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Abstract: The structures of RNA sequences play a vital role in various cellular processes, while
existing genomic foundation models (FMs) have struggled with precise sequence-structure alignment,
due to the complexity of exponential combinations of nucleotide bases. In this study, we introduce
OmniGenome, a foundation model that addresses this critical challenge of sequence-structure align-
ment in RNA FMs. OmniGenome bridges the sequences with secondary structures using structure-
contextualized modeling, enabling hard in-silico genomic tasks that existing FMs cannot handle, e.g.,
RNA design tasks. The results on two comprehensive genomic benchmarks show that OmniGenome

achieves state-of-the-art performance on complex RNA subtasks. For example, OmniGenome solved
74% of complex puzzles, compared to SpliceBERT which solved only 3% of the puzzles. Besides,
OmniGenome solves most of the puzzles within 1 hour, while the existing methods usually allocate
24 hours for each puzzle. Overall, OmniGenome establishes wide genomic application cases and offers
profound insights into biological mechanisms from the perspective of sequence-structure alignment.
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1 Introduction

RNA, folded from diverse nucleotide sequences, is a critical type of molecule and enables the flow of
genetic information from DNA to protein [1, 2]. Similar to the natural language texts, the nucleotide
sequences are regarded as the sentences represented in the “language” of genomics [3]. Therefore,
many studies aim to leverage pretrained genomic foundation models, a.k.a., language models (LMs),
to address in-silico RNA modeling tasks, such as secondary structure prediction [4–7], degradation rate
prediction [8,9], mRNA vaccine design [10,11]. There is a vital impact of secondary structures1 of RNA
molecules on various cellular processes [12], such as gene expression [13,14], protein translation [15,16].
However, the performance of existing FMs are unsatisfactory because they only model the RNA
sequences without secondary structures. Consequently, leveraging the secondary structures in the
RNA modeling is crucial for the FMs in solving complex genomic subtasks, e.g., RNA design [17].
One of the intuitive methods to utilize secondary structures is to build the bidirectional mapping
between sequences and structures. We formulate this mapping as sequence-structure alignment, which
can be divided into two parts: sequence-to-structure (Seq2Str) and structure-to-sequence (Str2Seq)
prediction. Both two predictions are challenging and have not been settled in previous works because
the sequences and structures are sophisticated due to exponential combinations of up to thousands
of bases. In short, to align the sequence and structure in FM-based genomic modeling, we need to
address the Seq2Str and Str2Seq predictions simultaneously.

Seq2Str prediction. Secondary structure prediction is a difficult task because the structures
grow exponentially with increasing sequence lengths, and an identical sequence may fold into different
sub-optimal structures because the folding principles of RNA sequences depend on a variety of bio-
logical factors [18], as indicated in Fig. 1. Moreover, biologically verified structures are unfortunately
expensive, compared to raw sequences, to obtain and process. This problem causes an imbalanced
data scale between RNA sequences and verified structures making it hard to train an FM for the

1The “structure” term refers to “RNA secondary structure” in this work.
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Seq2Str prediction. This means we need a tremendous number of secondary structures to train the
Seq2Str prediction capability. However, existing works on RNA modeling generally utilize the masked
language modeling [19] objective adapted from natural language processing (NLP) to pretrain FMs
and regard the secondary structure prediction as a fine-tuning downstream task [5,6], which inevitably
shadows the performance of FMs without the pretraining on Seq2Str prediction.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 1: A real example for RNA sequence fold-
ing. The sub-figures (a) and (c) indicate the same
sequence with different structures. The sub-figures
(b) and (c) denote the identical structure can be
from different sequences.

To address the data scarcity of sec-
ondary structures in Seq2Str, we leverage Vien-
naRNA [20] to compute the structures for billions
of RNA sequences and introduce Seq2Str predic-
tion into the pretraining phase. The pretrain-
ing on billions of structures will build an effec-
tive and robust mapping from sequences to struc-
tures. Our experiments in Section 3.3 show that
the FM can achieve state-of-the-art performance
even in zero-shot secondary structure prediction.

Str2Seq prediction. In addition to the
data scarcity problem aforementioned in Seq2Str,
Str2Seq prediction presents a substantial chal-
lenge because secondary structures can corre-
spond to heterogeneous sequences as shown in
Fig. 1, where the identical structure can be from different sequences. Therefore, it is impossible to
reconstruct sequences according to only structures based on structure-to-sequence supervised training
because there is no deterministic sequence for each structure. Consequently, the Str2Seq prediction
has not been explored in the existing genomic FMs.
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Figure 2: A virtual example of sequence and structure to-
kenization in FMs. We need to expand the vocabulary to
support structure tokenization and embedding, otherwise the
structure cannot be recognized as shown in the top sub-figure.
We show our Str2Seq modeling paradigm in the bottom sub-
figure, where the ‘M’ indicates the masked tokens to be re-
constructed by OmniGenome.

To overcome the challenge in
Str2Seq prediction, we formulate the
Str2Seq as a structure-contextualized
sequence reconstruction task. Since
RNA secondary structures can be rep-
resented in texts, we concatenate the
sequences and structure pairs and then
mask a small portion of the sequence or
structure tokens before feeding them
into the FM. In other words, we pre-
train the FM to reconstruct the miss-
ing nucleotide bases given the con-
text of structures, which will build the
Str2Seq mapping ability for the FM.
To perform this pretraining objective,
we expand the vocabulary to represent
the structure and deploy corresponding embeddings in the FM, because regular genomic FMs cannot
recognize and embed the structures, as shown in the virtual example in Fig. 2.

Benchmark and Evaluation Results. We conduct two comprehensive in-silico genomic under-
standing benchmarks to evaluate the performance of our FM. The first benchmark compiled in the
study is the RNA genomic benchmark (RGB) which contains diverse challenging genomic understand-
ing tasks that benefit from the sequence-structure alignment, such as secondary structure prediction.
The second benchmark is the plant genomic benchmark (PGB) which contains millions of DNA se-
quences to evaluate the DNA sequence understanding tasks. This benchmark is used to evaluate the
generalizability of our FM among diversified species and genomes. The overall performance of our FM
(up to 186M parameters) on both two benchmarks consistently outperforms existing genomic FMs
with up to 35% improvement even compared with agro-NT [14] that contains 1 billion parameters.

We also conduct zero-shot Seq2Str and Str2Seq prediction experiments to verify the performance
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of sequence-structure alignment. As revealed in these experiments in Section 3.2 and Section 3.3 our
FM achieves up to an 83% macro-F1 score in zero-shot Seq2Str prediction, i.e., secondary structure
prediction, outperforming some fine-tuned FMs and ViennaRNA. In terms of Str2Seq prediction per-
formance, we leverage our FM to solve the complex RNA design task and solved 74% of complex
puzzles of the Eterna [17] V2 benchmark, while state-of-the-art FMs, e.g., SpliceBERT [21], only
solved 3% of simple (i.e., the target sequences are very short) puzzles. Besides, our FM takes at most
1 hours to solve most of the puzzles, while the majority of RNA design methods can take up to 24
hours to solve each puzzle.

Open-source Resources. The genomic sequence (e.g., RNA and DNA) modeling is still on its
early stage, while the related open-source resources are extremely limited and undocumented. Besides,
many of the early works on genomic FMs are not ready-to-use due to different reasons. This problem
encourages us to release all the benchmarks, evaluation scripts and FM tutorials, etc. As a result,
we have developed an open-source package 2 that includes step-by-step tutorials for FM pretraining
and downstream tasks fine-tuning, etc. It provides prepared genomic benchmarks and automates the
benchmarking process of FMs using the API with only a few lines of code. These resources avoid the
tedious and time-consuming programming in future genomic FM research.

Finally, the FM proposed in this work is named OmniGenome, which may advance a deep mechanistic
understanding of RNA sequences as well as molecular biology and accelerate our ability to design RNA
molecules.

2 Methodology

This section delineates the implementation of OmniGenome step by step.

2.1 Data Preprocessing
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Figure 3: An example of RNA sequence tokeniza-
tion. The left sub-figure shows that K-mers and
BPE entangle the bases and fail to align the SN-
level inputs and outputs. The right sub-figure de-
notes that only SNT can achieve sequence-structure
alignment, such as Seq2Str prediction.

Recent studies [21, 22] have shown that data di-
versity can enhance FM performance without sig-
nificantly increasing model capacity. For the
OmniGenome pretraining, we collected transcrip-
tome data from the OneKP initiative [23], which
compiles large-scale RNA-Seq data from 1, 124
plant species. Because the raw biological data
are sparse, noisy, and characterized by long se-
quences, they are far from ready for effective FM
training.

To address this problem, we developed a four-
step data curation protocol to improve data qual-
ity. ▶ Raw RNA-Seq data are often excessively
long with thousands of bases. We first sliced
them into segments with a window size of 1, 024
bases to provide a sufficient context window for
RNA sequence understanding. ▶ To enhance training efficiency and reduce bias, we removed all du-
plicate sequences. ▶ To tackle incomplete transcriptome data and other noises, we discard sequences
shorter than 50 bases. ▶ To facilitate the sequence-structure alignment training, we adopt ViennaRNA
to obtain the secondary structures for the sequences.

2.2 Tokenization

In the realm of genomic sequence modeling, modeling resolution, and performance highly depend on
the tokenization strategy [3, 21]. Because the traditional k-mers [13, 24] and BPE [19, 22] methods

2https://github.com/yangheng95/OmniGenomeBench
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2.3 Pretraining Objectives
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Figure 4: The workflow of OmniGenome pretraining. We craft the inputs for three pretraining objectives
described in Section 2.3. The outputs are reconstructed sequences based on the context of structure,
predicted secondary structure, and unmasked sequences, respectively. The predictions of shadowed
tokens are not calculated in the objective functions.

combine multiple bases into single tokens, they may compromise modeling resolution and thus fail
to capture granular features. To achieve a single nucleotide (SN) resolution necessary for genomic
tasks like RNA design and structure prediction, we employed single nucleotide tokenization (SNT)
method [3,21] (see an illustrative example in Fig. 3). Additionally, to simplify the implementation, we
adopted a vocabulary {‘A’, ‘T’, ‘C’, ‘G’, ‘U’, ‘N’, ‘(’, ‘)’, ‘.’} to unify the tokenization of both nucleotide
bases and RNA secondary structure information. Following BERT-style models [19], we incorporated
special tokens, e.g., ‘<mask>’, to facilitate masked bases and structure prediction.

2.3 Pretraining Objectives

As discussed in Section 1, a key desideratum for complex genomic understanding and RNA sequence
design is helping the model build an alignment between RNA sequences and their corresponding
secondary structures. Bearing this in mind, we designed the following aggregated pretraining objective
for OmniGenome:

Lpretrain = LStr2Seq + LSeq2Str + LMRLM + λ||θ||2, (1)

where λ is the ℓ2 regularization weight and θ represents the parameters of OmniGenome. The following
paragraphs explain the design principles of each loss function used in equation (1).

• LStr2Seq is designed to enable OmniGenome to predict bases given partially masked sequences
with the context of structures, so that OmniGenome can perceive RNA secondary structure by
constructing Str2Seq prediction. To achieve this, we mask 15% of the bases and structure tokens,
encouraging the model to infer masked bases (i.e., {‘A’, ‘T’, ‘C’, ‘G’, ‘U’, ‘N’}) and structure tokens
(i.e., {‘(’, ‘)’, ‘.’}). Specifically, LStr2Seq is defined as the classic cross-entropy loss widely used
in the masked language modeling:

LStr2Seq = − 1

|m|

m∑
i=1

log p(xi | x\i), (2)

where m is the number of masked nucleotide and structure tokens, and p(xi|x\i) indicates the
probability of predicting the masked nucleotide xi based on its context.

• Complementary to LStr2Seq, LSeq2Str is designed to enable OmniGenome for Seq2Str prediction.
Instead of directly feeding the secondary structure into OmniGenome during training, this objec-
tive employs the RNA secondary structures as supervised-training labels. Unlike Str2Seq, the
Seq2Str prediction is generally deterministic because the optimal structures are unique. This
task is implemented as a token-level classification, where the LSeq2Str loss is defined in the
following cross-entropy loss:

LSeq2Str = −
N∑
i=1

C∑
c=1

sic log(ŝic), (3)

i COLALab Report ^ 20240715 ì 4 / 20



2.4 Model Architecture
Table 1: Summary of some key model specifications of two OmniGenome variants.

Models
# of Embedding Intermediate # of # of Modeling Position
Layers dimension dimension heads parameters length embedding

OmniGenome52M 16 480 2, 400 24 52M 1, 024 Rotary

OmniGenome186M 32 720 2, 560 30 186M 1, 024 Rotary

where sic denotes the label c of secondary structure at the i-th position, and ŝic is the probability
predicted by a linear classifier deployed on OmniGenome. N is the length of an RNA sequence
and C = 3 denotes the number of the possible labels of structure, i.e., {‘(’, ‘)’, ‘.’}.

• The last one LMRLM is similar to the conventional masked language modeling loss in NLP. It
aims to improve the model’s understanding of latent patterns in RNA sequences by masking or
randomly replacing 15% of nucleotide bases. The definition of LMRLM is similar to that of LStr2Seq,
but it only considers the prediction of masked nucleotide bases.

There will be a data leakage problem in LSeq2Str objective while the structure is appended to the
sequences. In practice, 70% of RNA sequences are used for structure-contextualized pretraining for
the LStr2Seq objective, while the remaining 30% are used for the other two objectives. This proportion
is based on our experiment observation.

2.4 Model Architecture

OmniGenome adopts the classic Transformer encoder architecture with bidirectional multi-head atten-
tion. We designed two variants, dubbed OmniGenome52M and OmniGenome186M with 52 and 186 million
parameters respectively. Some key model specifications are summarized in Table 1.

The training specifications are summarized as follows. ▶ The learning rate is set to 5× 10−5 and
the weight decay is set to 0.01. ▶ We use AdamW as the optimizer with hyperparameters β1 = 0.9 and
β2 = 0.999. ▶ We use a linear decay strategy with a warm-up period of 1, 000 steps in the learning rate
scheduler. ▶ The batch size is set to 2, 048. ▶ No dropout is applied during pretraining, and we use
the rotary position embeddings [25] to further enhance the model’s scalability to long RNA sequences.
▶ We built a distributed training environment with 8 Nvidia RTX 4090 GPUs and pretrained for 4
weeks, while its configuration is introduced in Appendix 6.

2.5 Downstream Tasks

2.5.1 Predictive Tasks Fine-tuning

OmniGenome is designed as a general-purpose RNA FM that can be fine-tuned for a diverse set of
downstream genomics predictive tasks. In this paper, we constructed a large-scale benchmark suite
for RNA FMs. According to the category of genomes, we split the benchmark into two parts.

• The first one is a collection of genomic understanding tasks aimed at the RNA genomic bench-
mark (RGB), as shown in Table 7. RGB contains 7 SN-level tasks that are curated in this work
or collected from published articles. The purpose of RGB is to benchmark genomic FMs in
challenging SN-level modeling tasks like detection and repair of SN mutations, mRNA sequence
degradation rates, and RNA secondary structure prediction. Due to the lack of a plant RNA
benchmark dataset, the RGB considers the modeling of RNA sequences from a variety of species,
e.g., plant and human. The sequence length in RGB ranges from 107 to 512, which is enough
for most RNA understanding tasks. In summary, these multi-species and SN-level tasks in RGB
serve as the first comprehensive benchmark utilized to assess the RNA sequence modeling capa-
bilities of OmniGenome and its baseline models. For detailed information on each dataset, such
as their sources and sizes, please refer to Appendix 10.1.
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• The plant genomic benchmark [14] (PGB3) shown in Table 9 provides a comprehensive suite
of DNA genomic tasks designed to evaluate and improve the predictive capabilities of genomic
models in plant biology. As a large-scale plant DNA FM benchmark, PGB involves 8 types of
DNA modeling subtasks, including a range of critical genomic tasks such as promoter strength
prediction and gene expression regression. There are 28 datasets in total with millions of DNA
sequences to be evaluated in PGB, and the sequence lengths are up to 6000, which is very long
for most of the genomic FMs. Since the original evaluation protocol is not publicly available, we
have re-implemented the auto-benchmark for all the subtasks from PGB in our package, includ-
ing various aspects of plant genomics such as gene expression and chromatin accessibility. By
integrating diverse genomic tasks, the PGB aims to facilitate advanced research and development
in plant genomics, offering a robust platform for the assessment and enhancement of model per-
formance across different plant species. Due to computational limitations, we randomly sample
a maximum of 10k examples in all datasets in PGB to evaluate the FM’s performance.

2.5.2 RNA Sequence Design

One of the difficult practices addressed by OmniGenome is the RNA design task, which has been long-
term neglected by existing FMs because of the incapability of Str2Seq prediction. We introduce a naive
genetic algorithm based on OmniGenome’s Str2Seq capability and achieve state-of-the-art performance
in RNA sequence design by precisely predicting bases according to the structure context. The main
steps in the genetic algorithm and workflow visualization are available in Appendix 9 and Fig. 5,
respectively. Please find the parameter setting details in Section 3.3, and the experiment script can
be found in the supplemental materials.

3 Experiments

To comprehensively explore the potential of OmniGenome and assess its performance across genomic
understanding and RNA design tasks, this section implements rich experimental evaluations on diverse
genomic tasks. We first evaluate the sequence-structure alignment capability of OmniGenome. Next, we
evaluate the overall performance of OmniGenome on two comprehensive genomic modeling benchmarks,
i.e., the RNA Genomic Benchmark (RGB) and the Plant Genomic Benchmark (PGB), respectively.
All the benchmark datasets are not from the pretraining database, i.e., OneKP.

3.1 Evaluation Methods

There are no direct counterparts to OmniGenome in plant genomic modeling. However, we can compare
it with the following recent genomic FMs as potential baselines to help evaluate the performance of
OmniGenome as shown in Table 2. Please refer to Appendix 8 for brief introductions of these FMs.
We are aware that some FMs are also developed for RNA, such as RNA-FM [26], RNA-MSM [27],
Uni-RNA [28], 5UTR-LM [16], etc. However, we cannot compare OmniGenome with them because their
source codes are very hard to work with in our efforts or the models are not publicly available. In the
secondary structure prediction tasks, we input the secondary structures computed by
ViennaRNA that are different from the true structures into OmniGenome+ to avoid data
leakage problems.

3.2 Zero-shot Structure to Sequence Prediction Evaluation

In this experiment, we demonstrate the Str2Seq prediction capability of OmniGenome based on RNA
sequence design. We employed the Eterna [17] V2 benchmark, which consists of 100 specified secondary
structures. This task aims to design plausible RNA sequences based on the reference structures.
It is intuitive that higher performance in RNA design tasks indicates better structure-to-sequence
prediction capability. We develop a simple GA algorithm based on OmniGenome models to solve RNA

3https://huggingface.co/datasets/InstaDeepAI/plant-genomic-benchmark
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3.3 Zero-shot Sequence to Structure Prediction Evaluation
Table 2: The brief statistics of RNA and DNA genomic FMs. The numbers of parameters of different
FMs are approximately calculated. Please note that a ‘token’ can contain multiple bases in BPE and
k-mers tokenization. The detailed introduction of the following FMs can be found in the original
publications.

Model Tokenization # of Params Pretraining Data Species Nucleic Acid

DNABERT-2 BPE 117M 32.49B Tokens Human + 135 Species DNA
NT-V2-100M k-mers 96M 300B Tokens Human + 850 Species DNA
HyenaDNA-Large SNT 47M ≈ 3.2B Tokens Human DNA
Agro-NT-1B k-mers 985M 472.5B Tokens 48 Edible Plants DNA

SpliceBERT SNT 19M 2M Sequences Multi-Vertebrates precursor-mRNA
CDSBERT SNT 420M 4M Sequences 4, 069 RNA Families CDS
3UTRBERT k-mers 86M 20, 362 Sequences Multi-Species mRNA 3’UTR

OmniGenome52M
SNT

52M
54.2B Tokens 1124 Plant Species mRNA, CDS, UTR

OmniGenome186M 186M

design puzzles. The implementation details can be found in Fig. 5 in Appendix 9. Within our GA
implementation, the population size is set at 1000, with 100 iterations, and the mutation rate for each
base is 0.5. We set the maximum running time for each puzzle to 1 hour because OmniGenome can
easily solve most of the RNA design puzzles within 1 hour, while each puzzle’s time budget is generally
24 hours in existing RNA design methods. We utilize accuracy as our evaluation metric, meaning that
only sequences with entirely correct structures are considered resolved. The experimental results are
available in Table 3.

Table 3: Performance on the Eter-
naV2 RNA sequence design bench-
mark. Only the FMs using SNT
support the RNA design tasks. The
best results are in bold face.

Model Token.
EternaV2

Acc

RNAInverse — 30

SpliceBERT SNT 3
CDSBERT SNT 0

OmniGenome52M SNT 4
OmniGenome186M SNT 5
OmniGenome52M+ SNT 71
OmniGenome186M+ SNT 74

It is observed from Table 3 that the FM-free method RNAIn-
verse solved 30 of the RNA design puzzles, indicating a com-
petent but not optimal capability in sequence design. We se-
lect the FMs employing SNT to conduct comparison experi-
ments, as tokenizers like k-mers and BPE cannot handle the
SN-level resolution modeling, i.e., masked nucleotide predic-
tion. We cannot compare with HyenaDNA because it does
not support masked nucleotide prediction. The models Splice-
BERT and CDSBERT demonstrated trivial proficiency in the
RNA sequence design task, solving 3 and 0 puzzles, respec-
tively. This suggests these FMs cannot precisely predict the
bases without any Str2Seq mapping ability. OmniGenome vari-
ants without structure context input have performance similar
to the baselines, i.e., OmniGenome52M and OmniGenome186M solved
4 and 5 puzzles, respectively. In contrast, OmniGenome52M+ and
OmniGenome186M+ significantly outperformed other models with
71 and 74 puzzles solved, respectively, underscoring the impact of Str2Seq prediction in sequence-
structure alignment, which evidently bolsters the models’ abilities to predict bases according to the
structure contexts. Besides, we expect an increase in performance with sufficient computational bud-
gets and the findings provide crucial evidence of the significance of Str2Seq for RNA sequence design.

3.3 Zero-shot Sequence to Structure Prediction Evaluation

This subsection assesses OmniGenome in both Seq2Str and Str2Seq prediction aspects of sequence-
structure alignment. The evaluation of Seq2Str is based on zero-shot secondary structure prediction.
We use OmniGenome and OmniGenome+ without fine-tuning to predict the secondary structures of
sequences from the test datasets and measure the macro-F1 score, where better structure prediction
performance indicates a stronger capability for Seq2Str prediction. We evaluate Str2Seq mapping
ability based on masked nucleotide base prediction. This task leverages the FM’s capacity to predict
sequences with the context of structure. We randomly mask one base in the sequences from the test
datasets and leverage the Str2Seq ability of OmniGenome+ to predict the masked bases in a zero-shot
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3.4 RNA Genomic Benchmark

scenario. We assess the model’s accuracy in predicting masked bases both with and without structure
context. The experimental results are available in Table 4.

Table 4: Performance in zero-shot RNA secondary structure prediction and masked nucleotide pre-
diction across various benchmarks, showcasing the capabilities of OmniGenome in zero-shot learning
scenarios without any fine-tuning or domain adaptation.

Model
RNA Secondary Structure Prediction Masked Nucleotide Prediction

Archive2 bpRNA RNAStralign Rfam Archive2 bpRNA RNAStralign Rfam

F1 F1 F1 F1 Acc Acc Acc Acc

ViennaRNA 75.89 27.82 74.80 19.98 — — — —
SpliceBERT — — — — 30.04 31.40 32.10 24.50

OmniGenome52M 71.87 28.18 74.62 16.08 27.37 26.82 27.46 27.10
OmniGenome186M 72.57 28.26 75.07 18.60 29.82 30.66 28.92 27.90

OmniGenome52M+ 72.09 28.22 74.78 81.56 36.49 32.72 39.18 31.32
OmniGenome186M+ 73.01 29.04 75.34 83.24 51.93 48.96 52.86 46.03

The results in Table 4 reveal OmniGenome’s effectiveness in both secondary structure prediction
(i.e., Seq2Str) and masked nucleotide prediction (i.e., Str2Seq). More specifically, OmniGenome52M

and OmniGenome186M show impressive performance for zero-shot sequence-structure alignment, while
OmniGenome52M+ and OmniGenome186M+ outperform the base variants of OmniGenome. Even when
ablating structure context, OmniGenome186M achieves performance comparable with ViennaRNA. In-
terestingly, if the structures calculated by ViennaRNA are fed into the model, OmniGenome+ models
can predict the structure more precisely and outperform ViennaRNA on most of the secondary struc-
ture prediction datasets, e.g., bpRNA, RNAStralign, and Rfam. From the results of masked nucleotide
prediction, it is observed that sequence reconstruction performance can be enhanced by the structure
context. OmniGenome52M+ and OmniGenome186M+ significantly outperform baseline FMs like Splice-
BERT.

Overall, the results in Table 4 provide a comprehensive evaluation of the FMs’ capabilities in
sequence-structure alignment. This underscores OmniGenome’s performance and robustness in general-
izing among different species without prior fine-tuning, highlighting their potential utility in SN-level
in-silico genomic modeling.

3.4 RNA Genomic Benchmark

Table 5: The performance of OmniGenome and baseline models on the RGB, with results averaged
based on five random seeds. “N.A.” indicates that ViennaRNA is not designed for other predictive
genomic tasks.

Model
mRNA SNMD SNMR Archive2 bpRNA RNAStralign

RMSE AUC F1 F1 F1 F1

ViennaRNA N.A. N.A. N.A. 75.89 27.82 74.80

DNABERT2 0.8158 49.94 15.86 59.82 43.40 65.49
HyenaDNA 0.8056 53.32 39.80 84.23 56.62 95.42
NT-V2 0.7826 50.49 26.01 79.90 56.60 90.84
Agro-NT 0.7830 49.99 26.38 70.13 48.71 75.21
SpliceBERT 0.7340 58.11 46.44 89.05 69.10 96.97
3UTRBERT 0.7772 50.02 24.01 78.98 56.93 92.03
CDSBERT 0.7468 55.03 36.16 89.34 70.01 97.15

OmniGenome52M 0.7191 62.44 48.91 94.98 82.34 99.01
OmniGenome186M 0.7164 63.81 49.80 95.20 82.48 99.12
OmniGenome52M+ 0.7188 63.11 49.21 95.10 81.88 98.98
OmniGenome186M+ 0.7121 64.13 49.44 95.27 83.36 99.35

The results in Table 5 demonstrate the performance of OmniGenome and its generalizability across
various fine-grained RNA genomic modeling tasks. It is observed that the base variants of OmniGenome
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3.5 Plant Genomic Benchmark

models achieve better results than both RNA and DNA FM baselines, including Agro-NT and CDS-
BERT, which contain hundreds of millions of parameters. This is because the existing FMs usually
adopt k-mers tokenization that cannot handle single nucleotide resolution tasks, e.g., single nucleotide
mutation detection and repair. Because of the Seq2Str pretraining, OmniGenome and OmniGenome+
models exhibit strong results in secondary structure prediction, underscoring OmniGenome’s capabilities
in SN-level RNA sequence understanding and manipulation.

3.5 Plant Genomic Benchmark

Table 6: Performance of OmniGenome and baseline FMs on PGB. “PolyA” stands for Polyadenyla-
tion, “Chrom Acc” for Chromatin Accessibility, “Prom Str” for Promoter Strength, “Term Str” for
Terminator Strength, “Splice” for Splice Site, “Gene Exp” for Gene Expression, and “Enh Reg” for
Enhancer Region. Results for OmniGenome186M+ are excluded due to the time-intensive nature of the
experiments.

Model
PolyA LncRNA Chrom Acc Prom Str Term Str Splice Gene Exp Enhancer

F1 F1 F1 RMSE RMSE F1 RMSE F1

DNABERT2 41.35 72.55 61.49 0.99 0.24 45.34 14.78 36.40
HyenaDNA 83.11 58.21 52.20 0.88 0.26 90.28 14.76 66.17
NT-V2 71.26 73.08 65.71 0.81 0.27 95.05 14.69 73.89
Agro-NT 78.89 67.24 63.27 0.94 0.78 88.45 15.56 62.83
SpliceBERT 65.23 71.88 63.62 0.75 0.22 96.45 14.70 69.71
3UTRBERT 76.48 70.75 63.71 1.04 0.36 94.44 14.87 71.67
CDSBERT 39.72 33.06 48.95 2.19 0.59 52.20 14.77 33.93

OmniGenome52M 85.47 75.71 64.23 0.67 0.21 97.40 14.76 68.31
OmniGenome186M 86.87 77.53 66.88 0.65 0.19 98.15 14.76 72.45

OmniGenome52M+ 87.05 76.23 65.41 0.65 0.20 97.70 14.76 70.71

The PGB is a plant-oriented genomic benchmark. Although the benchmark datasets in PGB are
DNA-based tasks, we can still evaluate the performance of OmniGenome and its generalizability on
multi-modal (i.e., DNA and RNA) genomic tasks. The results in Table 6 reveal substantial variability
in the performance of different FMs, where OmniGenome52M outperformed other baseline models across
most tasks, particularly in tasks like Polyadenylation, Splice Site, and Enhancer Region classification,
where they achieved the highest F1 scores. This suggests that OmniGenome’s architecture is particu-
larly adept at handling complex genomic sequences. In comparison, existing FMs, e.g., CDSBERT
and Agro-NT, showed lower performance with more parameters than OmniGenome. Besides, the per-
formance of OmniGenome52M+ suggests that the structure context can further enhance the performance
of genomic modeling.

Overall, OmniGenome models achieve state-of-the-art performance on both benchmarks, especially
for OmniGenome+ variants. The results underscore the importance of sequence-structure alignment in
achieving complex genomic modeling tasks.

4 Related Works

Biological sequence modeling, including DNA, RNA, and protein, has attracted attention in recent
years. Protein modeling, e.g., AlphaFold [29–31] and ESM [32], has been studied for many years
compared to DNA and RNA modeling. In the realm of genomic sequence modeling, several early works
aimed at addressing diversified genome downstream subtasks. For instance, DNABERT [33] adapts
the architecture of BERT [19] for genomic sequence modeling, showing preliminary performance for in-
silico genomic tasks. DNABERT2 [22], a multi-species FM improved based on DNABERT, proposes
replacing k-mers tokenization with BPE tokenization to improve model performance. To explore
the performance of large-scale FMs, the nucleotide transformers (V1 & V2) [13], AgroNT [14] and
SegmentNT [34] leveraged billions of parameters to boost genomic sequence modeling and achieved
promising performance in understanding DNA genome, with model scales up to 2.5 billion and 1
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billion parameters, respectively. Agro-NT [14] was pretrained on multi-species edible plant DNA
sequences but failed to transfer effectively to RNA sequence modeling in our experiments. To address
the modeling capacity problem caused by the remarkable lengths of genomes, there is growing focus
on the necessity of long-range sequence modeling and the introduction of autoregressive FMs, namely,
HyenaDNA [3] and Evo [2]. In terms of RNA genomic modeling, there have been some preliminary
works, such as scBERT [35], RNABERT [36], RNA-FM [26], RNA-MSM [37], and RNAErnie [38], to
name a few. However, these methods have only trained the FMs on a limited-scale database, as RNA
sequences are generally expensive to obtain. Some FMs focus on specific types of RNA sequences,
such as coding sequences (CDS) [39], 5’ untranslated regions (5’UTR) [40], 3’ untranslated regions
(3’UTR) [24], or precursor mRNA sequences [21], thus limiting the models’ ability to capture the
diversity of RNA sequences. Uni-RNA [28] has been reported to achieve good performance due to the
large scale of the model and database, however, it is not open-sourced and cannot be compared in the
experiments.

In short, the existing FMs usually neglect the sequence-structure alignment problem in RNA
genomic modeling, while the 5UTR-LM [16] adopts the secondary structure prediction as a pre-training
objective to achieve Seq2Str prediction in pretraining. However, these FMs are not available for
Str2Seq mapping and suffer from limited model and data scales that fail to uncover the comprehensive
efficacy of sequence-structure alignment on a wide set of genomic tasks. ERNIE-RNA [41] feeds the
RNA structure along with the sequence into the model and improves the downstream tasks. However,
it also ignores the significance of Str2Seq prediction capability. In a nutshell, existing FMs fail to
achieve sequence-structure alignment without exception.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduced OmniGenome, a foundation model (FM) that addresses the critical chal-
lenge of sequence-structure alignment in genomic modeling. Our approach leverages a structure-
contextualized modeling to achieve accurate predictions for both Seq2Str and Str2Seq tasks. By
utilizing the extensive OneKP dataset, we ensured the robustness and transferability of OmniGenome
across various genomic tasks. Our experimental results demonstrate that OmniGenome significantly
outperforms existing models in zero-shot secondary structure prediction, achieving up to 83% macro-
F1 score, and excels in solving 74% complex RNA design puzzles with remarkable efficiency. These
findings validate the efficacy of our approach and highlight the potential of OmniGenome in advancing
RNA and broader genomic research.
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R. Bates, A. Ž́ıdek, A. Potapenko, A. Bridgland, C. Meyer, S. A. A. Kohl, A. J. Ballard, A. Cowie,
B. Romera-Paredes, S. Nikolov, R. Jain, J. Adler, T. Back, S. Petersen, D. Reiman, E. Clancy,
M. Zielinski, M. Steinegger, M. Pacholska, T. Berghammer, S. Bodenstein, D. Silver, O. Vinyals,
A. W. Senior, K. Kavukcuoglu, P. Kohli, and D. Hassabis, “Highly accurate protein structure
prediction with AlphaFold,” Nature, vol. 596, no. 7873, pp. 583–589, 2021.

[30] R. Evans, M. O’Neill, A. Pritzel, N. Antropova, A. Senior, T. Green, A. Ž́ıdek, R. Bates,
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6 Pretraining Environment

The pretraining of OmniGenome was conducted on a dedicated Linux computation node, equipped
with 8 Nvidia RTX 4090 GPUs. For distributed model training, we employed version 4.37.1 of the
Transformers library alongside version 0.26.1 of the Accelerate library. Our implementation framework
of choice for OmniGenome was PyTorch, specifically version 2.0.0. The ViennaRNA version is 2.6.4
in our experiments. While some existing code was adapted for the modules within OmniGenome,
the majority of the codebase, such as genomic sequences preprocessing, model pretraining, objective
functions, and experiments, was meticulously crafted from scratch.

7 OmniGenome Package

Genomic modeling is still in its early stages, and resources are consequently very scarce. Typically,
existing foundation models open-source only the model, without providing the training, fine-tuning,
and benchmark evaluation codes, etc. To address this issue, we have developed a comprehensive open-
source genomic modeling toolkit4 based on OmniGenome. This toolkit aims to provide extensive
FM fine-tuning tutorials and a unified automated benchmark evaluation. The main features of the
OmniGenome Package are as follows:

• Fine-Tuning Tutorials: We provide tutorials for fine-tuning on all downstream genomic mod-
eling tasks, including dataset processing, model implementation, and training processes. A fine-
tuning example for secondary structure is included, covering both training and demonstration of
secondary structure prediction. The fine-tuning tutorials are available at: https://github.com/
yangheng95/OmniGenomeBench/blob/master/examples/secondary_structure_prediction_demo.

ipynb

• Automated Benchmark Evaluation: We offer an automated benchmark evaluation interface,
which includes the built-in PGB and RGB benchmarks. By predefining the configurations for
benchmark evaluation subtasks, such as hyperparameters, our tool supports the automated
benchmark evaluation of future FMs and the addition of new benchmarks. The goal of automated
benchmark evaluation is to ensure fairness and ease of use. We provide a tutorial on automated
evaluation to guide users in benchmark evaluation. The automated benchmarking example
is available at: https://github.com/yangheng95/OmniGenomeBench/blob/master/examples/
benchmark/batch_rgb_benchmark.py

• Genomic Repository Hub: We have created a hub for hosting and distributing open-source
licensed datasets, model checkpoints, and benchmark evaluations. Additionally, we have de-
signed flexible interfaces to support the sharing of datasets and models within the community.
This approach helps mitigate the issue of resource scarcity. The hub will be available soon.

We are in the process of finalizing the necessary documentation and will officially release this tool
in the near future.

8 Evaluation Methods

There are no direct counterparts to OmniGenome in plant genomic modeling. However, we can compare
it with the following recent genomic FMs as potential baselines to help evaluate the performance of
OmniGenome. The brief introductions of the FMs in Table 2 are as follows:

• ViennaRNA [20]. ViennaRNA is a comprehensive genomic analysis tool that includes a diverse
set of interfaces, such as RNAFold and RNAInverse design. ViennaRNA serves as the baseline
for RNA structure prediction and RNA design in our experiments.

4https://github.com/yangheng95/OmniGenomeBench
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• DNABERT2 [22]. DNABERT2 is one of the latest DNA FMs which improves the performance
of DNABERT. The main modification of DNABERT2 is the tokenization method, which was
changed to BPE from k-mers.

• HyenaDNA [3]. HyenaDNA is an autoregressive FM optimized for long-range genomic data
processing. HyenaDNA is based on the Hyena convolution architecture and capable of handling
sequences up to 1M bases in length.

• Nucleotide Transformer (NT) V2 [13]. The NT FMs were trained on DNA data, including the
human reference genome and multi-species DNA sequences. They aim to capture the complex
patterns within nucleotide sequences for various genomic applications.

• Agricultural Nucleotide Transformer (Agro-NT) [14]. Agro-NT is a large-scale DNA FM (1B
parameters) akin to the Nucleotide Transformers but with a focus on plant DNA.

• SpliceBERT [21]. It was trained on 2M precursor messenger RNA (pre-mRNA) and specialized
in RNA splicing of pre-mRNA sequences.

• 3UTRBERT [24]. This model was trained on 20k 3’UTRs for 3’UTR-mediated gene regulation
tasks. It uses k-mers tokenization instead of SNT.

• CDSBERT [39]. It was trained on massive CDS regions within the genome. CDSBERT is
adapted from ProteinBERT for predicting protein structures and functions and leverages the
alignment between RNA and protein sequences.

• OmniGenome. OmniGenome is the first genomic FM that highlights the importance of sequence-
structure alignment and is available for RNA design tasks.

• OmniGenome+5. OmniGenome+ is an enhanced variant of OmniGenome that feeds both sequences
and structures into OmniGenome to aggregate the feature representations to improving modeling
ability.

We are aware that some FMs are also developed for RNA, such as RNA-FM [26], RNA-MSM [27],
Uni-RNA [28], 5UTR-LM [16], etc. However, we cannot compare OmniGenome with them because their
source codes are very hard to work with in our efforts or the models are not publicly available.

9 Genetic Algorithm for RNA Sequence Design

9.1 Genetic Algorithm

The working mechanism of our designed genetic algorithm based on OmniGenome+ is implemented as
the following five-step process:

Step 1. Given the target RNA secondary structure, we use OmniGenome to generate a set of candidate
sequences P = {si}Ni=1.

Step 2. If the termination criterion is not met, go to Step 3; otherwise, output the current best sequence
s∗ = argmaxs∈P f(s).

Step 3. Based on P, use single-point crossover and mutation to generate a population of offspring se-
quences O = {s̃}Ni=1.

Step 4. Combine P and O to obtain S = P
⋃
O, and use OmniGenome to predict the corresponding

secondary structures of each sequence in S. Evaluate the fitness values of sequences in S.
5Please find the finetuning example of OmniGenome+ in the supplemental materials.
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9.2 RNA Design Case Study

( ( ( . . . ) ) )(
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Predict
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Evaluation & Selection

Mutated Sequence Crossover

Figure 5: The genetic algorithm used for solving RNA design tasks. ‘M’ and A are abbreviations
for ‘¡mask¿’ and the predicted bases in this mutation operation, respectively. The most effective
component in this algorithm is the structure-based sequence reconstruction based on OmniGenome+.

Step 5. Sort S according to the fitness values and preserve the best N sequences to constitute a new P.
Return to Step 2.

Note that the fitness value of a sequence s, denoted as f(s), is evaluated as the Hamming distance
of the RNA secondary structure predicted by OmniGenome against the target structure. The above
genetic algorithm is not terminated until the sequence for the target RNA secondary structure is
identified or the allocated computational budget is exhausted.

9.2 RNA Design Case Study

As demonstrated in the zero-shot experiments in Table 3, OmniGenome+ models achieve state-of-
the-art performance. We show several complex examples of puzzles from the EternaV2 benchmark.
According to Fig. 6, puzzles #5 and #11 with approximately 200+ bases are solved, while these
puzzles are challenging to existing FMs. Even for puzzles that are not completely solved, e.g., puzzles
#3 and #27, OmniGenome186M+ generates very similar structures, where the nucleotide base difference
ratio between the designed structure and the target structure is only ≈ 3%. This finding indicates the
proficiency of OmniGenome+ models in solving challenging single-nucleotide resolution genomic tasks.

10 Benchmark Suites

10.1 RNA Genomic Benchmark

Details of the RGB can be found in Table 7. RGB contains 7 SN-level tasks that are curated or
collected from published articles. The purpose of RGB is to benchmark genomic FMs in challenging
SN-level modeling tasks such as detection and repair of SN mutations, mRNA sequence degradation
rates, and RNA secondary structure prediction. Due to the lack of a plant RNA benchmark dataset,
RGB includes the modeling of RNA sequences from a variety of species, e.g., plant and human. The
sequence length in RGB ranges from 107 to 512, which is sufficient for most RNA understanding
tasks. In summary, these multi-species and SN-level tasks in RGB serve as the first comprehensive
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10.1 RNA Genomic Benchmark

Puzzle #5 Puzzle #11 Puzzle #3 Puzzle #27

Figure 6: Examples for RNA sequence design. We show four examples from the EternaV2 benchmark,
where two puzzles (#5 and #11) are correctly solved and two puzzles (#3 and #27) are incomplete.
The top four sequences with structures are the reference solutions, and the bottom sequences are
obtained by OmniGenome186M+. The structures are derived by ViennaRNA and the red boxes highlight
the difference parts between reference and nearly solved structure.

benchmark utilized to assess the RNA sequence modeling capabilities of OmniGenome and its baseline
models. The brief introduction of the datasets in RGB is as follows:

• Single-Nucleotide Mutation Detection (SNMD): We developed a plant RNA dataset synthe-
sizing the single-nucleotide mutations. Focused on identifying potential single nucleotide changes,
this task is essential for detecting mutations linked to genetic disorders. The SNMD dataset intro-
duces up to 10 random mutations in the original sequences, regardless of variation ratios. Cross-
entropy is utilized as the loss function for this binary token classification task.

• Single-Nucleotide Mutation Repair (SNMR): This task challenges the model to suggest cor-
rective actions at the single nucleotide level, aiding in gene therapy approaches. The SNMR dataset
mirrors the SNMD dataset, with cross-entropy as the loss function, indicating a token 4-way (i.e.,
A, U, C, G) classification task.

• mRNA Degrade Rate Prediction (mRNA): Estimating the decay rate of nucleotides in mRNA
sequences, this task is vital for deciphering gene expression and regulation. The dataset originates
from the Kaggle COVID-19 vaccine design competition6, focusing solely on sequence-based degra-
dation rate prediction and excluding RNA structures. It’s a token regression task using MSE as the
loss function, with the dataset resplit into training, validation, and testing sets for evaluation.

• RNA Secondary Structure Prediction (bpRNA & Archive2 & RNAStralign & Rfam):
Aiming to predict RNA folding into secondary structures, this task is fundamental to RNA func-

6https://www.kaggle.com/competitions/stanford-covid-vaccine
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10.1 RNA Genomic Benchmark
Table 7: The brief statistics of subtasks in the RGB. These benchmark datasets are held out or not
included in the pretraining database. The numbers of examples in training, validation and testing sets
are separated by “/”. ∗ indicate the datasets are used for zero-shot performance evaluation only.

Task Task Type # of examples # of classes Metric Sequence length Source

SNMD Token classification 8, 000/1, 000/1, 000 2 AUC 200 This work
SNMR Token classification 8, 000/1, 000/1, 000 4 F1 200 This work
mRNA Token regression 1, 735/193/192 — RMSE 107 Kaggle
bpRNA Token classification 10, 814/1, 300/1, 305 3 F1 ≤ 512 [5]
AchiveII Token classification 2278/285/285 3 F1 ≤ 500 [6]
RNAStrAlign Token classification 17483/2186/2185 3 F1 ≤ 500 [4]
Rfam∗ Token classification 501376/62672/62672 3 F1 ≤ 512 [7]

tionality and interactions. We evaluated OmniGenome on four datasets, bpRNA [5] (TR0, VL0, TS0
sets), ArchiveII [6], RNAStralign [4] and Rfam [7]. Following existing works, we have excluded se-
quences over 512 bases and complex structures, simplifying to three symbols: ‘(’, ‘.’, ‘)’Ṙesults
may not directly compare with other studies due to these modifications. Cross-entropy serves as
the loss function.

Please find the appendix for the input and output examples of each subtask in RGB. The detailed
task descriptions for each nucleic acid and species, including the number of examples, classes, evalu-
ation metric, and sequence length, are outlined in Table 7. Each task is carefully curated to reflect
the complexity and variety inherent in genomic data, providing a robust framework for assessing the
nuanced capabilities of state-of-the-art RNA FMs.

Table 8 show the virtual examples of different datasets in RGB. Please refer to our supplementary
materials to find the datasets for more details.

Table 8: The virtual input and output examples in RGB. The “. . . ” represents the sequences that
are omitted for better presentation and the red color indicates the wrong prediction in classification
tasks. In the mRNA dataset, all single nucleotides have three values to predict. Note that “T” and
“U” can be regarded as the same symbol in RNA sequences and depend on different datasets.

Genome Type Dataset Examples

RNA

SNMD

Input Sequence G A G T A . . . T T G A G
True Label 0 0 1 0 0 . . . 0 0 1 0 0
Prediction 0 0 0 0 0 . . . 0 0 1 0 0

SNMR

Input Sequence T A C G A . . . C T G A T
True Label T A C A A . . . G T A A T
Prediction T A C A A . . . C T G A T

mRNA

Input Sequence G G . . . A C
True Label [0.1,0.3,0.2] [0.8,0.4,0.1]. . . [0.9,0.4,0.3] [0.5,0.2,0.6]
Prediction [0.1,0.3,0.2] [0.8,0.4,0.1]. . . [0.9,0.4,0.3] [0.5,0.2,0.6]

bpRNA

Input Sequence G G C G A . . . C U U U U
True Label ( ( ( · · . . . · · ) ) )
Prediction ( ( ( ( · . . . · ) ) ) )

Archive2

Input Sequence A G U A G . . . U U U G C U
True Label ( ( ( · · . . . · · ) ) )
Prediction ( ( ( · · . . . · · ) ) )

RNAStralign

Input Sequence A G U A G . . . U U U G C U
True Label ( ( ( · · . . . · · ) ) )
Prediction ( ( ( · · . . . · · ) ) )

Rfam

Input Sequence A G U A G . . . U U U G C U
True Label ( ( ( · · . . . · · ) ) )
Prediction ( ( ( · · . . . · · ) ) )
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10.2 Plant Genomic Benchmark
Table 9: The genomic tasks in the Plant Genomic Benchmark. This table briefly enumerates each task
by name, the number of datasets available, the type of classification or regression analysis required,
the range of sequence lengths, and the total number of samples in each dataset. Please find the dataset
details of PGB in Agro-NT.

Task # of datasets Task Type Total # of examples # of classes Metric Sequence length

Polyadenylation 6 Sequence classification 738, 918 2 F1 400
Splice site 2 Sequence classification 4, 920, 835 2 F1 398
LncRNA 2 Sequence classification 58, 062 6 F1 101− 6000
Promoter strength 2 Sequence regression 147, 966 — RMSE 170
Terminator strength 2 Sequence regression 106, 818 — RMSE 170
Chromatin accessibility 7 Multi-label classification 5, 149, 696 9− 19 F1 1, 000
Gene expression 6 Multi-variable regression 206, 358 — RMSE 6, 000
Enhancer region 1 Sequence classification 18, 893 2 F1 1, 000

10.2 Plant Genomic Benchmark

The Plant Genomic Benchmark [14] (PGB) provides a comprehensive suite of datasets designed to
evaluate and improve the predictive capabilities of genomic models in plant biology. This benchmark,
as shown in Table 9, encompasses a range of critical genomic tasks7, including binary classification,
single and multi-variable regression, and multi-label classification, addressing various aspects of plant
genomics such as RNA processing, gene expression, and chromatin accessibility. By integrating diverse
genomic tasks, the PGB aims to facilitate advanced research and development in plant genomics,
offering a robust platform for the assessment and enhancement of model performance across different
plant species. To obtain a detailed description of PGB, please refer to Agro-NT [14].

11 OneKP Initiative

There has been a variety of FMs utilized in different species, e.g., humans [3, 13], bacteria [2], and
viruses [42], which indicates the effectiveness of pretrained FMs on multi-species genomics. In this
work, we aim to propose an FM for multi-species plant RNA sequence modeling. We leverage the
OneKP initiative [23] to address the scarcity of plant RNA data, which contains 1, 124 species of plant
transcriptomes. The scale of OneKP enables the development of a more robust and transferable RNA
FM.

The 1000 Plant Transcriptomes Initiative (OneKP) was a comprehensive effort aimed at explor-
ing genetic diversity across the green plant kingdom (Viridiplantae), sequencing the RNA from 1124
(1342 in other versions) samples that represent over 1000 species, encompassing all major taxa within
Viridiplantae. This includes streptophyte and chlorophyte green algae, bryophytes, ferns, angiosperms,
and gymnosperms. The initiative’s final or capstone publication presents three major analyses: in-
ferring species trees, identifying whole genome duplications, and detecting gene family expansions.
These findings are particularly valuable for plant and evolutionary scientists interested in specific gene
families, whether their focus is across the entire green plant tree of life or within more narrowly defined
lineages.

The sampling strategy for the 1KP was global and collaborative, with samples sourced from a
wide range of environments including wild field collections, greenhouses, botanical gardens, laboratory
specimens, and algal culture collections. The initiative prioritized the collection of live growing cells,
such as young leaves, flowers, or shoots, to ensure a high abundance of expressed genes, though many
samples also came from roots and other tissues. RNA extraction was performed using well-established
protocols or commercial kits, facilitating the comprehensive analysis of transcribed RNA across this
diverse set of species. This monumental effort not only sheds light on plant genetic diversity but also
provides a rich data resource for ongoing and future research in plant science and evolutionary biology.

7https://huggingface.co/InstaDeepAI/agro-nucleotide-transformer-1b
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12 Limitations

The limitations of our work are rooted in resource constraints. First, according to the data scaling
laws [43–45], we recognize that the scale of the proposed RNA foundation model remains small, and
the parameterization may not be adequate to fully exploit the OneKP database’s potential. Due to
resource limitations, we could not pretrain larger models. Moving forward, we aim to train larger-scale
foundation models, anticipating that our contributions will accelerate the advancement of DNA and
RNA foundation models. Secondly, while the modeling length of our foundation model satisfies most
RNA and DNA sequence processing needs, there are tasks with extremely long sequences. Our future
efforts will focus on enhancing the model’s capability to handle such lengthy sequences.

13 Ethics Statement

In this research, we utilized the open OneKP dataset, which does not contain human-related privacy
concerns. We ensure that such data is not exploited without fair compensation and acknowledgment of
the source communities. The pretraining sequences are plant-based genomic data that pose potential
harm to ecological systems; we do not permit the use of our model beyond expectations, such as
developing malicious bio-software or designing harmful RNA structures. The models and findings
should support, not undermine, the conservation of plant species and their habitats. We adhere to
principles of transparency and open science, using datasets that are publicly available and providing
clear documentation of our methodologies and findings.

Overall, in conducting this research, we have committed to ethical scientific practices that respect
biodiversity and aim to contribute positively to the field of genomic research. We encourage ongoing
dialogue around the ethical use of plant RNA sequences and support initiatives that promote the
sharing of benefits arising from such research with all stakeholders.
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