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Abstract

Adverse drug events (ADEs) significantly impact clinical research and public health, contributing to failures in
clinical trials and leading to increased healthcare costs. The accurate prediction and management of ADEs are crucial
for improving the development of safer, more effective medications, and enhancing patient outcomes. To support
this effort, we introduce CT-ADE, a novel dataset compiled to enhance the predictive modeling of ADEs.
Encompassing over 12,000 instances extracted from clinical trial results, the CT-ADE dataset integrates drug, patient
population, and contextual information for multilabel ADE classification tasks in monopharmacy treatments,
providing a comprehensive resource for developing advanced predictive models. To mirror the complex nature of
ADEs, annotations are standardized at the system organ class level of the Medical Dictionary for Regulatory
Activities (MedDRA) ontology. Preliminary analyses using baseline models have demonstrated promising results,
achieving 73.33% F1 score and 81.54% balanced accuracy, highlighting CT-ADE's potential to advance ADE
prediction. CT-ADE provides an essential tool for researchers aiming to leverage the power of artificial intelligence
and machine learning to enhance patient safety and minimize the impact of ADEs on pharmaceutical research and
development. Researchers interested in using the CT-ADE dataset can find all necessary resources at

https://github.com/XXxXX/XXXX.

1. Background & Summary

The development of pharmaceuticals faces numerous challenges, particularly the high incidence of adverse drug
events (ADEs), which significantly contribute to the discontinuation of drug candidates. ADEs are unexpected
medical occurrences in patients administered a pharmaceutical product, potentially caused by the drug's
pharmacological properties, improper dosage, or interactions with other medications'. Data show that about 96% of
drug candidates do not receive market approval, underscoring the inefficiencies and financial risks in drug
development®. The average investment to bring a new drug to market is estimated at $1.3 billion, with costs for
specific drugs varying widely depending on the therapeutic area®. Recent analyses show that safety concerns are
responsible for 17% of clinical trial failures®, underscoring the critical need for improved predictive methods for
managing ADEs. Such failures not only present substantial financial risks to pharmaceutical companies but also raise
ethical issues, especially considering the human costs associated with ADEs during clinical trials>*. Drug candidates

deemed safe in preclinical stages can exhibit toxic effects in clinical phases, leading to their failure. A notable factor



contributing to this problem is the discrepancy between animal models used in preclinical screenings and human
physiological reactions, indicating a significant gap in translating preclinical safety data to human contexts, which
can result in severe ADEs, including fatalities>*. In this context, in-silico models emerge as a promising approach
for a safer and more accurate prediction of ADEs, potentially minimizing the differences observed between

preclinical and clinical outcomes in pharmaceutical research and development.

Recent advancements in artificial intelligence and machine learning have created a significant shift in this area, with
research now intensely focused on these technologies to forecast ADEs with greater accuracy. Early research efforts
were characterized by a focus on specific use cases, such as specific medications’ ' and particular organ systems or
routes of administration'' '3, These methods have the advantage of providing explainability but can have limitations
that may affect their wider applicability. To overcome these limitations, machine learning models that consider the
molecular structure of drugs have been proposed'*!”. These models are trained using molecular structures of drugs

encoded in a standard representation'®!

, which are associated with ADEs, such as those reported in public
registries®’. They work with the chemical space of molecular structures and are meant to enable more generalizable
predictions across a larger and more diverse set of compounds?'. Yet, despite the sophistication of these models, they

often struggle to significantly outperform simpler approaches'”.

Existing benchmark datasets such as SIDER?>, AEOLUS?, and OFFSIDES?* play critical roles by offering diverse
approaches to understanding drug-ADE associations. SIDER is a dataset that compiles ADEs reported in public
documents and package inserts, composed of 1’430 unique drugs. It is designed through automated text mining and
manual curation to link drugs with their reported ADEs, serving as a crucial resource for studying drug safety
profiles. AEOLUS, which comprises 4’245 unique drugs, is derived from the FDA's adverse event reporting system
(FAERS)? and standardizes ADE reports to facilitate analysis. This dataset focuses on post-marketing surveillance,
offering a broad view of ADEs collected in real-world settings. OFFSIDES, a dataset composed of 1’332 unique
drugs, on the other hand, is notable for identifying overlooked ADEs by analyzing data from FAERS, where it

focuses on ADEs not listed on the official drug labels.

Despite their significant contributions, these datasets are limited to commercially available drugs and lack
information from controlled environments. Specifically, they do not account for the total number of patients treated,
the precise proportion of those who experienced ADEs, or detailed patient characteristics and treatment regimens.
Furthermore, there are no comparative cases where identical drugs are used under different conditions. Yet, it is
known that various patient and contextual factors such as demographics, medical history, drug dosage, body weight,

alcohol consumption, ethnicity, smoking habits, and pre-existing conditions influence the occurrence of ADEs®.

To the best of our knowledge, and as highlighted in a recent review?®, there are no benchmark datasets that consider
patient data (e.g., demographics, pathologies, allergies, smoking habits), drug data (e.g., molecular structures), and

context (e.g., treatment regimen). To bridge this gap, we developed CT-ADE, a comprehensive dataset incorporating



patient, drug, and contextual information, which we made available as open source. CT-ADE was compiled from
clinical trial (CT) results available through ClinicalTrials.gov?’, offering a rich resource for advancing risk
assessment in pharmaceutical research and development. CT-ADE is structured to support a classification task,
focusing on analyzing study groups within CTs that adhere to monopharmacy, i.e., the practice of using a single drug
for treatment. In the dataset, study groups are enriched with molecular structure information of the drugs being used,
linked via DrugBank?®. This approach enables a clearer understanding of how individual drugs can lead to specific
ADEg, free from the confounding effects of multiple concurrent medications. CT-ADE is designed to be multilabel,
reflecting the reality that a single drug can cause multiple types of ADEs. To achieve this, we standardized human
expert annotations from CTs using the system organ class (SOC) level of the Medical Dictionary for Regulatory
Activities (MedDRA) ontology®.

2. Methods

This section covers the selection and consolidation of source materials, data acquisition from CT results, DrugBank,
and MedDRA ontology, as well as pre-processing steps for standardization. Additionally, it discusses the
methodological framework for dataset creation, including data generation strategies, dataset splitting rationale, and

quality assessment approaches.

2.1 CT-ADE resources
CT-ADE dataset is based on three primary resources: ClinicalTrials.gov, the DrugBank database, and the MedDRA
ontology.

ClinicalTrials.gov: This database of privately and publicly funded clinical studies conducted worldwide is
maintained by the U.S. National Library of Medicine at the National Institutes of Health. It serves as a registry and
results database of clinical research involving human participants, offering access to information on study objectives,
design, methodology, eligibility criteria, locations, and sponsor information. Importantly, for each study group, the
database provides comprehensive details on the treatment regimen, including the duration, strength, form, and
dosage of the interventions. The platform provides transparency and access to ongoing and completed CTs

encompassing various drugs, diseases, and conditions.

DrugBank: This is a comprehensive database that provides detailed chemical, pharmacological, and pharmaceutical
data on drugs. It includes information on drug molecules, drug action mechanisms, interactions, and their targets,

including sequence, structure, and pathway data.

MedDRA: This is a standardized medical terminology used to facilitate the sharing of regulatory information
internationally for medical products used by humans. It is used by regulatory authorities, pharmaceutical companies,
and other organizations for the classification of adverse event information associated with the use of

biopharmaceuticals and medical devices. The ontology provides a highly structured and precise vocabulary for



classifying medical information related to the safety monitoring of medical products. MedDRA's hierarchical
structure includes terms at different levels, from very specific descriptions of diseases and symptoms to broader

organ system classifications, enabling consistent coding of adverse event data across various regulatory jurisdictions.

2.2 Data pre-processing

1. Select completed monopharmacy CTs
2. Exclude polypharmacy, medical devices,
and observational studies
3. Report ADEs

ClinicalTrials.gov Cleaned ClinicalTrials.gov Data

1. Alias mapping
DrugBank |——2. Pharmacological classification——] Cleaned DrugBank Data
3. Molecular data extraction

1. Standardized SOC extraction
MedDRA 2. Facilitation of ADE mapping——®] Cleaned MedDRA Data
3. Support for targeted analyses

Figure 1. Data pre-processing steps for the CT-ADE dataset for each key source (ClinicalTrials.gov, DrugBank, and
MedDRA). Cleaning and, standardization involved procedures like selection criteria for trials, drug data

organization, and extraction of medical terminology.

To homogenize study group instances from different resources, we first selected information within the three

different data sources individually, as shown in Figure 1:

ClinicalTrials.gov: The initial step was to select completed monopharmacy CTs that reported ADEgs, i.e., meeting
the following criteria:

o Completed status: The trial has been completed, ensuring the data is final and comprehensive.

o Monopharmacy study type: The study involves monopharmacy interventions applied to the study

participants, excluding polypharmacy, medical devices, and observational studies.
o Reported ADEs: The trial data include a results section, indicating that the interventions' outcomes,

including adverse events, have been documented.

DrugBank: Pre-processing involved extracting and organizing drug-related data, focusing on key properties that
would aid in predicting ADEs. Specifically, we:
o Alias mapping: Created a comprehensive mapping of aliases, mapping synonyms and brand names to
the canonical drug name. This ensures that data referencing the same drug under different names can
be accurately consolidated.

o Pharmacological classification: Extracted the classification of drugs, including their type (e.g., small

molecule), kingdom (e.g., organic compounds), and the Anatomical Therapeutic Chemical (ATC)



classification system's anatomical main group (e.g., nervous system). This information helps categorize
drugs based on their primary therapeutic use and chemical characteristics, facilitating targeted analyses
of ADE:s in specific drug classes.

Molecular data extraction: Retrieved SMILES notation. This level of detail supports the investigation

of structure-activity relationships and the impact of molecular characteristics on drug safety profiles.

MedDRA: The preprocessing of MedDRA focused on extracting a standardized set of System Organ Class (SOC)

level terms.

This step was crucial for later mapping ADEs to these SOC levels, ensuring consistency in classifying

ADEs across the dataset. Specifically, we:

(¢]

Standardized SOC extraction: Identified and extracted the text representation of the 27 SOC levels

recognized within the MedDRA hierarchy. These SOC levels encompass a broad spectrum of potential
ADE categories, ranging from specific organ systems (e.g., "Cardiac disorders") to more general
conditions (e.g., "General disorders and administration site conditions").

Facilitation of ADE mapping: Extracted SOC levels, which served as a preparatory step for mapping

ADEs reported in CT results to standardized categories. Relying on the SOC terminology ensures that
ADEs are categorized consistently with regulatory and industry standards.

Support for targeted analyses: Included SOC-level classifications, which enables researchers to conduct

targeted analyses of ADEs within specific organ systems or disorder categories. This capability is
crucial for identifying trends, risks, and safety profiles associated with pharmaceutical interventions,

facilitating a deeper understanding of drug safety and efficacy.

2.3 CT-ADE construction

Eligibility | Intervention . Group
Criteria Name Type Kingdom | ATC SMILES Description
Men
between
the ages Take
of 35 and
70 with small organic >00mg of
. Eflornithine & P NCCCC(N)(C(F)F)C(O)=0O | DFMO per
family molecule | compounds
history of day for 12
months
prostate
cancer
[...]

Table 1. Features available for a single instance (row) in the CT-ADE dataset. The table displays an example from

the validation split of the CT-ADE dataset, showing the study group EG000 from the NCT00006101 clinical trial

entitled "Eflornithine in Treating Patients At High Risk of Developing Prostate Cancer.” ADE labels are not shown

for brevity.



The CT-ADE dataset provides a detailed representation of individual study group instances from clinical trials, as
illustrated in Table 1. Each row in the dataset captures a comprehensive snapshot of a study group, detailing seven
critical attributes that convey essential information about the study group’s methodology and focus. These attributes
include the eligibility criteria, which outline the specific demographic and medical characteristics required for
participant inclusion, thereby specifying the target population for the intervention. The intervention name gives the
canonical drug name under investigation, and the type of intervention, such as "small molecule," indicates the
pharmacological classification of the treatment. The kingdom attribute categorizes the drug according to its broad
chemical composition, for example, "organic compounds." The ATC anatomical main group is represented by its
initial letter, classifying the drug based on its primary action area, which is crucial for understanding the drug's
intended therapeutic use. The SMILES notation provides a computational representation of the drug's chemical
structure, essential for molecular analysis. The group description offers detailed insights into the treatment regimen,
including dosage, administration details, and more, which is critical for interpreting the study's conduct and its
potential implications for patient outcomes. Finally, each dataset entry incorporates 27 binary ADE labels
corresponding to MedDRA's SOC levels, indicating the occurrence (1) or absence (0) of statistically significant

ADEs. These labels are omitted from Table 1 for brevity.

2.3.1  Unrolling clinical trials

Clinical Trial Eligibility: Criteria A Eligibility: Criteria A
l A 4 A 4
Eligibility: Criteria A Study Group 1 Study Group 2
Study Group 1 Study Group 2 Regimen 1 Regimen 2

1 i A 4 \ 4
Regimen 1 Drug: B Regimen 2 Drug: B Drug: B

l l l l

ADEs: Set 1 ADEs: Set 2 ADEs: Set 1 ADEs: Set 2

Figure 2. (A) A clinical trial within the CT-ADE dataset, showcasing two study groups that share common eligibility
criteria yet investigate the same drug under different regimens and ADE occurrences. (B) A single clinical trial in

the CT-ADE dataset can be deconstructed into individual data entries based on unique study group interventions.



Eligibility | Intervention . Group
Criteria Name Type Kingdom | ATC SMILES Description
Men Take
between >00mg of
eflornithine - - - - DFMO per
the ages
of [..] day for 12
months
Men Take
between placebo per
the ages Placebo i i i i day for 12
of [...] months

Table 2. Initial unrolled dataset entries from NCT00006101 clinical trial. This table represents the preliminary stage
of data as structured in the CT-ADE pipeline, including eligibility criteria, raw intervention names, and group

descriptions for the study groups within the clinical trial.

Within the CT-ADE dataset, a single CT can generate multiple data entries. Each clinical trial may explore several
drugs or distinct treatment regimens, which requires the creation of separate data entries for each study group. These
groups, defined by their unique intervention strategies, illuminate the nuanced effects of various protocols on ADE
occurrences when the target population remains constant (i.e., same eligibility criteria). This allows for an assessment
of the impact of specific drugs on patient safety. Moreover, this enables to study how variations in regimen details,

such as dosage, administration, and duration, contribute to diverging ADE profiles, as illustrated in Figure 2.

The initial phase of constructing the CT-ADE dataset is to unroll clinical trial data to capture fundamental
information for each study group (Table 2). In this first stage, we document eligibility criteria, raw intervention
names, and group descriptions. This step is crucial in preparing for the comprehensive mapping and enrichment of
the dataset. The next phase maps raw intervention names, such as "eflornithine" and "Placebo", to their
corresponding detailed equivalents in the DrugBank database. This mapping populates the remaining columns -

"Type," "Kingdom," "ATC," and "SMILES" - with accurate and structured drug information.

2.3.2 Mapping study groups to DrugBank

Eligibility | Intervention . Group
Criteria Name Type Kingdom | ATC SMILES Description
Men Take
between small organic 500mg of
Eflornithine & P NCCCC(N)(C(F)F)C(O)=0O | DFMO per
the ages molecule | compounds
L] day for 12
L months
Men Take
between placebo per
the ages PLACEBO i i i i day for 12
of [...] months




Table 3. Unrolled and mapped dataset entries from the NCT00006101 clinical trial. This table represents the
instances from Table 2 after the mapping process, displaying the eligibility criteria, standardized intervention names,

chemical properties, and group descriptions for the study groups within the clinical trial.

A pivotal step in developing the CT-ADE dataset is standardizing raw intervention names sourced from the clinical
trials. This standardization is achieved by mapping these names to the DrugBank database, which serves as a

repository of standardized drug identifiers and pharmacological information.

Note that, given the inherent variability in drug nomenclature across different clinical trials, our methodology
incorporates a normalization procedure to distill the raw intervention names into their fundamental components. This
eliminates details such as dosage, forms, and routes of administration. Moreover, the raw text is cleaned through
various means: converting all letters to lowercase, trimming excess whitespace, and purging special characters using
regular expressions (for example, transforming "Diprosone® Cream 0.05%" into "diprosone"). This is critical for

simplifying the complexity of the raw drug names, thus enhancing their compatibility with DrugBank.

We use the Token Sort Ratio algorithm?® to match the refined drug names with entries in the DrugBank database.
This algorithm tokenizes and alphabetically sorts the strings from both sources, from which it computes the
Levenshtein distance to asses their similarity. The Token Sort Ratio is typically useful when the same words can
appear in a different order, and ensures a robust match even in such variations. We enforce a stringent matching
criterion that requires a 100% Token Sort Ratio score. By insisting on this level of precision, we minimize the risk

of erroneous mappings and enhance the reliability of CT-ADE.

To facilitate a thorough and accurate mapping, our methodology employs a broad spectrum of drug synonyms,
including brand names, generic names, and multilingual names, alongside external identifiers, all sourced from
DrugBank. This allows to capture the diverse terminologies used in clinical trials, thereby maximizing the scope and
precision of our mapping efforts and ensuring high fidelity in the representation of drug interventions within the CT-

ADE dataset.

In addition to mapping active drug interventions from clinical trials to their DrugBank identifiers, our methodology
also accounts for the unique case of placebo-controlled studies. Placebos, which are non-active substances used in
controlled trials, do not possess pharmacological properties and thus do not have corresponding entries in DrugBank.
Any intervention explicitly named "placebo" during preprocessing is flagged for special handling. Rather than
mapping to a DrugBank ID, these interventions are assigned a specific placeholder label that denotes their status as
a control substance. As illustrated in Table 3, this makes a clear distinction between study groups with active

compounds and placebos.



2.3.3 Standardizing adverse events in study groups
When creating the CT-ADE dataset, our approach to label harmonization was to aggregate individual adverse events

consistently with the SOC categories defined in the MedDRA ontology.

In the aggregation process, ADEs within a trial could correspond to the same SOC. Due to the nature of ADE
reporting, it is impossible to discern whether a particular patient experienced one or several ADEs within an SOC.
This leads to potential overlaps in ADE counts if their occurrence is naively summed. To construct a dataset suitable
for classification tasks without inflating the incidence of ADEs, we calculated the proportion of affected participants
for each lower-level ADE. We then selected the highest proportion as the representative value for the SOC-level
classification. This conservative approach is designed to capture the most significant representation of risk within

an SOC without making assumptions about the co-occurrence of ADEs in individual patients.

The CT-ADE dataset is further refined through a statistical validation of SOC-level ADE occurrences. We use a 99%
Wilson confidence interval®!, which provides a confidence range around the proportion of participants affected by
ADEs. An ADE is deemed statistically significant and retained in the dataset if the confidence interval does not

include zero.

3. Data Records

Metric Train Set Validation Set Test Set Note
100% unique across
Total Instances 5128 603 750
all sets.
Unique Drugs No overlap between
900 113 113
(SMILES) sets.
Overlap with train
Unique Eligibility
3712 481 506 set: Val (13.93%),
Criteria
Test (12.65%).
Minimal overlap
Unique Group with train set: Val
5059 593 737
Descriptions (0.34%), Test
(0.41%).
Table 4. Summary of key metrics from the CT-ADE Base Dataset.
Metric Train Set Validation Set Test Set Note
100% unique across
Total Instances 11081 603 750
all sets.




Unique Drugs No overlap between

900 113 113
(SMILES) sets.
Overlap with train
Unique Eligibility
7537 481 506 set: Val (41.37%),
Criteria
Test (41.70%).
Minimal overlap
Unique Group with train set: Val
10743 593 737
Descriptions (0.34%), Test

(0.41%).

Table 5. Summary of key metrics from the CT-ADE Augmented Dataset.

The CT-ADE dataset was divided into training, validation, and test sets. This division is designed to facilitate
developing and validating predictive models for ADEs while ensuring a comprehensive evaluation of their
performance on unseen data. A key aspect of this process was the careful stratification to ensure no common drugs
were shared between the sets, addressing the potential for data leakage and ensuring the integrity of the model

evaluation process.

Prior to data splitting, all instances in the dataset were initially cleaned to remove entries where the chemical structure
was either unspecified (e.g., missing data or protein-based medications) or identified as a placebo. This preliminary

step ensures the focus remains on active chemical compounds with known SMILES structures.

The CT-ADE dataset is available in two distinct versions: the Base version, which consists of the meticulously
cleaned data outlined previously, and acts as the fundamental dataset for developing and testing predictive models.
Additionally, we created an Augmented version of the dataset, in which the training set is expanded to include
instances that either lack SMILES notation or relate to placebo interventions. This augmentation is designed to
broaden the dataset's scope during the training phase by exposing it to a wider array of eligibility criteria and group

descriptions, where detailed chemical representations are absent.

Table 4 shows the structure of the CT-ADE Base dataset, for the training, validation, and test splits. With 5128
instances in the training set and equitable distribution of unique drugs (SMILES) across the validation and test sets
(113 each), the dataset ensures a robust model training and evaluation platform. The uniqueness in eligibility criteria
and group descriptions across data splits, coupled with minimal overlap, is essential to the dataset's comprehensive

coverage and diversity, a key component for training predictive models capable of generalizing to unseen data.

The CT-ADE Augmented dataset, detailed in Table 5, includes more instances in the training split (11,081). This

expansion, achieved by including instances without SMILES structures and placebos, enriches the dataset with a



broader spectrum of clinical scenarios. Additionally, the augmented dataset has more unique eligibility criteria in the
training split, (from 3712 to 7537), indicating a more extensive representation of patient demographics and
conditions. The distribution of unique drugs remains consistent across the training, validation, and test splits. This
ensures that predictive models are rigorously tested for their generalizability and accuracy in predicting ADEs for

unseen drug compounds.

A critical aspect of the Augmented dataset is the increase in eligibility criteria overlap. This increase is primarily due
to the inclusion of instances associated with control arms, including placebos and other comparative interventions,
which are part of the validation and test set studies. It's important to note that this overlap pertains solely to patient
characteristics. This preserves the dataset's integrity and ensures that the essential aspect of evaluating models against

unexposed compounds remains uncompromised (no leakage of specific protocols or of the drug being tested).

4. Technical Validation

4.1 Quality control

A rigorous quality control process was implemented to construct the CT-ADE dataset. First, we accurately mapped
intervention names to the DrugBank database, requiring a 100% Token Sort Ratio score for all mappings (see section
2.3.2). This stringent requirement ensured that only exact matches were included, eliminating potential mapping

errors and maintaining the dataset's precision.

Second, we excluded study groups identified as non-placebo but mentioned "placebo" in the title or description. This
step was crucial to eliminating ambiguity and maintaining the clarity of the dataset’s classification of interventions.
Furthermore, the dataset was refined to focus exclusively on pharmacological interventions by excluding trials that
involve comparisons with devices, such as the use of contrast drugs and imaging equipment, to maintain its

specificity to drug-related interventions.

Third, only ADE reports documenting all necessary fields - specifically, the adverse event, the number of affected
individuals, and the total patient count in the study group - were included. This requirement ensures the completeness

and thorough compilation of reports in the CT-ADE dataset.

Then, statistical validation of ADEs using the Wilson 99% confidence interval method was conducted to confirm the
statistical significance of the reported ADEs. This step is crucial for providing a solid foundation for predictive

analysis, ensuring that included ADEs are significant and impactful within the study groups.

Finally, the dataset was cleaned to remove anomalies and ensure the uniqueness of each combination of drug, criteria,
and group description. This was necessary to address potential inconsistencies or duplications in the original clinical

trial submissions since we aimed to maintain the dataset's integrity and ensure that each data point remained distinct.



4.2 Dataset coverage
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Figure 3. Distribution of System Organ Classes (SOCs) in the training, validation, and test splits of the CT-ADE

Base dataset. Each bar represents the proportion of ADE occurrences classified under specific SOCs, highlighting

the relative frequency and distribution of ADEs across the different dataset segments.
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Figure 4. Representation of Anatomical Therapeutic Chemical (ATC) Main Groups within the training, validation,
and test splits of the CT-ADE Base dataset. Each bar indicates the proportion of drugs classified within specific ATC
Main Groups, demonstrating the range and distribution of therapeutic categories across the dataset. Drugs lacking

ATC classification (12.54% of the dataset instances across all splits) have been excluded from this analysis.

This section examines the extent and diversity of the CT-ADE Base dataset by analyzing the distribution of ADEs
across SOCs and ATC groups of the drugs included. The analysis of SOC occurrences within the CT-ADE Base
dataset reveals a comprehensive coverage, encompassing every SOC category except for "General Disorders And
Administration Site Conditions." We attribute this exception to the absence of lower-level ADEs mapping to this
category. Furthermore, an examination of the therapeutic action areas, categorized by the ATC classification system,
shows extensive inclusion of all ATC main groups in the training set. The validation and test sets nearly achieve this
full spectrum, with the exception of some rare therapeutic areas. This discrepancy arises from the deliberate design
choice to prevent the overlap of common drugs across the dataset splits, naturally resulting in a reduced likelihood

of rare therapeutic areas appearing in smaller dataset portions.

4.3 Baseline experiments

Group Descriptions,
Input Eligibility Criteria
Concatenated Outputs —— Dropout Layer —DI Linear Layer I—DI Sigmoid Layer l—> Output Probabilities
SMILES Strings SMILES Encoder

Figure 5. Model used for ADE prediction. The model uses dedicated encoders for text (handling both group
descriptions and eligibility criteria) and SMILES strings. The encoded features are concatenated and go through a
dropout layer. Then, a linear layer transforms the concatenated features into logits, which are passed through a
sigmoid layer to yield the final output probabilities for each class.

\

/

We built and evaluated four distinct models. These models were rigorously assessed in an unbalanced multilabel
classification framework, which necessitates the adoption of specific evaluation metrics. To this end, we used micro-

averaged F1-score and balanced accuracy as our primary metrics.

Majority Class Prediction: This model predicts the majority class for each ADE and serves as a null model to
establish a baseline performance threshold. While simplistic, it highlights the challenges posed by the dataset’s

imbalanced nature and sets a raw baseline performance for more sophisticated models.

The subsequent models follow the architecture depicted in Figure 5. Our framework used distinct encoders for each
modality, allowing for the flexible inclusion or exclusion of features such as SMILES, group descriptions, and

eligibility criteria.



SMILES only with ChemBERTa-77M-MLM?*: Using the ChemBERTa model as a SMILES encoder, pre-trained
with 77 million parameters on masked language modeling tasks, this model focuses on predicting ADEs based solely
on the SMILES notation of drug compounds. ChemBERTa can discern intricate patterns within molecular structures

and can, hence, potentially correlate these features with ADE outcomes.

SMILES and group description using ChemBERTa-77M-MLM and PubMedBERT-base**: This model aims
to leverage the chemical properties of compounds and the treatment regimens by incorporating clinical trial group
descriptions alongside SMILES notations. Adding PubMedBERT-base as a text encoder, a model pre-trained on
biomedical literature, we expect to enhance the model’s capacity to interpret complex biomedical text, thereby

enriching its predictive accuracy.

SMILES, group description, and eligibility criteria using ChemBERTa-77M-MLM and PubMedBERT-base:
This comprehensive model extends the previous approach by further integrating patient eligibility criteria into the
predictive framework. Including eligibility criteria may improve performance since patient demographics and pre-

existing conditions are known to influence ADEs®,

Through these baseline experiments, we aim to establish a robust foundation for future explorations in the domain

and highlight the critical role of comprehensive model design in advancing the field of Al-based pharmacovigilance.

4.4 Results

Model Training set F1-score (%) Balanced Accuracy (%)
Base 38.31 60.83
Majority Class Prediction

Augmented 38.31 60.83
Base 58.62 70.75

SMILES
Augmented NA* NA*
SMILES and Group Base 63.90 74.52
Descriptions Augmented 67.39 80.83
SMILES, Group Base 67.54 77.15

Descriptions and Eligibility

o Augmented 73.33 81.54

Criteria

Table 6. Performance of our baseline models on the CT-ADE test set. *The model using SMILES data only was not
trained in the augmented scenario, since the augmentation is done by adding instances to the train set that have no

SMILES representations.

Two metrics were used to evaluate our baseline machine learning models: F1-score and Balanced Accuracy. F1-

score is particularly critical in the context of the CT-ADE dataset, because of its imbalanced nature, as it provides



the harmonic mean of precision and recall, thus balancing the trade-off between these metrics. On the other hand,

Balanced Accuracy adjusts for any imbalances in the dataset, making it a valuable measure of model performance.

Table 6 presents the performance of our models across different training scenarios. There is no variation in
performance for the Majority Class Prediction model between the Base and Augmented sets, achieving an F1-score
0f 38.31% and a Balanced Accuracy of 60.83%. This consistency is expected as this model does not learn from the

features.

The SMILES-only model shows a significant increase in performance using the Base training set, with an F1 Score
of 58.62% and a Balanced Accuracy of 70.75%. This suggests that molecular structure information is valuable in
forecasting ADESs in our dataset. This model was not applied to the Augmented dataset, as the augmentation consists

of instances with no SMILES representation and no other features to learn from.

The model extended to include SMILES and group descriptions shows a notable improvement, achieving an F1-
score of 63.90% and a Balanced Accuracy of 74.52% using the Base training set. We observe further improvement
when using the Augmented training set, with the model achieving an F1-score of 67.39% and a Balanced Accuracy

of 80.83%. This highlights the importance of contextual information regarding the treatment regimen in our dataset.

The most comprehensive model, incorporating SMILES, group descriptions, and eligibility criteria, reaches an F1-
score of 67.54% and Balanced Accuracy of 77.15% using the Base training set, and even higher scores using the
Augmented set, with an Fl-score of 73.33% and a Balanced Accuracy of 81.54%. These results highlight the
significance of adding eligibility criteria information to our dataset, in order to capture a broad array of clinical

scenarios.
The enhanced performance using the Augmented training set across models highlights the importance of diverse and
extensive training data. This observation confirms that including a broader spectrum of clinical scenarios during

training phases is crucial to enhance the models' ability to generalize to new instances and accurately predict ADEs.

4.4.1 Statistical significance

Eligibility Eligibility
. Group Criteria, Group Criteria,
. Majority .. ..
Majority Class SMILES | Description Group Description Group
Class Base Auemented Base & SMILES | Description | & SMILES | Description
& Base & SMILES | Augmented | & SMILES
Base Augmented
Maion
ajority 1.00 1.00 448¢-01 | 156e-24 | 105e-58 | 2.1le-62 | 1.29e-134
Class Base




Majority
Class - 1.00 4.48e-01 1.56e-24 1.05e-58 2.11e-62 1.29e-134
Augmented
SMILES
Base
Group
Description
& SMILES
Base
Eligibility
Criteria,
Group
Description
& SMILES
Base
Group
Description
& SMILES
Augmented
Eligibility
Criteria,
Group
Description
& SMILES
Augmented

- - 1.00 1.77e-25 1.54e-64 6.60e-64 3.62e-151

- - - 1.00 9.59¢-23 9.76e-18 2.72e-76

- - - - 1.00 7.03e-01 4.50e-31

- - - - - 1.00 6.26e-30

- ; ; ; ; ; 1.00

Table 7. This table shows p-values from pairwise McNemar's tests that compare the performance of the seven
predictive models on the CT-ADE test set. Each cell indicates the statistical significance of the performance
differences between the models in the rows and columns. Lower p-values suggest more significant differences. Cells
marked with "-" are redundant comparisons. Green - statistically significant differences. Grey - nonsignificant
differences.

To statistically validate the differences in performance among the seven models developed for the CT-ADE dataset,
we used an exact micro-averaged McNemar's test. This test aggregates predictions across all labels, offering a
comprehensive metric that reflects the overall performance of the models, ensuring a thorough evaluation across the
various ADEs. To reduce the likelihood of Type I errors, which can occur with multiple pairwise comparisons among
models, we employed the Bonferroni correction. This method adjusts the standard significance level (0.05) by
dividing it by the total number of comparisons (21), establishing a stricter significance threshold (0.0024). Table 7
shows significant performance differences between models at the Bonferroni significance threshold, which suggests

the CT-ADE dataset can discriminate between poor and well-performing ADE prediction models.

4.4.2 Alternative evaluation scenarios

F1-Score Balanced
SOC %) Accuracy
’ (%)




Blood and lymphatic system disorders 78.30 82.37
Cardiac disorders 70.78 76.75

Congenital familial and genetic disorders 43.24 70.36
Ear and labyrinth disorders 39.04 63.74
Endocrine disorders 43.18 64.03

Eye disorders 53.57 70.44

Gastrointestinal disorders 90.62 75.58

General disorders and administration site conditions NA* NA*
Hepatobiliary disorders 46.84 67.00

Immune system disorders 29.09 59.33

Infections and infestations 81.32 73.22

Injury poisoning and procedural complications 70.38 74.98
Investigations 73.14 78.23

Metabolism and nutrition disorders 81.92 85.25
Musculoskeletal and connective tissue disorders 77.36 76.88
Neoplasms (Benign, Malignant, Unspecified, Cysts, Polyps) 54.03 70.89
Nervous system disorders 84.81 69.75
Pregnancy puerperium and perinatal conditions 11.11 53.19
Psychiatric disorders 67.23 73.72

Renal and urinary disorders 70.31 77.21
Reproductive system and breast disorders 42.06 65.54
Respiratory thoracic and mediastinal disorders 78.00 73.15
Skin and subcutaneous tissue disorders 78.82 79.84
Social circumstances 10.00 52.80

Surgical and medical procedures 33.33 61.73
Vascular disorders 70.98 76.06

Product issues 42.85 63.63

Table 8. Performance Metrics by System Organ Classes (SOCs). This table details the performance metrics of the

best-performing model for each SOC category in the CT-ADE test set. *The subcategory "General disorders and

administration site conditions" is not represented in the test dataset.

Balanced
ATC main group Fl-?core Accuracy
(%) %)
Alimentary tract and metabolism 68.52 78.67
Blood and blood forming organs 73.08 76.76
Cardiovascular system 78.47 84.41
Dermatologicals 52.74 73.82
Genito urinary system and sex hormones 62.50 76.8
Systemic hormonal preparations, excl. sex hormones and insulins 73.45 79.62




Antiinfectives for systemic use 62.99 7591
Antineoplastic and immunomodulating agents 77.66 79.9
Nervous system 73.98 82.8
Respiratory system 56.92 75.92

Sensory organs 50.00 72.1
Various 69.65 80.24

Table 9. Performance Metrics by Anatomical Therapeutic Chemical (ATC) Main Groups. The table excludes drugs

lacking ATC classification, which represents 8.67% of the test instances.

Table 8 shows model performance across individual SOCs. Performance is highest for gastrointestinal disorders,
infections and infestations, and metabolism and nutrition disorders, with F1-scores exceeding 80%. These results
may reflect the model’s capability to capture ADEs with clear symptomatic profiles. Conversely, the model performs
worse with SOCs like congenital familial and genetic disorders, and immune system disorders, where F1-scores are
notably lower. This could be due to the complex and less frequent nature of these ADEs, indicating that additional

modeling effort might be required.

Table 9 shows model performance across individual therapeutic action areas, as categorized by the ATC classification
system. The model shows best capability in predicting ADEs related to cardiovascular system drugs, with an F1-
score of 78.47% and a Balanced Accuracy of 84.41%. Conversely, sensory organs and dermatologicals presented
more of a challenge for the model, with lower F1-scores. The variation in performance across different ATC main
groups highlights the model's differing sensitivity to the physiological systems targeted by the drugs. It suggests the
potential for further model optimization, where tailoring training on specific drug classes could improve predictive

power.



4.4.3 Integrated gradients
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Figure 6. Average Mean Absolute Attributions (MAAs) across System Organ Classes (SOCs) and modalities for all
predictions on the CT-ADE test set.
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Figure 7. Comparative analysis of Mean Absolute Attributions (MAAs) distributions by prediction status and
modality, aggregated over all System Organ Classes (SOCs). Attribution values for correct versus incorrect
predictions in the CT-ADE test set are compared side-by-side.

This section investigates the relative contributions of SMILES strings, group descriptions, and eligibility criteria
toward the model's predictions. We used the Integrated Gradients®* (IG) method to investigate how our most
comprehensive and best-performing model assigns importance across different features. This method acts as a tool
to deconstruct the model's predictions, allocating specific significance to each input feature. The attribution analysis
provides a comprehensive understanding of feature importance, i.e., which data aspects have the greatest impact on
the model’s decision-making process when all features are used.



Our IG analysis focused on token-level attributions within the embedding layers of each encoder - more specifically,
the underlying ChemBERTa for SMILES and PubMedBERT for group descriptions and eligibility criteria. We
evaluated each SOC individually. We integrated the gradients relative to padding tokens, used as our baseline, while
keeping other features static, effectively integrating between random information and the instance itself. This method
enabled us to isolate and assess the impact of each modality within the context of others. We then calculated the
Mean Absolute Attribution (MAA) of all tokens across all test set instances for each modality and SOC. Our analysis
thus computes the average impact that input features have on the model’s predictions, irrespective of the attribution's
direction (positive or negative).

Figure 6 highlights the nuanced roles different data modalities play in predicting ADEs. The analysis indicates that
SMILES strings, which represent the molecular structure of drugs, contribute the least to the model's decision-
making process across all SOCs. This observation suggests that the chemical structure of a compound alone is
insufficient to grasp the complexity involved in predicting ADEs. Conversely, eligibility criteria, encompassing
patient-related factors such as demographics and pre-existing conditions, significantly impact the model's
predictions. This suggests that individual patient characteristics are critical in evaluating ADE risks. Remarkably,
group descriptions, detailing the treatment regimen specifics, are identified as the most influential factor in the
model’s predictions. This demonstrates that the administration context of a drug, including dosage, treatment
duration, and other specifics of the regimen, is crucial in determining the occurrence of ADEs.

Figure 7 explores the link between feature attributions and prediction accuracy. We analyzed the model's information
processing for correct and incorrect predictions, side-by-side. The attribution profiles for these predictions maintain
a consistent hierarchy, with SMILES strings contributing the least and eligibility criteria and group descriptions
being the most impactful. This consistency across prediction outcomes shows that the model relies systematically
on the same feature patterns, irrespective of whether the predictions are correct. Still, the MAA for incorrect
predictions is less skewed to the right (i.e., higher expected values). Nonetheless, the difference in attribution
magnitudes does not provide significant discriminative power to enhance the model's predictive performance, as
both correct and incorrect distributions overlap significantly.

Our findings from this in-silico analysis point to the significance of the context of drug administration and patient-
specific factors. This is in agreement with evidence from the scientific literature using in-vivo models*>?®, and
highlights the comprehensive approach required for accurate ADE prediction.

5 Usage notes

The CT-ADE dataset is designed to support the development and evaluation of models for predicting ADEs,
addressing the challenge of ADEs in healthcare with a focus on enhancing patient safety and reducing healthcare
costs. This dataset, compiled from clinical trial results, the DrugBank database, and the MedDRA ontology, is
structured for multilabel classification tasks and emphasizes monopharmacy treatments, thus eliminating
confounders associated with drug combinations. It is distinctive for its multilabel nature, aligning with the
complexity of ADE occurrences, and integrates molecular structure data, treatment regimens, and patient
characteristics, together with standardized ADEs at the MedDRA's System Organ Class (SOC) level.

Data pre-processing, statistical validation, and the establishment of stringent mapping criteria were crucial in
maintaining the dataset's integrity. CT-ADE's methodology enables an in-depth analysis of ADEs across various
regimens and control groups within the same clinical trials, including differences in dosage, administration, and the
use of placebos or alternative drugs. Notably, the dataset's training, validation, and test splits are designed without
any overlap in drugs, which ensures robust model evaluation by preventing information leakage and encourages the
development of generalized predictive models. CT-ADE is available in both Base and Augmented versions,
accommodating a broad spectrum of research interests, from molecular structure analysis to investigations of wider
clinical scenarios.



While CT-ADE provides a substantial foundation for ADE prediction research, there remain opportunities for
expansion and improvement. Future work may include updating the CT-ADE dataset with polypharmacy contexts
and extending the dataset to include multilingual data.

6 Code availability

Researchers interested in using the CT-ADE dataset can find all necessary resources on our GitHub repository:
https://github.com/xxxx/xxxx. Additionally, the dataset is hosted on the HuggingFace repository for easy access and
integration into existing workflows: https://huggingface.co/datasets/xxxx/XxXX.
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