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Abstract

Retrosynthesis is the process of determining the set of reactant molecules that can react
to form a desired product. Semi-template-based retrosynthesis methods, which imitate the re-
verse logic of synthesis reactions, first predict the reaction centers in the products, and then
complete the resulting synthons back into reactants. We develop a new offline-online rein-
forcement learning method RLSynC for synthon completion in semi-template-based methods.
RLSynC assigns one agent to each synthon, all of which complete the synthons by conduct-
ing actions step by step in a synchronized fashion. RLSynC learns the policy from both of-
fline training episodes and online interactions, which allows RLSynC to explore new reaction
spaces. RLSynC uses a standalone forward synthesis model to evaluate the likelihood of the
predicted reactants in synthesizing a product, and thus guides the action search. Our results
demonstrate that RLSynC can outperform state-of-the-art synthon completion methods with

improvements as high as 14.9%, highlighting its potential in synthesis planning.


ning.104@osu.edu

1 Introduction

Retrosynthesis is the process of determining the set of reactant molecules that can react to form
a desired product molecule. It is essential to drug discovery, where medicinal chemists seek to
identify feasible synthesis reactions for desired molecules (i.e., synthesis planning'). The recent
development on computational retrosynthesis methods using deep learning”® has enabled high-
throughput and large-scale prediction for many products, facilitating medicinal chemists to con-
duct synthesis planning much more efficiently. Among the existing computational retrosynthesis
methods, semi-template-based retrosynthesis methods’ imitate the reverse logic of synthesis re-
actions: they first predict the reaction centers in the products, and then transform (complete) the
resulting synthons — the molecular structures from splitting the products at the reaction centers,
back into reactants. Semi-template-based retrosynthesis methods enable necessary interpretability
as to where the reactions happen among the reactants and how the products are synthesized, and
thus have high practical utility to inform synthesis planning.

Existing retrosynthesis methods typically train predictive or generative models to transform
from products to their reactants, under the supervision of training data with known reactions. The
objective during model training is to reproduce the reactions in the training data, and the model
performance is evaluated by comparing the predicted reactions of a product against its known re-
actions. While these models can accurately recover the known reactions for products, they do not
have the capability of exploring and learning new reaction patterns not present in the training data.
To address this issue, in this manuscript, we develop a new multi-agent reinforcement learning
method with offline learning and online data augmentation, denoted as RLSynC, for synthon com-
pletion in semi-template-based methods. Fig. 1 presents the overall idea of RLSynC. We focus
on semi-template-based methods due to their interpretability, practical utility and state-of-the-art
performance.®® We particularly focus on their synthon completion step, because reaction centers
can be predicted very accurately,” but synthon completion is often more complicated. '°

Specifically, RLSynC assigns one agent to each synthon, all of which complete the synthons

by conducting actions step by step in a synchronized fashion. All the agents share the same ac-



A D
Trainin Test [¢] LL’“L )
Augmented training data Epug {s1,{al,at}, q:} g (M1,M5,P) € Dyest Q Product
. N N
Optimize Qo (Eq 5) Prediction H
Reaction center prediction
Calculate Q (Eq 4)

R(sT)

Q o
Data augmentation via online interactions F""‘S'b]: TR or Feas“’l: o for O = Synthons
L 2
rediction . N~ N

N z Synthon completion
‘ State-action Q-function Q¢ ‘ hy :
Il
! L L0
A, selects action A, selects action ?O Reactants
Offline data (Eq 6) (Eq7) N N
— o a I
rue episodes o {/Tl S, Reaction center
S 8 t<T-1> .
Rl s ay ) 87) t s N Atoms at the reaction center
No l Atoms added to synthons
— (M1,M2,P) € Eirain M7, ul)'e sp
Figure 2: Retrosynthesis Pro-
Figure 1: Overview Scheme of RLSynC cess

tion selection policy and select the optimal actions with full observation of other agents’ states.
RLSynC learns the policy from offline training episodes, and augmented training data generated
through online interactions. The augmented data introduce new reaction patterns not included
in training data, and thus allow RLSynC to explore new reaction spaces. RLSynC uses a reward
function to evaluate the likelihood of the predicted reactants in synthesizing a product, and thus
guides the action search. We compare RLSynC with state-of-the-art synthon completion meth-
ods. Our results demonstrate that RLSynC can outperform these methods with improvements as
high as 14.9%, highlighting its potential in synthesis planning. To the best of our knowledge,
RLSynC is the first reinforcement learning method for synthon completion. Our code is available

at https://github.com/ninglab/RLSynC.

2 Related Work

2.1 Retrosynthesis

Deep-learning-based retrosynthesis methods can be categorized into three groups: template-based,

ZIL12 yge reaction templates ex-

template-free and semi-template-based. Template-based methods
tracted from known reactions to transform a product directly into reactants, and thus are limited to
reactions covered by the templates. Template-free methods*>!3 typically utilize the sequence rep-

resentation of molecules (SMILES) and employ Transformer models to translate product SMILES
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strings into reactant SMILES strings, without using reaction templates. For example, RSMILES*
uses a Transformer to decode the reactant SMILES strings from the product SMILES strings.
RetroFormer? is a template-free retrosynthesis method. RetroFormer® embeds both the SMILES
strings and molecular graphs of products, and uses the embeddings to predict reaction center re-
gions and generate reactant SMILES strings. However, these methods may generate SMILES
strings that violate SMILES grammars or chemical rules.

Semi-template-based methods®-'* have two steps: (1) they first identify the reaction cen-
ters and break the product into synthons using reaction centers; and then (2) they complete syn-
thons into reactants. GraphRetro® predicts reaction centers by learning from the molecular graphs
of products, and then completes synthons by classifying the subgraphs based on whether they
can realize the difference between synthons and reactants. G2Retro® also predicts reaction cen-
ters from molecular graphs, and then completes synthons by sequentially adding rings or bonds.
RetroPrime’ is a semi-template based retrosynthesis method. RetroPrime’ employs two Trans-
formers to first translate the SMILES strings of products to synthons, and then synthons to reac-
tants.

Recent works have leveraged structural information and attention mechanisms to perform semi-
template-based and template-free retrosynthesis. G2GT ! leverages a graph-to-graph transformer
to transform the product into predicted reactants directly, combining the richness of graph-based

representation with the versatility of template-free methods. RetroExplainer !¢

is a semi-template-
based method, which leverages graph transformers, contrastive learning, and multi-task learning
to enhance its predictive capability. MARS!7 uses graph attention to predict the sequence of edits
and motifs required to transform the product into reactants. They differentiate their approach by
the use of chemical motifs, which are larger than atoms but smaller than leaving groups.

Existing work primarily uses exact match accuracy@ N to evaluate single-step retrosynthesis.
However, exact match accuracy does not account for synthetically viable predictions not matching

the ground truth. Schwaller et al.!® propose using forward synthesis models to evaluate single-

step retrosynthesis techniques. Similarly, we use forward synthesis for evaluation with MAP@ NV,



NDCG@N, and Diversity@N. However, RLSynC also uses forward synthesis in training, allow-

ing RLSynC to explore new reaction patterns.

2.2 Reinforcement Learning

Deep reinforcement learning methods have been developed to design new small molecules. For
example, GCPN'® uses a graph convolutional policy network to sequentially add new atoms and
bonds to construct new molecules. MoIDQN?? uses Morgan fingerprints?! to represent molecules,
and learns a deep Q-network to guide the addition or change of atoms and bonds, modifying
molecules to have desired properties. Reinforcement learning has also been applied for biological
sequence design. For example, DynaPPO?? uses a model-based variant of proximal-policy op-
timization to generate DNA and peptide sequences with desired properties. TCRPPO? learns a
mutation policy to mutate sequences of T-cell receptors to recognize specific peptides.

Reinforcement learning has been used for multi-step retrosynthetic planning, which seeks to
find an optimal sequence of multiple reactions to synthesize a product. For example, Schreck et
al.** trains an agent to select reactions from a list to construct the sequence backward starting from
the product, until all the reactants of the first reaction in the sequence are purchasable. GRASP?
trains a goal-driven actor-critic policy to select reactions from a tree of possible reactions until
it reaches purchasable reactants in the leaf nodes of the tree. In these methods, reinforcement
learning is used to select reactions rather than predicting reactions. However, there is very limited
work applying reinforcement learning to retrosynthesis. RCSearcher?® applies a deep ) network
to search a molecular graph for reaction centers. In contrast, RLSynC uses reinforcement learning
for synthon completion.

Recent efforts?’?

in reinforcement learning leverage offline-online learning to accelerate or
improve learning. AWAC?’ is an extension of actor-critic learning that combines prior offline
demonstration with online experience to accelerate the learning of robotics tasks. PEX?® constructs

a policy set to combine offline and online policies. PEX freezes and retains the offline policy

during online training and samples actions from the offline and online policies, allowing it to



benefit from the offline experience without overwriting it. These works emphasize the usefulness
of combining offline data with online experience. Inspired by this, RLSynC also leverages offline

data to accelerate learning and online interactions to explore the retrosynthesis prediction space.

3 Definitions and Notations

A synthesis reaction involves a set of reactants {R;} and a product molecule P that is synthesized
from these reactants. Each reactant R; has a corresponding synthon M;, which represents the sub-
structures of R; that appear in P. The connection point of these synthons to form the product,
typically a bond, is referred to as the reaction center. Fig. 2 presents the retrosynthesis process.
In retrosynthesis, a typical semi-template-based method first identifies the reaction center and thus
the corresponding synthons {M; }, and then completes the synthons back to reactants {R;}.

To complete M; to R;, atoms may be added to M; one at a time, through establishing new bonds.
In each step ¢, the intermediate molecular structure generated from M; is denoted as M!. With
abuse of terms, such intermediate molecular structures are referred to as current synthons. In this
manuscript, we focus on the reactions with only two reactants, because this is the most common
case in synthesis reactions.'” In this manuscript, the two terms “pair of reactants” and “reaction”
for a product are used interchangeably, when no ambiguity is raised; the term “prediction” refers to
the prediction of the two reactants of a product. Table 1 presents the key definitions and notations.

RLSynC is employed under the assumption that reaction centers are pre-determined or can be
accurately predicted. This is because the potential reaction centers are typically limited, especially
in the case of small molecules. According to Chen et al.,’ reaction center prediction can achieve as
high as 97.2% accuracy. However, synthon completion is often more complicated and can be real-
ized in a variety of ways. ' However, RLSynC can be generalized to one-reactant or multi-reactant

cases by having one or multiple agents, given how RLSynC completes synthons (Section 4.2).



Table 1: Key Notations

Notation Meaning

o

product molecule
Ri,R2)  a pair of reactants
M;,Mz)  a pair of synthons
M:, M%)  a pair of current synthons at step ¢

e e R

A an agent
T time step/time step limit S
MDP Markov decision process: MDP = {S, 4, T, R}
S/sy State space/a state at step ¢
A/al/al,  Action space/an action used to update M: /M5 at step ¢
Al the set of feasible actions for A; at time step ¢
T State transition function
R(s7) reward function for terminal states
4 Methods

4.1 RLSynC Model

RLSynC assigns one agent, denoted as A, to each synthon and uses the agent to transform its syn-
thon into a reactant through a sequence of actions, assuming the reaction center is known. This
transformation is achieved through a Markov Decision Process (MDP), denoted as MDP = {S, A, T, R},

including a state space S, an action space 4, a transition function 7" and a reward function R.

4.1.1 State Space (S)

RLSynC has a discrete state space S describing the MDP status. Each state s, € S is represented

as:

St,P = {M17M27M§7M37P7T_t}7 (1)

where t denotes the steps of actions (Section 4.1.2); M; and M, are the synthons from P that are
assigned to agent A; and A, respectively; M and M} are the current synthons generated from M;
and My after ¢ (t = 0,...,T) steps of actions by A; and A, respectively (M) = My, M) = My);
P is the product molecule; and 7' is the step limit and thus sy is a terminal state. The current

synthons (M{ ,M2) in st are the predicted reactants. In RLSynC, T is set to 3 because 89.10% of

7



the synthons in the benchmark USPTO-50K dataset can be completed with the addition of up to 3
atoms. Increasing 7" would not significantly increase coverage of the ground truth reactants, (e.g.,
T = 6 will cover only an additional 2.96% of the synthons in the benchmark dataset). When no

ambiguity is raised, s, p is represented as s; with P dropped.

4.1.2 Action Space (A)

RLSynC has two types of actions in its action space 4: (1) adding atoms via bonds, denoted as
ADD, and (2) no operation (i.e., doing nothing), denoted as NOOP. For ADD, RLSynC allows 12 types
of atoms (B, C, N, O, F, Si, P, S, Cl, Se, Br, and I) via single, double or triple bonds, and thus
36 types of additions. These additions are sufficient to complete 98.42% of the synthons in those
two-synthon cases in the benchmark data within 3 steps. Adding more atom and bond types offers
very little additional coverage, but expands the action space. Thus, the action space is denoted as
follows:

A = {ADD;, ADD, - - - , ADDs¢, NOOP}, ()

where each ADD; corresponds to a specific atom type and bond type combination. The atom addi-

tions have to satisfy the following constraints:

a) The new atoms are only added to the reaction centers or atoms that are added through the

previous actions;

b) The bonds connecting the new added atoms and the current synthons obey structural or

valency rules;
c) The types of these new bonds exist in the training data.

Ateachstept (t = 0,...,T), each agent A; selects an action a} from 4, and applies the action to its
current synthon M! (i=1,2). The two agents act in a synchronized fashion and start the next step
t 4+ 1 only when both finish step ¢. Note that each agent at step ¢ has perfect observations of its

own action and current synthon, and also the other agent’s current synthon. This full observation



allows the agents to share the same policy without exchanging information, and thus simplifies the

policy learning (Section 4.2.3).

4.1.3 Transition Function (7))

The transition function 7 (s4,1|s;, {a%,a}) in RLSynC calculates the probability of MDP transi-

tioning to state s, 1, given the state s; and actions {a%, a’} at step t. In RLSynC, 7 is deterministic,

that is, 77(s41(s¢, {af, a5}) = 1.

4.1.4 Reward Function (R)

RLSynC uses a final binary reward to guide its agents. At the terminal step 7', if the predicted
reactants M/ and M. exactly match the reactants given for the product P in the training data, R
gives sp a reward 1. Otherwise, a standalone forward synthesis prediction model is applied to
predict the products that can be synthesized from MY and M. If P is among the top-5 predictions
by this model, R gives st a reward 1; otherwise, reward 0. RLSynC uses Molecular Transformer?
as the forward synthesis prediction model, because it is the state of the art and achieves very high
accuracy for forward synthesis prediction.* Please note that Molecular Transformer is trained from
a separate dataset with no overlap with the training data for RLSynC, eliminating the possibility
of data leakage and bias in calculating rewards. However, RLSynC is not bound to Molecular

Transformer and can be easily adapted to any other forward synthesis prediction models for R.

Predicted reactants that receive positive rewards are referred to as correct predictions.

4.1.5 State-Action Representation

The state-action pairs will be used to learn a state-action ()-value function (discussed later in

Section 4.2.1). RLSynC represents a state-action pair (s;, {a},al}) as follows:

hi:=m;&m;em' em" @pa [T — (t+1)], 3)



where ¢+ = 1,2 indexing the agent of interest, j = 3 — ¢ indexing the other agent; m’s are the

Morgan fingerprint vectors for the corresponding synthons M’s (M! will be transformed to M:™* by

t+1

)

t+1

al,and M is represented by m""); p is the Morgan fingerprint vector for the product P; and & is

the concatenation operation. The use of Morgan fingerprints is inspired by Zhou et al.?

Morgan
fingerprints?! capture molecular substructure information, are easy to construct and do not require

representation learning.

4.2 RLSynC Training and Prediction
4.2.1 Offline Training

Atastate s, = {My, Mp, M}, My, P, T—t}, RLSynC uses a state-action value function Qe (s, {a}, al}),
parameterized by O, to estimate the future rewards of s, if the actions a} and a are applied by A;
and A, on M, and M2, respectively. Qo(sy, {al,al}) is modeled as a multi-layer fully-connected

neural network, with (s, {a%, al}) represented as h;; (Equation 3) as input to the neural network.

Offline Training Episode Generation RLSynC uses offline data of pre-computed episodes to

learn (Qg. An episode refers to a trajectory from s to sy for a product P, that is,

(807 {a(l)v ag}a S1, {a%v aé}v So, .. {a{_la ag_l}a ST, R(ST))P'

RLSynC computes all true episodes from training data that include known reactions to synthesize
given products. For each product in the training set, RLSynC also computes 4 random episodes
from a set of random reactions that are not included in the training data. These random reactions
are generated by taking random actions on the synthons of the products in the training data, and
their rewards are calculated using R. While all the true episodes for known reactions have positive
rewards, most episodes for random reactions have zero rewards. By training on both positive-
and zero-reward episodes, the agents can learn actions to take as well as actions to avoid, thereby

improving their overall performance.

10



()-Value Function Learning From the offline training episodes, RLSynC uses a SARSA?3!-like

approach to approximate the Q-value Q(s;, {a%, a}}) as follows:

5 YQ(sep1, {28, &b}y if t <T—1,
Q(si, {1, 23}) = 4)
R(se1) ift=T-1,

where 0 < 7 < 1 is the discount factor and R is the reward function. With the approximate

Q-values, RLSynC learns Qg (s;, {a%, a%}) by minimizing the following loss function:

L(©|&)= Z Qo(si, {al,ab}) — ¢)% + AR, (O), (5)

| {st.{af.aj}}e€

where & is the set of all {s;, {a%,a%}} pairs from the offline training episodes and |£]| is its size;
¢ = Q(s,{at,al}) is calculated from Equation 4; Ry, is the f,-norm regularizer over ©; and

a > 0 1is a trade-off parameter.

4.2.2 Training Data Augmentation via Online Interactions

The offline training has the advantage of sourcing experience from known reactions, and thus
exposing RLSynC to successful synthon completion patterns (i.e., the true episodes). However,
it also eliminates the opportunity for RLSynC to explore and discover new synthon completion
patterns that are not included in the training data. To mitigate this issue, inspired by Nair et al.,?’

RLSynC deploys an innovative strategy to augment the offline training data via online interactions,

denoted as RLSynC-aug.

Augmentation through Greedy Action Selection RLSynC first learns ()¢ using the known and
random reactions as discussed above (Section 4.2.1). The optimized agents are then applied to
the original unaugmented training data (only known reactions, excluding random reactions), and
generate one new episode for each unique product in the training data from the actions they take

and the rewards the actions receive (action selection discussed later in Section 4.2.3). These new

11



episodes are added to and augment the training data. (g is then re-learned from this new aug-
mented training data and the new agents generate another set of new episodes for further training
data augmentation. The above process is iterated until the performance of the agents on the sepa-

rate validation set is not improved.

Augmentation through Top-/V Prediction Search Once the agents’ performance is stabilized, a
more aggressive strategy is deployed to generate additional new episodes through top- /N prediction
search (discussed in Section 4.2.4) and tracking back the episodes leading to the top- /N predictions,
resulting in NV episodes for each product. Multiple iterations of such top-/V-prediction-based new
episode generation are conducted and training data is augmented until validation set performance
ceases to improve. A final () will be learned over the final augmented training data.

Augmenting the training data with additional positive-reward episodes exposes RLSynC to new
reactions that do not exist in the training data, allowing RLSynC to explore beyond the limits of
the data. Augmenting the training data with additional zero-reward episodes helps RLSynC correct
inaccurate (-value estimations, enhancing its robustness and effectiveness. Algorithm 1 presents

RLSynC-aug.

4.2.3 Action Selection Policy

In predicting the reactants of a new product P (i.e., in validation set or test set), the agents of
RLSynC predict and select actions to complete synthons via up to 7" steps. To predict the action
af for agent A; at time ¢, RLSynC first identifies the set of all chemically feasible atom additions,
denoted as A% (A C A), for M! satisfying the constraints as in Section 4.1.2. A; samples the best

action a‘ € A! (i = 1, 2) if the action has the maximum predicted Q-value, as follows:

a] = arg max,e 4t Qo(s, {2, NOOP}), (6)

a, = arg max,e 41 Qo (s, {NOOP, a}). (7)

12



Algorithm 1 RLSynC-aug

InplIt: 8train, grandoma Dvalidations ka N
Output: Qo-
11 g = Eirain U Erandom { € refers to the set of episodes}
2: :ug = ga'-]g
3: © = argming £(0O|&,,,) {Equation 5}
4: map* = —1, flag=0
5: map = MAP@N(Q@, Dvalidation) {Equation 8}
6:
7
8
9

while map > map* do
map* = map, ©" = O, Eug = &y

for all P in &, do
if flag == 0 then

10: EmiEmg U RLSynC-search(M;, My, P, T, 1,1, Qo)
11: else

12: Emg= Eamg U RLSynC-search(My, Mz, P, T, k, N, Qo)
13: end if

14:  end for

15:  © = argming L(O|&,,,) {Equation 5}

16:  map = MAP@N(Qe, Dyaidation) { Equation 8}
17:  if map < map* and flag == O then

18: flag=1, map* =-1,0 = ©%, £, = Eug

19:  end if

20: end while

21: return Qo-

That is, each agent assumes NOOP from the other agent, but observes the other agent’s current
synthon in s; in order to select its next optimal action. Please note that the two agents share the

same (o function and follow the same policy.

4.2.4 Top-N Prediction Search

RLSynC uses a novel greedy search algorithm, denoted as RLSynC-search, to identify the top-N
predicted reactions with the highest ()-values. In training data augmentation, such top-/NV pairs will
be used to augment the training data (Section 4.2.2). In predicting reactants for new products (e.g.,
in test set), the top-/N predictions provide more options for synthesis planning. Specially, at step
t = 0, instead of selecting only one action, each agent selects k actions with the top-k highest ()-

values calculated based on Equation 6 and 7 (i.e., instead of “max’ in Equation 6 and 7, use “top-

13



k”). Thus, there will be k? possible next states, resulting from all possible action combinations
from the two agents. In each of the possible next states, each agent selects again k& actions for
its current synthon. Through T steps, this process will result in k2% predicted reactions at the
terminal state. RLSynC sorts all these predicted reactions using their ()-values and selects the top-
N predictions. While this process can be expensive, the actions on each of the possible next states
can be done independently, and this process can be implemented in parallel. In our experiments,
we used k£ = 3 and T' = 3, and therefore the computational cost is low. The algorithm is presented

in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 RLSynC-search

Input: My, My, P, T, k, N, Qo

Output: Top-N predictions & op-n
12 MY =M, M) = My
2: 89 = {My, Mo, M), M3, P, T}, Sp = {s0}
3: fort=1to T do

4: S, =0

5. foralls,_; €S;,_;do

6: for all agent A; (+ = 1,2) do

7: V; = @

8: foralla € A'"! do

9: Vi=V,U{(a: Qo(si—1,{a,NOOP}))} {or {NOOP, a}, Equation 4}
10: end for

11: V; = sorted(V}, ‘decreasing’)[1:k]

12: end for

13: for all {a‘!~ ! al'} € V} x 1, do

14: identify s; s.t. T(s¢]s;_1,{ai" a1} =1
15: ¢ = Qolsi—1, {ai ', a5 '})

16: Sy =S, u{{@"1 as"), s} : v}

17: end for

18:  end for

19: end for

20: return &,y = sorted(Sr, ‘decreasing’)[1: V]

14



S Experimental Settings

5.1 Data

We use the benchmark USPTO-50K dataset>? in our experiments, which contains 50,016 chemical
reactions. We use the same training, validation and testing division as in the literature,® resulting
in 40,008 reactions for training, 5,001 for validation, and 5,007 for testing. From each set, we use

only the reactions that satisfy the following constraints to train/evaluate RLSynC:
a) The reaction has exactly two reactants;

b) The synthons can be completed to the ground-truth reactants by adding no more than three

atoms.

After applying the above filter, our training, validation, and test sets contain 25,225, 3,172 and
3,167 reactions, respectively. The baseline models are trained using all 40,008 training reactions

and tested on the same test set as RLSynC.

5.2 Baselines

We compare RLSynC against three state-of-the-art retrosynthesis methods, including GraphRetro,?
G?Retro,” and RSMILES.* In the experiments of synthon completion (Section 6.1), we com-
pare RLSynC against the synthon completion components of G?Retro, GraphRetro, and the semi-
template-based version of RSMILES, referred to as RSMILES-p2s2r, because, as semi-template-
based methods, they have a synthon completion component that can be used separately. Each of

these methods takes a different approach to retrosynthesis prediction:

 GraphRetro® uses graph message passing networks to perform semi-template-based ret-
rosynthesis. GraphRetro treats reaction center prediction as a set of bond classification
problems. For synthon completion, GraphRetro selects leaving groups to append from a

limited set of options.

15



» G2Retro’ also uses graph message passing networks to perform semi-template-based ret-
rosynthesis. G?Retro learns a set of atom and bond regression problems to score reaction

centers. G2Retro completes synthons by performing a sequence of additions to the molecule.

» RSMILES* treats retrosynthesis as a sequence-to-sequence prediction task and uses a Trans-
former® model trained on root-aligned SMILES. By aligning the training set SMILES,
RSMILES minimizes the edit distance between the product and reactant strings, making it
easier for the model to learn accurate predictions. RSMILES is also able to augment its train-
ing data with multiple SMILES aligned to different root atoms. RSMILES provides both

template-free and semi-template-based versions.

— RSMILES-p2r: The template-free version of RSMILES directly outputs the reactant
SMILES based on the product SMILES input.

— RSMILES-p2s2r: The semi-template-based version of RSMILES uses two sequence-to-
sequence models: the first produces synthons given a product, and the second produces

reactants given the synthons.

5.3 Evaluation Metrics

We evaluate different methods in terms of the correctness, diversity, and validity of their predicted
reactants. Consistent with common practice in reinforcement learning, we use the reward function
in these metrics. Please note that the reward function’s forward synthesis model is standalone; it
remains fixed while training RLSynC. During testing, RLSynC does not use the reward function to

predict the reactants, but uses the learned ()¢ to guide its prediction.

5.3.1 Correctness Metrics

Two predicted reactants of a product are considered correct if they receive reward 1 (Section 4.1.4).

To measure the correctness of top-/N predicted reactant pairs, we use mean average precision at

16



top-N (MAP@ N). We define MAP@ N as follows:

MAP@N =

> v ZR (Ml 15 }o.0), ®)

‘Dte“’ PEDesl k=1

where Dy is the test set, P is a product in Dy, R is the reward (Section 4.1.4), {MF, ML}, is
the k-th ranked predicted reactants (i.e., at the terminal step 7', see Section 4.1.1) for P. Higher
MAP@ N indicates better correctness among top-/N predictions. Note that MAP@ N is different
from accuracy@N in retrosynthesis prediction,*% which compares the predictions only with the
ground-truth reactions.

We also use normalized discounted cumulative gain at top-N (NDCG@ N),** which is a pop-
ular metric in evaluating ranking. In our experiments, NDCG@ N uses the rewards as gains and
captures both the rewards and the ranking positions of the predictions. Higher NDCG@ N indicates

that correct predictions tend to be ranked higher.

5.3.2 Diversity Metrics

A diverse set of correct predictions enables a broad range of viable options to synthesize a product,
and thus is preferred in synthesis planning. We measure diversity using the dissimilarity among

the top-/NV correct predictions, as follows:

Diversity@ N =

Z ZR )pdsim(7;)p, 9)

PED et i=1

N ’ Dte§t|

where r; is the j-the ranked predicted reactions for P (i.e., r; = {M{ ,MJ }p;); R(r;)p is the reward
for r; (for correct predictions, R(r;)p = 1; otherwise 0); dsim(r;)p is the minimum dissimilarity

of r; to higher ranked correct predicted reactions for product P as defined below:

0 if z] L R(r;)e = 0ori=l,
dsim(r;)p=

minje{l,m,2-_1}773(@)1,:1(1 — Sim(?"l', 7"])) OthCI'WiSC,
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where sim(r;, ;) is the Tanimoto similarity between two predicted reactions. Following the defi-

nition from Chen et al.,’ we define similarity between predicted pairs of reactants as follows:

sim(r;,r;) = %max(simM(MlTj, Mﬂ) + simM(MQTj, M%;), 10)
simy (M1, M3;) + simy(M3;, M1;)),

where ij is the k-th predicted reactant (k = 1, 2) for the j-th ranked prediction for the product P;

and simy is the Tanimoto similarity*> between two molecules. Note that in Equation 10, we assume

reactions have exactly two predicted reactants. Baseline methods can predict reactions with any

number of reactants. Again, following Chen et al.,’ when either predicted reaction has fewer or

more than two reactants, we define similarity as follows:
sim(r,7;) = simM(M;fF, M),

where M/ denotes a disconnected, composite molecule consisting of all of the predicted reactants

for r;.

6 Results

We first compare RLSynC directly to the synthon completion components of the baselines by pro-
viding known reaction centers to all the methods. Please note that all the methods are tested
only on reactions that have two reactants; RLSynC is trained on reactions with only two reactants
(Section 5.1); all the baseline models are from their original publications and implementations, and

were trained over USPTO-50K dataset?? (i.e., including reactions of various numbers of reactants).
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Table 2: MAP@ N for Synthon Completion

N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

RSMILES-p2s2r 0.953 0.863 0.795 0.734 0.681 0.636 0.601 0.571 0.545 0.523
GraphRetro 0.912 0.861 0.827 0.804 0.779 0.747 0.715 0.687 0.662 0.643

G?Retro 0.950 0.893 0.855 0.823 0.789 0.753 0.720 0.691 0.665 0.645
RLSynC 0.927 0.898 0.874 0.845 0.822 0.803 0.784 0.769 0.754 0.741
imprv.(%) 2.7% 0.6 2.2% 27% 42% 6.6% 8.9% 11.3*% 13.4*% 14.9*

The best performance for each N is in bold, and the best performance among the baseline method
is underlined. The row “imprv.(%)” presents the percentage improvement of RLSynC over the best-
performing baseline methods (underlined). The * indicates that the improvement is statistically signifi-
cant at 95% confidence level.

Table 3: NDCG@ N for Synthon Completion

N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

RSMILES-p2s2r 0.953 0.883 0.831 0.784 0.742 0.707 0.678 0.652 0.630 0.611
GraphRetro 0.912 0.872 0.846 0.827 0.807 0.784 0.760 0.739 0.719 0.703

G?Retro 0.950 0.905 0.876 0.851 0.825 0.798 0.773 0.750 0.729 0.712
RLSynC 0.927 0.905 0.886 0.865 0.847 0.832 0.817 0.805 0.793 0.782
impv.(%) 227 0.0 1.01* 1.6% 27% 43*% 57% 7.3% 88% 09.8%*

The annotations in this table are the same as those in Table 2.
6.1 Evaluation on Synthon Completion
6.1.1 Correctness Evaluation

Table 2 and Table 3 presents the performance of all the methods in terms of MAP@ N and NDCG@ N
in completing given synthons. As Table 2 shows, in terms of MAP@ N, RLSynC outperforms
the baseline methods consistently for N € [2,10]. G?Retro is the best baseline, with the best
MAP@N among all baselines at N € [2,10], and very close to the best MAP@1 achieved by
RSMILES-p2s2r. RLSynC significantly outperforms G2Retro on 9 results, with the best improve-
ment 14.9% at N=10, average improvement 7.2% over N € [2,10], and 8 improvements statisti-
cally significant. As N increases, the performance improvement from RLSynC over other methods
also increases, indicating that RLSynC generates more positive-reward reactions than other meth-
ods among top-N predictions. This capability of RLSynC could facilitate the design of multiple

synthesis reactions in synthesis planning. Note that as /V increases, top-/NV predictions tend to
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include more incorrect predictions, leading to a decrease in MAP@ N .

Similar trends can be observed in Table 3: In terms of NDCG@ N, RLSynC consistently out-
performs the best baseline method G?Retro at N' € [3, 10], all with statistically significant improve-
ment; the best improvement is 9.8% at N = 10, and average improvement 5.2% over N € [3,10].
RLSynC achieves the same performance as G’Retro at N = 2. RSMILES-p2s2r achieves the best
NDCG@1 performance among all the methods, but its performance dramatically decreases for
larger N. GraphRetro’s performance is between G?Retro and RSMILES-p2s2r. The difference be-
tween MAP@ N and NDCG@ N is that NDCG@ N discounts the impact of low-ranking correct
predictions. The fact that RLSynC achieves both high MAP@N and NDCG@ N indicates that
RLSynC predicts more correct reactions at high ranks (e.g., top 2, top 3).

G2Retro completes synthons into reactants by sequentially attaching substructures (i.e., bonds
or rings) starting from the reaction centers. Unlike G?Retro, which exclusively learns from known
reactions, RLSynC benefits from random reactions and online iterations of augmented data, there-
fore, it can overcome the potential limitations and biases in the known reactions. In addition,
RLSynC can adapt and improve from past mistakes by learning from online iterations of data
augmentation, and thus correct inaccurate (-value predictions in zero-reward episodes. These
advantages enable RLSynC to finally outperform G?Retro.

RSMILES-p2s2r employs a Transformer to translate root-aligned synthon SMILES strings into
reactant strings. It also augments the training and test synthon SMILES strings with varied atom or-
ders to improve the performance further. However, RSMILES-p2s2r is trained to recover the unique
SMILES strings of ground-truth reactants in the training data, disregarding other possible reactants
to synthesize the same product. In contrast, by augmenting data with online interactions, particu-
larly through top-/NV search, RLSynC focuses beyond just the top-1 prediction and aims to maximize
the rewards for the overall top-N predictions, and achieves better MAP@ N for N € [2,10] than
RSMILES-p2s2r. GraphRetro formulates synthon completion as a classification problem over sub-
graphs. However, it ignores the impact of predicted subgraphs on the overall structures of resulting

reactants, which may lead to incorrect predictions. Unlike GraphRetro, RLSynC predicts reactants
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Table 4: Diversity@ N for Correct Synthon Completion

N 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

RSMILES-p2s2r 0.129 0.114 0.104 0.096 0.089 0.084 0.080 0.077 0.072
GraphRetro 0.156 0.150 0.146 0.142 0.137 0.131 0.126 0.121 0.117

G?Retro 0.154 0.148 0.143 0.137 0.131 0.125 0.120 0.116 0.113
RLSynC 0.164 0.156 0.154 0.147 0.142 0.136 0.131 0.128 0.125
impv. 5.1 4.0*% 55*% 3.5% 3.6% 3.8* 4.0%* 58*% 6.8%

The annotations in this table are the same as those in Table 2. Diversity@1 is always 0 based
on the definition (Equation 9) so it is not presented in this table.

by adding feasible bonds and atoms to current synthons under the guidance of rewards for resulting

molecules. As a result, RLSynC outperforms GraphRetro on MAP@N at N €1, 10].

6.1.2 Diversity Evaluation

Table 4 presents the performance of different methods in terms of Diversity@N (Equation 9)
among their correctly predicted reactants. Similar trends to those for MAP@ /N and NDCG@ N
can be observed for Diversity@N. RLSynC outperforms the best baseline, GraphRetro, at N €
2, 10], all with statistical significance, with the best improvement 6.8% at N = 10, and average
improvement 6.8% over N € [2,10].

While all the baseline methods are limited by the synthon completion patterns within known
reactions from the training data, RLSynC is able to discover patterns not present in the training data
by learning from augmented data via online interactions. These newly discovered patterns could
contribute to the better Diversity@ N at N € [2, 10] for RLSynC. Higher Diversity @ N indicates a
higher variety of correctly predicted reactants. Please note that diversity in predicted reactions is
always desired, as it can enable the exploration of multiple synthetic options. This makes RLSynC

a potentially preferable tool in synthetic design.

Diversity in Leaving Groups We evaluate the ability of RLSynC to discover leaving groups —
the difference between synthons and their completed reactants — that are not present in the training

data. The ground-truth reactants in our training data set contain 35 distinct leaving groups. RLSynC
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uses 229 leaving groups in its correct top-10 predictions on the test set. Among the correct top-10
predictions on the test set, 46.8% use novel leaving groups. This highlights the ability of RLSynC

to explore novel reaction patterns, which can facilitate new synthesis routes in synthetic planning.

6.2 Validity Evaluation

We also evaluate the validity of the predicted reactions returned by retrosynthesis methods. We
consider a predicted reaction to be valid if all the SMILES strings for the predicted reactants are
valid. Valid SMILES strings should obey standard valency rules. Validity at top- /N is calculated as
the percentage of valid predictions among all the top-/NV predictions.

We also evaluate the validity of the completed synthons by the different methods. RLSynC and
G2Retro always achieve 100% validity among its top-N predictions (N € [1, 10]). This is because
they enforce validity (Section 4.1.2), and complete synthons by adding atoms and bonds obeying
valency rules. RSMILES-p2s2r can achieve on average 99.3% validity among top-N (N € [1, 10])
predictions, and GraphRetro can achieve 98.4% validity. RSMILES-p2s2r formulates synthon com-
pletion as a sequence-to-sequence translation problem, so it cannot guarantee valency or the valid-
ity of the output strings. GraphRetro leverages a graph-based model of molecules, but uses a more

relaxed set of valency rules when editing the molecular graphs.

6.3 Evaluation on Data Augmentation
6.3.1 Correctness Evaluation

Fig. 3a and Fig. 3b present the performance in terms of MAP@N and NDCG@ N from RLSynC
over different online iterations of data augmentation, respectively. Note that online data augmen-
tation is determined by the continuity of performance improvement on the validation set (line 16
in Algorithm 1), and therefore, the performance on the test set may not be strictly improving over
iterations. Even though, as Fig. 3a shows, with 8 online iterations of data augmentation, RLSynC

is able to improve its MAP@ N performance over all N values. For example, RLSynC improves
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Figure 3: RLSynC performance from data augmentation iterations; a, MAP@ N; b, Diversity@ N.

its MAP@1 performance from 0.763 at iteration O (i.e., the initial model using only known and
random reactions) to 0.927 after 8 iterations, that is, 21.5% improvement. Note that at iteration 6,
the online data augmentation is switched from using only 1 new episode (line 10 in Algorithm 1)
to the top-5 new episodes for each product, which significantly boosts performance. Similar trends

are observed for NDCG@ N.
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Figure 4: Improvement from Top-5 prediction search; a, MAP@N; b, NDCG@N;

¢, Diversity@ N .

Fig. 4a and Fig. 4b present the performance improvement in terms of MAP@ N and NDCG@ N
from iterations 6, 7 and 8 over the initial model, respectively. From these figures, we see higher
improvement from later iterations over the initial model. For example, in Fig. 4a, the 8-th iteration
can improve MAP@10 at 40.1%, whereas the 6-th iteration can improve MAP@ 10 at 32.5%. Sim-
ilar trends can be observed for NDCG@ N. Note that the episodes generated for data augmentation
in later iterations are derived from agents that have been trained on data from previous iterations.
These episodes are more likely to contain correct reactions, and subsequent agents will benefit

from training on these correct reactions, leading to better performance in later iterations.
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6.3.2 Diversity Evaluation

Fig. 3c and Fig. 4c present the Diversity@N for RLSynC across different data augmentation it-
erations. The best diversities result from iteration 8, with Diversity @10 as 0.125 as an example.
Iterations 6, 7, and 8 provide large improvements to diversity. These iterations augment the dataset
with 5 unique episodes per product, chosen by agents that have been trained for multiple iterations.
In contrast, the first five iterations, which augment the dataset with only one episode per product,

do not always improve Diversity@ N but improves MAP@ N.

6.4 Case Study

RLSynC can predict multiple reactions from the same reaction centers. This can provide chemists
with multiple options during synthetic planning. In order to illustrate this, we highlight an exam-
ple product (Fig. 5a) from our test set, the ground-truth reactants (Fig. 5b), and the corresponding
top-8 predictions from RLSynC (Fig. 5¢-5j). This example is an amide coupling reaction with a
diamine and a carboxylic acid as the ground truth reactants (Fig. 5b). RLSynC correctly predicts
N,N-dimethylethane-1,2-diamine and aryl carboxylic acid as the reactants in its top-2 prediction
(Fig. 5d). This prediction matches the ground-truth reactants, but is not the only synthetically use-
ful prediction. RLSynC also predicts N,N-dimethylethane-1,2-diamine/acyl chloride (Fig. 5c) and
N,N-dimethylethane-1,2-diamine/acyl bromide (Fig. 5e) as reactant pairs. These are also prac-
tically useful amide coupling reactions for this product. Interestingly, RLSynC predicts another
common reaction type in its top-7 and top-8 predictions (Fig. 5i and 5j). Here, RLSynC predicts
amidation reactions of esters with N,N-dimethylethane-1,2-diamine. These are also synthetically
useful results, although high temperatures are typically required for this reaction to occur.
However, the top-4, top-5, and top-6 predictions (Fig. 5f-5h) cannot be considered as syntheti-
cally useful because of the unusual groups present on the acyl donor, such as the boron derivatives
in the Fig. 5h. Note that the top-4 and top-6 predictions still receive a reward of 1, indicating
that the forward synthesis model may reward predictions which lack practical utility. Despite this,

RLSynC is able to provide multiple synthetically useful predictions of different reaction types from
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the same reaction center. This makes RLSynC a desirable tool for synthetic planning.

7 Discussion and Conclusions

We developed RLSynC, a novel multi-agent reinforcement learning method with offline training
and online data augmentation for synthon completion. RLSynC has two agents to complete the
two synthons of a product into reactants. The two agents share the same action selection policy
learned from known reactions, random reactions, and reactions generated and deliberately selected
during the online data augmentation iterations. Using a forward synthesis prediction model as the
reward function, RLSynC achieves superior performance on synthon completion compared to the
state-of-the-art methods. RLSynC provides a new and versatile framework that can enable a more
comprehensive evaluation paradigm. Even more importantly, RLSynC enables the exploration of
reaction patterns not seen in training, making it especially suitable for new reaction discovery
purposes.

By using a reward function composed of multiple evaluation functions, it allows reaction eval-
uation with respect to the corresponding evaluation metrics, particularly when the reactions do not
match the known reactions. Ideally, if high-throughput synthesis reactions can be conducted in lab-
oratories over the predicted reactants, the reaction outcomes (e.g., yield) can be used as the reward.
Even more importantly, RLSynC enables the exploration of new reactions that are not included in
the ground truth, but are still feasible based on the reaction evaluation (i.e., the reward function),
through online iterations of data augmentation. This feature makes RLSynC especially suitable for
new reaction discovery purposes, and provide reactions with respect to specific evaluation metrics.

RLSynC uses a standalone forward synthesis prediction model in its reward function. This
reward function guides the training and exploration process, and has a profound impact on the
final model. In our experiments, we see examples where the forward synthesis model rewards
reactions which are not practically useful to chemists. A more precise forward synthesis model is

necessary to improve our model; however, this is outside the scope of the current work. Fortunately,
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the RLSynC framework is not dependent on a particular reward function. When a better forward
synthesis model becomes available, RLSynC can leverage it with minimal modification.

In retrosynthesis prediction, how to evaluate predicted reactions automatically at scale is under-
studied.*® Existing methods compare the predictions with known reactions (i.e., ground-truth) of
products, and consider only the predictions that exactly match the ground-truth to be correct. How-
ever, as demonstrated in Chen et al.,’ many “incorrect” predictions can still be chemically possi-
ble, and may even represent more viable options. Thus, only comparing to the ground-truth may
underestimate the performance. Moreover, making the recovery of known reactions the only opti-
mization objective may result in retrosynthesis prediction models that lack the ability to discover
novel reactions.

In future work, we will generalize RLSynC for products with up to three reactants (i.e., up to
three synthons; 100.00% of reactions in benchmark dataset). This can be done by allowing for
three agents and empty synthons if there are fewer reactants. In these cases, the agents with empty
synthons will only be able to choose NOOP. We will also incorporate molecular graph representation
learning within RLSynC so as to improve its power to represent and learn from synthon and product

structures.

Data and Software Availability

Our data and source code is publicly available online at https://github.com/ninglab/RLSynC.
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A Implementation Details

We implement RLSynC in Python 3.8.13 using PyTorch 1.12.1, RDKit 2021.03.5, and gymnasium
0.27.0. For computing (), we use a discount factor v = 0.95 after considering {0.90, 0.95,0.99}.
In estimating (), we use a four-layer feed-forward neural network with 4,096, 2,048, 1,024, and 1
output nodes on each respective layer. The input to the network h; ;, used 2,048-bit Morgan finger-
prints of radius 2 without chirality. We used ReLLU and 0.7 dropout between each layer, with no ac-
tivation or dropout on the output. We explored dropout values of {0.1,0.2,0.3,0.4,0.5,0.6,0.7,0.8}.
We used the Adam optimizer with learning rate 10~ after considering {1073,10~*,1075}. to op-
timize the loss function in Equation 5 with a regularization coefficient of o = 10~° after consider-
ing {10~%,107°}. During training, we iterate over batches of B products, where a training batch
consists of B x T" x 2 state-action pairs. For iterations O (initial model), 1, 2, 3, and 4 (data aug-
mentation), we used B = 10. At iteration 5, as validation performance stabilized, we were able to
see a small improvement by increasing B to 20. For iterations 5, 6, 7, and 8, we used B = 20.
For iterations 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 for online data augmentation, we used one predicted reaction
for each unique product in the training data to augment training data. For iterations 6, 7, and 8,
we used top-5 predicted reactions (N = 5, k = 3 in Algorithm 2). When evaluating RLSynC,
we produced top-10 predicted reactions for each product in the test set using our top-/N search

algorithm (Algorithm 2) with N = 10 and k = 3.
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