: - Weight 63 kg

COR Communty 21507 21207 24207 25106 26204 26104 27205 26204 25104 26204 26403  26:04 25205 26205
COR Horma Hobeies 23107 26106 25:06 26204 20204 2804  28:04  29:03 29103 20104 28:04  28:04 28204 26205
(COR Judgement 26204 26204 27204 28204 27204 26203 26204 27203 27203 27204 27203 27203 26204 26204
COR Memory 27404 25105 26405 26104 26205 26404 261204 26104 26105 26404 26105 24106 25105 25105
COR Orentation 20108 22:07 22107 24206 25206 25105  25:05 25106 25206 25206 25106  25:06 26206 25206
COR persona Cars 20108 21207 23:07 25106 25:06 2406 25:05  25:06 25106 25106 24206 _ 25:06 24206 24208
Distorc Blood Pressure @ | @8:109 7782116 78:N3 7632103 7562104 75Ax111 741407 7332100 7352103 702109 WS16 7272106 724207 721212
740 Score 2 298103 300404  299:05 206205 206:06 20409  299+10  294:11 209209  00:10  209+14  296:19  287:25 204220
FTLD COR Benavioal 05 15:09 18209 22209 22208  22:08  23:08 23108 23208 23108  23:08  22:09 22209 22208 22209
FTLD COR Language 05 08:06 11208 14210 17211 19210 21210 22:09  23:09 23209 24208 24209 23:09 _ 23:09 23209
DS Tota Score 1 11209 10212 10213 12s12  14s14 18216 17221 20s24 1924  18s23  18s24 17225 19224 17224
Hoart e s 59181 572498 6072117 6202119 632125  698+128 6535155 6662159 649148 6562140 6432136  657:144 69055163 692216
MISE Draving o 00502 02:04  02:04 03204 03205 0305  03:05  04:05 03205 03205  03+05  03:05  04:05 0405
MMSE Orietaton Place 3 20108 17:10 14209 11210 11210 08:10  09:11  10:12 10212 08:10  07:12 _ 10:12 _ 09:12 _ 09:14
MMSE Orietaton Time 2 17215 13214 12214 11214 1013 09:12 09212  07s11 06211  06s11 06210 06210 06211 05208
MMSE Score 1 134269 129277 117280 105280 9380  92:73 93279 83273 77168 _ 75:69 70272 _ 76269 _ 96269 10027
NPL10 Score % 19531 194237 127235 124238 117240 118240 107246 107249 105246 96245  89+47 72240 63243 58248
NPL-12 Score I 156529 151234 140244 194252 16058  133:62  125:70  102:79 19201 19289  114:86  92:85  76:79  83s87
NP Severty Score 1 156466 164270 161367 148167 158266 161473 154272 152569  139:69 134163  109:04  91:60 79152 67251
Systolc Bood Pressure 12 12602155 12692159 12772181 12652177 1222164 12075180 12492187 12472174 127179 125179 12265107 12292106 11892168 1182216

Figure 24: An example twin record for a single FTD patient is shown, which reports the mean and
standard deviation of the twins for that patient. A sample of static baseline information is given at the
top of the record. A sample of longitudinal outcomes predicted by the model are supplied as rows,
with columns indicating the time in months since baseline visit.
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PD Digital Twin Example

Age (years): 74 Bradykinesia at diagnosis: Yes Family history of PD: Yes
Sex: Female Rigidity at diagnosis: Yes History of neurological disease: No
Years since diagnosis: 0 “Tremor at diagnosis: Yes History of psychiatric illness: Yes

|

Albumin 44 441415 445+17 444517 44416 44620 447221 448219  450+20

8

Aspartate Aminotransferase 22 216+26 215+24 216435  227+33  223+40 23138  228:39  239:45

©
©

Calcium 22 23401 2301 23401 23101 2301 23401 2301 23401

R

Creatinine 0.7 0.7 £0.1 0.7 +0.1 0.7 0.1 08+0.1 0.7 0.1 08+0.1 08+0.1 0.8+0.1

5.1+06 54208 5608 56+09 5710 58+12 58211 5712

o
i
5

&
o

484 +2.1 48523 48.0+22 48326 47.7+27 472427 47325 475429

Sk

Lymphocytes 20405 2006 20407 20+09 21+11 21413 21+12 22415

0103 0.1+03 0103 02+04 03104 02404 02+04 02404

0103 0204 0305 02+04 03204 03+05 03205 0204

01403 0204 02404 0.2+0.4 0205 0.2+0.4 0204 0.1+04

04+03 04104 04+04 04104 0505 05+0.5 05+05 05+05

0103 01204 00403 0.2+03 0.0+03 0.1+03 01203 0104

03403 03+02 03402 0.2+0.2 02+03 0.2+0.2 0302 02402

0.0+0.0 0.0+0.0 0.1+0.0 0.2+0.0 0.0+0.0 0.1+0.0 0.0+0.0 0.1+0.0

0103 0205 0406 0.5+ 06 0.5+06 0507 0707 0908

i 1.3+0.8 1.1+08 12+0.7 15408 1.4+08 16+08 1.6+08 1.8+0.8

02404 0205 03404 03+0.4 0205 0305 0204 02404

12407 1.0+0.7 10408 1108 10407 11£07 12406 12407

© 4 4 2 4 4 402022 2N+ 2WO 20N+ 2NO0O0O0=20®WN-0=-20000=-=-NOO=-NO=-0=00N

0103 02+04 0204 02+04 03205 03+05 03205 0305

02403 0403 03403 04104 0404 0.4 +0.4 0405 04405

0.0+0.0 0.0+0.0 0.1+0.0 0101 0.1+0.0 0.0+0.1 0.0+0.1 0.0+0.1

18+07 20+09 19+09 1810 18+1.1 18+12 18+1.4 18+12

0.4+04 0404 04405 05+05 06+06 06+06 0505 0.6+06

26409 2711 30409 31109 32+08 32408 3209 32409

0.2+0.0 0.2+0.0 0.2+0.0 0.2+0.0 02202 0.2+0.1 02201 0302

0002 01203 0204 0205 03205 03+05 0306 03406

HRRNEELE B VTR
H i §§ H g
Tl
4 § i

MDS-UPDRS Motor Rigidity Lie 0.8+0.7 08+0.7 05+06 04+05 0506 04105 0205 02404

MDS-UPDRS Motor Rigidity Neck 18409 1609 16408 17+08 17408 16408 15409 12408

i

MDS-UPDRS Motor Rigidity Rue 18+08 18+08 18408 1808 17408 1.8+08 19£09 19+09

MDS-UPDRS Motor Toe Tapping Left 03405 0306 04406 05+0.7 0.7+07 06+0.7 0607 07408

MDS-UPDRS Non-Motor EDL Anxious 0.1+04 0.1+03 01404 02+05 0204 0204 02105 02+05

MDS-UPDRS Non-Motor EDL Cognitive Impairment 03202 0.3+03 0303 0.3+03 03203 0.3+04 0.4+04 03203

MDS-UPDRS Non-Motor EDL Daytime Pain 04405 0506 0.6+06 0.6+06 06+06 05+0.6 0404 04405

MDS-UPDRS Non-Motor EDL Depressed 03+03 02103 03403 03102 03+03 0303 0303 03403

Figure 25: An example twin record for a single PD patient is shown, which reports the mean and
standard deviation of the twins for that patient. A sample of static baseline information is given at the
top of the record. A sample of longitudinal outcomes predicted by the model are supplied as rows,
with columns indicating the time in months since baseline visit. The number of longitudinal records
have been truncated.
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HD Digital Twin Example

Age (years): 65 CAG repeats: 39 Cognitive onset: No

Sex: Male Dad had HD: Yes Motor onset: Yes

Stage: Pre-manifest Mom had HD: No Psychiatric onset: No

L seeine 6 | 2 ] s | 2 | 3 |
BMI 30.8 306+1.4 31.1+1.9 306+2.1 30.8+25 30.6+25
Category Fluency Correct 28 27.7+3.9 27.7+3.9 26.7+4.3 26.9 +4.9 26.5+4.3
Category Fluency Intr Errors 1 0.1+03 0.0+0.3 0.0+0.3 0.0+04 0.0+ 0.4
Category Fluency Persev Errors 1 0.1+0.5 0.1+0.5 0.1+0.6 0.1+0.5 0.1+0.5
CGl Severity - 09+0.6 09+0.7 0.8+0.7 0.8+0.6 08+0.7
C-SSRS Aborted Attempt 1 0.0+ 0.0 0.0+ 0.0 0.1+0.0 0.0+0.0 0.1+0.0
C-SSRS Actual Attempt 0 0.1+0.0 0.0+0.0 0.1+0.0 0.0+0.0 0.1+0.0
C-SSRS Ideation With Intent 1 0.1+0.4 0.1+0.5 0.1+0.5 0.1+0.5 0.1+0.5
C-SSRS Ideation With Plan 0 02+0.4 03+0.5 03+0.5 0.4+05 0405
C-SSRS Ideation Without Intent 0 09+0.5 0.8+0.5 0.7 +0.5 0.7+0.5 0.7+0.5
C-SSRS Interrupted Attempt 1 0.1+0.0 0.2+0.0 0.1+0.0 0.0+ 0.0 0.1+0.0
C-SSRS Preparatory Behavior 0 0.0 + 0.0 0.0 + 0.0 0.0+ 0.0 0.0 + 0.0 0.0 +£0.0
C-SSRS Suicidal Thoughts 1 0.1+0.3 0.1+0.3 02+04 0.1+03 0.1+0.3
C-SSRS Wish To Be Dead 0 0.0 +0.1 0.1+0.3 0.1+0.4 0.1+0.4 02+0.4
cUHDRS 16.3 159+ 1.4 16.7+1.5 158+ 1.6 15915 16.3+1.5
Diagnostic Confidence 1 1.1+0.6 0.9+0.8 1.1+0.9 12+1.1 14+12
FA Score 25 242+0.7 243+0.8 243+0.9 243141 23.8+1.2
Ind Score 100 97.6 +3.3 93.8 +4.0 98.7 +4.3 95.4 +4.9 94.1+5.6
Letter Fluency Correct 73 68.7+7.9 68.1+8.2 67.3+7.4 65.7+7.5 65.1+9.4
Letter Fluency Intr Errors 0 0.4 +0.6 0.4 +0.6 0.6 +0.8 0.6+0.8 0.7+1.0
Letter Fluency Persev Errors 1 0.3+0.8 08+1.1 0911 1.0+1.2 1.1£13
MMSE 29 29.5+0.8 29.5+1.0 29.5+1.0 29.9+1.0 291+ 1.1
PBA-s Is Accompanied 1 0.8+0.4 0.7+04 0.6 +0.5 0.6 +0.5 0.4+05
PBA-s Q10 Hallucinations 0 0.1+0.1 0.0+0.2 0.0+0.2 0.0+0.2 0.0+0.2
PBA-s Q11 Disorientation 1 0.0+0.2 0.0+0.3 0.1+04 0.1+£04 0.0+0.5
PBA-s Q1 Depressed 4 4.7 +3.3 3.1+26 29x25 3.1+3.1 3.4+37
PBA-s Q2 Suicidal 9 5117 35+17 3.0+1.8 26+18 2.0+19
PBA-s Q3 Anxiety 0 0.7+0.9 09+1.3 1.6+1.9 1.6+22 22+24
PBA-s Q4 Irritability 0 06+1.1 0.7+0.8 0911 12+1.6 1420
PBA-s Q5 Aggression 1 0.1+0.4 0.1+0.6 03+0.7 0.5+0.9 05+1.1
PBA-s Q6 Apathy 0 04+0.7 0.7+0.9 1.0+ 1.1 14+13 1.5+2.0
PBA-s Q7 Perseveration 0 0.4+0.6 02+0.7 0.4+0.7 0.5+0.9 06+1.0
PBA-s Q8 Obsessive 1 0.0+0.4 0.1+05 0.1+0.6 0.2+0.8 04+1.0
PBA-s Q9 Paranoid 1 02+0.1 0.0+0.3 0.0+0.3 02+0.3 0.1+0.4
SDMT Correct 53 52.4+83 55.7+9.2 51.4+93 53.5+87 50.7 + 9.6
Stroop Color Correct 66 67.4 +10.2 70.6 +9.8 721 £3 UTo1l 71.0 £ 10.7 724 +11.5
Stroop Color Corrected Errors 0 0.2+ 0.6 0.1+0.4 0.1+04 0.1+03 0.1+0.3
Stroop Color Errors 0 0.2+0.4 0.1 +0.1 0.0+ 0.0 0.2+0.1 0.1+0.2
Stroop Interference Correct 41 405+7.0 40.6 + 8.0 40275 423+73 43.0+7.3
Stroop Interference Corrected Errors 0 0.5+ 0.6 0.4 +0.6 0.5+0.7 0.6 +0.7 0.6 +0.7
Stroop Interference Errors 1 0.1+0.6 0.3+0.7 04+08 0.3+0.8 02+0.7
Stroop Word Correct 87 88.7 +12.1 929+12.7 91.8+125 93.6 + 12.6 94.0 + 13.4
Stroop Word Corrected Errors 1 0.1+0.2 0.1+0.3 0.0+0.3 0.3+03 0.1+0.4
Stroop Word Errors 0 0.1+0.2 0.0 +0.1 0.0+0.2 0.1+0.3 0.0+0.2
TFC Score 12 12.7 0.9 125+ 0.9 125+ 1.0 122+ 141 12411

Figure 26: An example twin record for a single HD patient is shown, which reports the mean and
standard deviation of the twins for that patient. A sample of static baseline information is given at the
top of the record. A sample of longitudinal outcomes predicted by the model are supplied as rows,
with columns indicating the time in months since baseline visit. The number of longitudinal records
have been truncated.
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Stroke Digital Twin Example

Age (years): 84 Ischemic type: TACI Location: Left hemisphere History heart disease: No
Sex: Female Took TPA: Yes Prior ASA treatment: Yes History renal disorders: Yes
Time to randomization: 110 min TPA dose: 66 mg Prior statins: No History type 2 diabetes: No
——n-
Alanine Aminotransferase 18.1 +£14.0 17.2+18.6 165+27.5 13.35+23.6 11.8+40.2
Alkaline Phosphatase - 247.8 +245.1 2525 +244.8 232.4 +246.4 257.8 +247.5 268.9 +247.1
Aspartate Aminotransferase - 11.0+8.7 11.0+ 8.4 11.0+£7.7 11.1+£9.7 11.0+17.9
Barthel Bathing = 28+25 3.4+24 35+23 3.1+24 3.0+£24
Barthel Bladder - 75+3.0 8.0+26 8125 8425 7.7+29
Barthel Bowels - 72+29 83+25 8821 8921 85+25
Barthel Dressing - 7037 7.7+31 8226 8.0+25 7527
Barthel Feeding - 78+27 85+23 9.1+2.1 9.0+2.1 87+22
Barthel Grooming o 34+23 37x22 39+21 43+18 40+19
Barthel Mobility - 10.6 £5.0 11.9+4.4 12.8 +3.2 12.6 +3.4 12.4+£3.7
Barthel Stairs = 6.1+3.7 59+38 6.6 +3.2 6.0+3.3 6.3+3.1
Barthel Toiletuse = 6.3+3.5 76+33 83+25 92+22 85+24
Barthel Transfers = 104 £4.5 11.5+£39 12929 128 +29 129+3.0
Basophils = 0.1 +0.1 0.2+0.1 0.2+0.1 02+0.2 0.3+0.2
Bicarbonate 28 26.0+2.7 24128 232 +3.5 233+3.6 226 +4.1
Chloride 108 104.8 + 4.0 106.2 + 5.1 108.2+7.8 108.8 + 8.3 107.6 +9.7
Creatinine 0.7 0.7+0.1 0.7+0.2 0.7+0.2 0.6+0.2 06+0.3
Diastolic Blood Pressure 84 73.7+11.4 68.1 +12.9 64.5 +17.1 64.6 + 17.9 65.7 + 20.1
EQ-5D-3L Activities - 2.0+0.8 1.9+0.8 1.9+0.7 2.0+0.7 19+0.7
EQ-5D-3L Anxiety = 1.7+0.7 1.5+0.6 1.5+0.6 1.6+ 0.6 1.5+05
EQ-5D-3L Mobility = 1.7+0.7 1.7+0.6 1.6+0.6 1.6+0.6 1.6 +0.6
EQ-5D-3L Pain - 1.7+0.6 1.6 +0.6 1.5+0.5 1.5+0.6 1.6+ 0.6
EQ-5D-3L Selfcare = 1.8+0.7 15+0.5 14+05 1.5+ 0.6 1.5+ 0.5
Glucose 6.6 6.7+1.8 6.1+1.8 6.2+27 6.3+2.9 58+29
Heart Rate 60 712+11.9 70.0+12.6 65.7 +15.2 69.7 + 18.6 67.5+19.4
Hematocrit 349 35.8+5.3 352 +5.2 34.4+6.4 32.7+8.2 33.0+7.7
Hemoglobin 17 111.8+17.8 102.3+184 93.0+21.3 82.6 +20.0 78.1+24.1
Hemoglobin A1C - 76+29 6.7 +3.2 6.0+3.3 5.8+ 3.6 5.0+ 3.3
International Normalized Ratio 1.1 1.1£0.1 1.2£0.1 12+0.2 1.2+02 1202
Lymphocytes - 0.7 +3.3 0.7 +4.9 0.7+5.6 0.7 +6.6 0.7+ 6.6
Modified Rankin Score o 25+15 22+15 22x15 22+14 25+13
Monocytes - 13+1.5 21+22 24+24 27+24 25125
Neutrophils = 1.8+43 1.7+3.9 1855 18+4.9 1.8+9.8
NIHSS Commands 1 03+0.4 0.2+0.2 0.2+0.2 0.2+0.0 0.2+0.2
NIHSS Consciousness 1 04+0.4 02+0.2 02+0.0 02+0.1 02+0.0
NIHSS Dysarthria 1 0.5+0.6 0.4 +0.5 0.1+0.4 0.2+0.4 0.2+0.4
NIHSS Gaze 1 02+04 0.0+0.2 0.0+0.0 0.0+ 0.0 0.0+0.0
NIHSS Inattention 0 0.4 +0.5 0.2+0.4 0.1+£0.2 0.0+0.2 0.1+0.3
NIHSS Language 2 12+0.9 05+0.6 02+03 0.0+0.2 0.1+0.2
NIHSS Limbataxia 0 0.0+0.1 0.0+0.2 0.2+0.0 0.0+0.2 0.0+0.2
NIHSS Monthandage 2 13+0.7 0.9+0.7 0.5+0.7 0.4+0.6 03+0.5
NIHSS Motorarm Left 0 06+0.9 0.4+0.6 0.1+0.5 0.1+0.4 0.1+0.3
NIHSS Motorarm Right 0 0.7+0.9 02+0.6 0.0+0.5 0.1+£05 0.1+0.4
NIHSS Motorleg Left 1 0.8+0.8 0.6+0.7 0.4+0.4 0.3+0.4 0.3+0.3
NIHSS Motorlea Riaht 1 1.0+1.0 04+07 02+05 0.0+03 0.1+0.3

Figure 27: An example twin record for a single Stroke patient is shown, which reports the mean and
standard deviation of the twins for that patient. A sample of static baseline information is given at the
top of the record. A sample of longitudinal outcomes predicted by the model are supplied as rows,
with columns indicating the time in months since baseline visit. The number of longitudinal records
have been truncated.
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HTN Digital Twin Example

Age (years): 57
Sex: Male
Race: White

Blood Pressure: Borderline

Glucose: Diabetes

History Hypertension: Yes

Height: 187 cm
Weight: 82 kg
Cholesterol: High

History MI: No
History Stroke: Yes

S S N S IS N S ST T I

BMI
Creatinine
Diastolic Blood Pressure

Diastolic Blood Pressure Standing

Heart Rate
Potassium
Systolic Blood Pressure

Systolic Blood Pressure Standing

Figure 28: An example twin record for a single HTN patient is shown, which reports the mean and
standard deviation of the twins for that patient A sample of static baseline information is given at the
top of the record. A sample of longitudinal outcomes predicted by the model are supplied as rows,

22.6
0.9

725
72
59
3.6
120
128

22612
0.9+0.1
73675
71.0+£73
60.2+5.6
38+03
121.1£10.6
129.2+12.3

23.0+1.4
09+0.1
715+84
71.8+8.0
61.3+6.8
38+04
120.0 £ 11.7
129.9 +12.7

22416
0.9+0.1
725+76
72.7+8.7
62.1+8.4
39+03
118.7 £ 13.3
131.3+15.4

229+1.8
0.9+0.1
71.7£82
73.4+£84
61.9+8.9
39+04
1205+ 12.3
131.6 +13.8

22220
1.0+0.1
70887
739+86
62.6 +8.7
40+04
1229 +£13.0
132.6 + 16.3

22422
1.0+0.1
708 +8.4
73.5+10.2
62.2+9.9
4.0+0.5
123.7 £ 14.2
1354 £17.7

224£22
09+0.1
69.4 +8.8
73.7£10.2
61.7 + 10.6
4.0+06
120.9 + 14.1
137.8 £ 17.€

with columns indicating the time in months since baseline visit.

Dyslipidemia Digital Twin Example

Age (years): 74
Sex: Female
Race: White

BMI
HDL Gholesterol

LDL Cholesterol
Diastolic Blood Pressure
Fasting Blood Glucose
Heart Rate

Potassium

Systolic Blood Pressure
Triglycerides

Waist Gircumference

Figure 29: An example twin record for a single DLD patient is shown, which reports the mean and
standard deviation of the twins for that patient. A sample of static baseline information is given at the
top of the record. A sample of longitudinal outcomes predicted by the model are supplied as rows,

BMi stage: Overweight
Height: 145 cm
Region: Norther America

26.1

Cholesterol: Bordertine.

Hypertension: Stage 1

255231
479247
1068127
64683
671159
527:55
42203
1357478
1903+38.4
990:25

257:38
472248
1020132
647104
67.12202
543262
42103
1345:95
188.3+45.4
988233

Blood glucose: Diabetes

T T N

258244
472:48
1006134
638112
67.1£21.9
558266
42203
13232115
1810473
987234

History Hypertension: No
History CV Disease: Yes
History Type l Diabetes: Yes

25947
4632458
10052150
639112
67.0£253
575272
42204
132.7 £ 13.4
1921+ 466
975236

25548
463+47
986184
643119
6712232
58283
42204
132.8 £ 14.1
19114493
985140

257449
46056
9582163
643115
670266
500:85
42204
1323+ 162
185.3.4502
969245

History of Smoking: Yes
History MI: No
History Endocrine Disorders: -

250+49
469254
928151
627+ 12.1
67.1£315
59.1+83
42204
132.9.+19.4
1767 £ 421
962246

with columns indicating the time in months since baseline visit.

TTD Digital Twin Example

Age (years): 68
Sex: Female
Race: White

History of Congestive Heart Failure : No
History of Hypertension: Yes
History of Stroke: Yes

Taking ACEI: Yes

Height: 161 cm
Weight: 85 kg

History Dyslipidemia: No

255:52
465249
935181
623117
67.1230.9
59.0:86
4304
132.2 209
181.9.+499
967250

History MI: Yes

History Smoking: Yes

256452 251+53 250451 251250 24925
461258 464:56 47257 466:59 45526
928201 9412203 888180 921171 92922
633+11.9 623116 61.7+127 61.5+125 60.0 1
67.2£29.9 67.2+31.7 67.0+31.0 671306 67.223¢
57795 591106 586112 58.1+11.2 586=11
43:04 43204 43:04 43:04 43:0
132.1+23.7132.3 + 25.2132.8 + 26.6130.4  26.3120.6 £ 2
186.1.+ 58.8178.8 + 5051737 £ 55.1175.2  53.8182.0 £ 5
967252 963:50 949257 950:55 947:5

Taking ARB: No
Taking BB: No
Taking Insulin Providing Drug: Yes

™ S S S S N " N TN

BMI

Cholesterol

Cholesterol HDL
Cholesterol LDL
Creatinine

Diastolic Blood Pressure
Fasting Blood Glucose
Heart Rate

Hemoglobin A1C
Potassium

Systolic Blood Pressure
Triglycerides

Waist Circumference

Figure 30: An example twin record for a single TTD patient is shown, which reports the mean and
standard deviation of the twins for that patient. A sample of static baseline information is given at the
top of the record. A sample of longitudinal outcomes predicted by the model are supplied as rows,

38.8
126
25
59
13
89.5

69
8.9
35
1715
218
129.5

386+20 386+23 387+25
1269+26.3 1309+31.0 1352+30.7
269+32 284 4.1 27.7£4.0
66.5 +21.5 68.5 + 23.9 68.3 +22.7
1303 1404 15£05
85.1+8.8 80.0+88 776+81
1449 +487 143.0+509 163.5+66.0
69.2+7.8 67.7+6.9 67985
8713 8.6+1.3 82x15
3703 3.8+0.4 3.9+04
1552229 146.9+21.0 141.3+195
236.5+120.3 214.5+106.6 236.5+ 133.4
1288 +5.5 1283 +59 1276 £5.7

39.0£25 39.1+28 39.1+3.0 39.2+3.0 39.2+3.1
1299+333 1304+359 1364+333 131.6+37.6 132.6 + 39.9
28845 29.7 51 29.7+55 29252 302+64
67.6 +24.8 64.2 £24.2 66.3 £ 22.9 67.2 +28.4 62.9 +28.7
1505 15+05 15+05 15+05 1.6+06
755+83 71.0x9.5 70.0x11.2 68.4x11.4 682115
180.9+67.2 178.3+762 169.6+89.6 178.0+95.2 184.2 £ 101.4
67982 66.2 +8.3 66.9 +9.6 67.1+9.7 67.2+9.9
80+14 76+15 7714 7514 75x14
4.0+04 4.0+04 41+04 4104 4105
136.7+24.1 133.8+234 1345+238 1332£255 134.6 £23.7
216.0+97.1 21491183 221.4+1256 231.5x129.2 208.1 = 120.1
128.1+58 1291 £6.1 1289 +6.3 128959 1296 +6.3

with columns indicating the time in months since baseline visit.
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CD Digital Twin Example

Age (years): 54 Diagnosis: Crohn's Disease Taking biologics: Yes

Sex: Male Disease Location: lleocolonic Taking corticosteroids: Yes

Race: White BMI: 19.4 kg/sqm ‘Taking immunomodulators: Yes

" IR NN NN ST T T T T T T T T T
C Reactive Protein 224 203:51 199272 184278 175588 18291 166=101 147294  148:106 148:121 1362127 143121 1572107 1531
Calprotectin - 2010.1 +2125.31925.9 + 2502.71987.4 + 2665.12671.7 + 3362.12977.1 + 3416.63623.0 + 4400.13220.8 + 4425.13630.5 + 4722.418.7 + 4522518.4 + 5273}43.9 + 5354123.0 + 5964124.3 + 6°
Fecal Calprotectin High Range - 439122795 468803203 4468+3527 45113962 470143946 495224601 442.9+457.3 490.9.+457.8 78,0 2 3 5635 = 5¢
Fecal Calprotectin Low Range - 252022835 286.8+300.7 29043066 239.1x301.6 33283129 30073158 2926+313.5 3703 +307.2 171.0 + 312.250.8 = 309.260.7  311.295.1 = 315.414.8 = 31
PGA Score 2 19208 17:09 1609 16209 16209 15210  16:10 14209 15:08 16209 16210 1608 1620,
PRO2 Abdominal Pain Score 1 11208 11+08 10407 10208 09207 08207  09+07  09£07 0907 09207 1.0+07 11206 1.1=0.
PRO2 Score. 20 197:89 18380 166291 177283 165288  167+84  173+83 164285 17172 175269 174x71 17.3265 16426
PRO3 Abdominal Pain Score 1 11208 11207  12:08 14208 12208 12207 1307 1307 1307 13206 14206 14207 1320
PRO3 Score. 27 2662118 252:120 235:125 254114 2242116 216106 223109 209:101 216+89 215:92 221:83 222:88 19328
SCDAI Abdominal Pain Score 1 11208 12408 11+08 12207 12207 12:08 12407 1308 1307 12207 12+07 13207 13=0.
SCDAI Daily BM Count 8 72229 68:29 6635  68x34  65:35 64233  63:32  65:30 69:30 70234 68:33 62:29 60:2
SCDAI General Well Being Score 1 11209 11208 10209 11208 10208 10209 11208 1208 1207 12208 12:08 11208 10=0.
SCDAI Mild 0 01203 02:04  03:04  02:04 04205 04205 04205  05:05 0405 04205 0405 04205 0420
SCDAI Moderate 1 07205 05:05 04205 05205 04205 04205 04205 04205 04205 04205 05205 04205 0320
SCDAI Remission 0 02204 03:05  03:04  02:04 02204 02204  02:04 02204 0103 01204 0104 02204 0220
SCDAI Severe 0 00200 00:00  00:00  00:00  00:00  00:00  00:00  00:00 00:00 00:00 00:00 00:00 00:0.
SCDAI Total Score 235 23314898 2315883 22672842 2354842 2140768 2101747 210.12773 207.5:752 209.46282132.+68.2213.4 £ 6222067 + 64.2205.7 + 5
SES Subscore lleun 11 110403 109205 108205 108206 108206  107+07  107+08  106+09 105210 10510 105212 10513 10421
SES Subscore Left Colon o 00200 00201 00204 00201 00202 00202  00s02 01202 01x02 01:03 01203 01203 010
SES Subscore Rectum 3 31207 30:08  27:09 2610 25211 25211 24211 22:12 21413 20213 20214 19:15 1821
SES Subscore Right Colon 0 00200 00£00  00£00  00:00 0000  00:01 01203 01203 01:04 01204 02:04 03:06 040
SES Subscore Transverse Colon ) 00200 00:00 00200 00201 00202 00201 00202 01203 01203 01204 02204 02:04 0320

Figure 31: An example twin record for a single CD patient is shown, which reports the mean and
standard deviation of the twins for that patient. A sample of static baseline information is given at the
top of the record. A sample of longitudinal outcomes predicted by the model are supplied as rows,
with columns indicating the time in months since baseline visit.
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RA Digital Twin Example

Age (years): 65 Hispanic Ethnicity: No Revascularization: No History of Smoking: Yes
Sex: Female Years Since Diagnosis: 3 History of COPD: No History of Type Il Diabetes: No
Race: White Hematologic Disorders: No History of PVD: No History Dyslipidemia: Yes
______________ewone | 3 | o | o | 2|
HAQ-DI 0.7 0.6+0.3 0.6+0.4 0.7+04 0.7+0.5
ACR Functional Class 2 2.0+ 0.6 1.7+ 0.6 1.6 0.6 1.6+ 0.6
Body Mass Index 31.8 31.2+1.8 31.7+£19 325+20 32.6+2.0
C Reactive Protein 0.3 0.6 +£0.5 0.7 £ 0.6 0.6+0.7 0.8+0.7
CCP Positive 0 0.8 +0.0 0.8 +0.0 0.8+0.0 0.8+0.0
Diastolic Blood Pressure 81 80.6+7.5 78974 792+9.8 79.7 +10.5
EQ-5D-3L Activities 1 1.6+0.6 15+05 1.4+0.6 1.4+06
EQ-5D-3L Anxiety 1 1.5+0.5 1.3+0.5 1.2+05 1.2+05
EQ-5D-3L Index Value 0.6 0.7 £0.1 0.7 £0.1 0.7 £ 0.1 0.8 +0.1
EQ-5D-3L Mobility 2 1.8+0.5 1.7+0.5 1.5+0.5 1.4+05
EQ-5D-3L Pain 3 2.0+05 21+06 2.0+06 1.9+05
EQ-5D-3L Self Care 2 15+0.5 12+04 12+04 1.3+0.4
Erythrocyte Sedimentation Rate 30 30.8+17.3 304 +£17.4 27.8 +20.8 274216
Morning Stiffness 1 0902 0.9 +0.4 0.7 0.4 0.7+ 0.4
Morning Stiffness Duration 30 493 +41.3 45.6 £ 42.7 45.7 £51.6 34.8 +£43.5
Morning Stiffness Severity 21 27.0+18.0 29.6 + 18.6 31.5+17.1 30.3+18.9
Methtrexate Dose 17.5 17.6 £3.0 18.0+3.4 17.7+£3.4 17.5+3.6
Physician Global Assessment 19 21.2+19.2 16.4 + 15.2 16.9 + 17.8 12.6 + 13.9
Patient Assessment of Pain 21 26.4 +22.8 291225 227+199 256216
Patient Global Assessment 20 282 +19.4 27.8 +23.1 21.2+221 23.7+243
RF Positive 0 0.0+ 0.0 -0.0+0.0 0.0+ 0.0 -0.0 0.0
Swollen Joint Count 1 0.7+0.9 0.7+ 0.9 1.0+£1.3 11+15
Symptoms of Joint Deformity 0 0.0+0.2 0.1+03 02+04 0.1+0.3
Symptoms of Joint Space Narrowing 1 0.8+0.4 0.6 + 0.5 0.7 +0.5 0.6 +0.5
Symptoms of Secondary Sjogrens 1 0.2+ 0.0 0.2+ 0.0 0.2+0.1 0.2+0.2
Sysolic Blood Pressure 135 136.1+£12.9 1852 +121 1329+171 132.3+17.9
Taking Biologic DMARD 1 0.2+0.2 0.3+0.3 0.3+0.3 0.3+0.3
Been Taking Biologic DMARD for 3 Mc 0 -0.0+0.0 0.0+ 0.0 -0.0+0.0 -0.0+0.0
Taking Biologicals 0 0.0+ 0.0 -0.0+0.0 -0.0+0.0 0.0+0.0
Taking Corticosteroids 0 0.0 +0.0 0.0 +0.0 0.0+0.0 0.0+0.0
Taking Conventional Synthetic DMARL 0 -0.0+0.1 -0.0+0.2 0.0+0.2 0.1+0.3
Been Taking Conventional Synthetic D 1 0.2+0.0 0.2+0.0 0.2+0.0 0.2+0.0
Taking Immunomodulators 0 0.8+0.2 0.7 +0.2 0.7+0.3 0.7+0.3
Taking Methotrexate 0 0.7 £ 0.2 0.7+0.2 0.7+0.3 0.7+0.2
Been Taking Methotrexate for 3 Month 1 0.7+05 0.7+0.5 0.6+0.5 0.7+05
Taking Targeted Synthetic DMARD 0 -0.0 £ 0.0 0.0 +0.0 -0.0 £+ 0.1 0.0+0.2
Been Taking Targeted Synthetic DMAF 1 0.2+ 0.0 0.2+ 0.0 0.2+ 0.0 0.2+0.0
Tender Joint Count 0 07+13 09+1.1 08+15 12+19

Figure 32: An example twin record for a single RA patient is shown, which reports the mean and
standard deviation of the twins for that patient. A sample of static baseline information is given at the
top of the record. A sample of longitudinal outcomes predicted by the model are supplied as rows,
with columns indicating the time in months since baseline visit.

ATD Digital Twin Example

Age (years): 24 BMI: 30 Region Europe: False
Sex: Male Days on 2nd line meds: 174 Region N. America: True
Race: Multiple Years Since Diagnosis: 10

Basone | 3 | o | o | 2 ]| 5 | e | 2 | 2 ]
Body Surface Area (] 11213 18223 21:19 17221 22:34 2434 32:39 36+6.0
DLQI Total Score ) 06+1.1 1.0+13 1.2+1.6 14+22 17+24 27+32 28+31 27+33
EASI Total Score 0.4 11£12 12+19 13+19 11217 1317 15+20 15+28 07+15
POEM Total Score ) 16+22 3.0+34 34+34 33+33 38+3.7 45+43 45+5.0 43+48
SCORAD Total Score 04 29:54 36+67  50+101  7.0+131  68:109 102:142 89:141  99:164
Investigator Global Assessment ] 09+1.0 12+12 1011 1112 1313 14:13 1413 1213

Figure 33: An example twin record for a single ATD patient is shown, which reports the mean and
standard deviation of the twins for that patient. A sample of static baseline information is given at the
top of the record. A sample of longitudinal outcomes predicted by the model are supplied as rows,
with columns indicating the time in months since baseline visit.
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PSO Digital Twin Example

Age (years): 70 BMI: 35 Region Europe: False Social Life Affected: True

Sex: Female Hematologic Disorders: False  Region N. America: True Feeling Embarassed: True

Race: White Age at Diagnosis: 50 Taking Immunomodulators
w2 | s | < | o | | |
PASI Total Score 27 2421 1716 12+1.6 1116 1.4+2.0 15+1.8 1217
Investigator Global Assessment 3 2411 18+1.2 13+1.1 1.0£1.1 1.1£1.0 1.0+1.2 1.0£1.1
Body Surface Area 3 2624 21+23 17220 09:15 15217 18+25 14221
DLQI Total Score 5 4122 3023 22120 19+22 2527 22125 2429

Figure 34: An example twin record for a single PSO patient is shown, which reports the mean and
standard deviation of the twins for that patient. A sample of static baseline information is given at the
top of the record. A sample of longitudinal outcomes predicted by the model are supplied as rows,
with columns indicating the time in months since baseline visit.
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