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SUMMARY

Deep learning models have advanced our ability to predict cell-type-specific chromatin patterns from tran-
scription factor (TF) binding motifs, but their application to perturbed contexts remains limited. We applied
transfer learning to predict how concentrations of the dosage-sensitive TFs TWIST1 and SOX9 affect regu-
latory element (RE) chromatin accessibility in facial progenitor cells, achieving near-experimental accuracy.
High-affinity motifs that allow for heterotypic TF co-binding and are concentrated at the center of REs buffer
against quantitative changes in TF dosage and predict unperturbed accessibility. Conversely, low-affinity or
homotypic binding motifs distributed throughout REs drive sensitive responses with minimal impact on un-
perturbed accessibility. Both buffering and sensitizing features display purifying selection signatures. We
validated these sequence features through reporter assays and demonstrated that TF-nucleosome compe-
tition can explain low-affinity motifs’ sensitizing effects. This combination of transfer learning and quantita-
tive chromatin response measurements provides a novel approach for uncovering additional layers of the cis-

regulatory code.

INTRODUCTION

Deciphering the cis-regulatory code, the rules by which DNA
sequence encodes precise, timely, and context-specific
gene expression, is a fundamental goal with broad utility in un-
derstanding, predicting, and ultimately treating human dis-
ease. One key aspect of the cis-regulatory code is chromatin
state, the manner in which DNA is packaged in the nucleus. At
short length scales (hundreds to thousands of base pairs),
much of the cellular context-specific chromatin state is deter-
mined by transcription factors (TFs), proteins that bind to
short DNA sequences termed motifs and, through either
mass action or recruitment of enzymes that remodel and
modify nucleosomes, set the activity of regulatory elements
(REs) that subsequently modulate transcription of target
genes.”? Thus, a key part of understanding the cis-regulatory
code is the ability to predict chromatin state from the identity
and arrangement of TF motifs.

Gheck for
Updates

Deep learning models have made substantial progress toward
predicting RE chromatin states, as measured by genome-wide
assays of histone modifications and chromatin accessibility,
from DNA sequences.®” Neural network interpretation tools
have revealed that much of this improvement in predictive power
derives from flexibly encoding motif affinity and arrangement in a
quantitative fashion.®” While such models implicitly learn the ac-
tivity levels of relevant TFs in a given cell type, the vast majority of
models to date have been trained to predict measurements of
chromatin state in unperturbed cells, precluding a predictive un-
derstanding of how chromatin state responds to TF perturbation.
Furthermore, TFs have been observed to be highly dosage sen-
sitive in human variation and disease.®'° Using deep learning to
understand how chromatin state responds to quantitative
changes in TF levels could, therefore, provide insights into tran-
scriptional regulation while also furthering a mechanistic under-
standing of how variation in TF levels leads to both normal-range
and disease-associated phenotypic diversity.
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Predicting the chromatin response to TF dosage presents two
main challenges. The first involves obtaining precise experi-
mental measurements of the response to endogenous TF levels.
We recently applied the degradation tag (dTAG) system to
achieve precise modulation of SOX9 dosage in human facial pro-
genitors (cranial neural crest cells [CNCCs]) derived in vitro from
pluripotent stem cells."" This revealed variable chromatin acces-
sibility responses to SOX9 dosage, with most REs being buffered
against quantitative SOX9 dosage changes but a subset
showing highly sensitive responses. Sensitive responses were
selectively linked to specific craniofacial phenotypes associated
with SOX9 dosage perturbations, underscoring the importance
of dosage effects for understanding human phenotypic variation.
The basic-helix-loop-helix (bHLH) factor TWIST1 is another
compelling candidate for the predictive analysis of dosage ef-
fects in CNCCs. Like SOX9, TWIST1 dosage changes are asso-
ciated with normal-range and disease-related craniofacial varia-
tion in humans.'?~'* We recently demonstrated that TWIST1 is a
key driver of CNCC chromatin accessibility: depletion of TWIST1
in CNCCs results in reduced accessibility at >30,000 REs as a
result of its binding to a composite motif termed “Coordinator”
through cooperative, DNA-guided interactions with homeodo-
main TFs."*

The second challenge to predicting the chromatin response to
TF dosage is the large number of training examples required by
deep learning models. While steady-state models can use all de-
tected REs (~hundreds of thousands), only a subset of these
REs are expected to respond to the perturbation of a single TF
(<tens of thousands), limiting the number of available training
examples. Transfer learning, in which deep learning models are
“pretrained” on a larger set of related examples and then fine-
tuned to predict the desired task, has recently emerged as an
attractive solution to this type of problem, enabling the use of
deep learning in data-limited settings.'>"°

Here, we combined the transfer learning of chromatin acces-
sibility models with TF dosage titration by dTAG to learn the
sequence logic underlying responsiveness to SOX9 and
TWIST1 dosage in CNCCs. Our approach predicted how REs re-
sponded to TF dosage, both in magnitude and shape of
response (sensitive or buffered), with accuracy approaching
experimental reproducibility. Model interpretation revealed that
composite or discrete motifs allowing for heterotypic TF interac-
tions predict buffered responses, whereas low-affinity binding
sites for TWIST1 predict sensitive responses. Despite their low
importance in models of unperturbed cells, sensitizing se-
quences show similar conservation to buffering sequences.
We experimentally validated this sequence logic and showed
that TF-nucleosome competition explains the sensitizing effects
of low-affinity sites.

RESULTS

Precise modulation of TWIST1 dosage in hESC-derived
CNCCs

We first assessed whether the dTAG system, in which the
FKBP12-F36V tag mediates target degradation following the
addition of the dTAG"-1 small molecule, could be used to pre-
cisely modulate TWIST1 dosage in human embryonic stem cell
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(hESC)-derived CNCCs, as we previously did for SOX9."" We
used a previously generated hESC line with biallelic knockin of
aFKBP12-F36V-V5 tag at the TWIST7 N terminus.’* We differen-
tiated TWIST1-tagged hESCs using an established protocol?%?’
and subsequently titrated TWISTT? levels by adding varying
dTAGV-1 concentrations (Figure 1A). As TWIST1 was not tagged
with a fluorescent protein, we measured TWIST1 protein levels
by intracellular staining with a monoclonal V5 antibody followed
by flow cytometry. We confirmed linearity between intracellular
V5 staining intensity and protein abundance by analyzing
SOX9-tagged CNCCs, which also have the fluorescent mNeon-
Green tag (Figure S1A). We achieved five distinct TWIST1 dos-
ages after 24 h dTAG"-1 treatment, with unimodal single-cell
distributions that shifted uniformly with increasing dTAGY-1 con-
centration (Figures 1B and S1B).

To assess the effect of TWIST1 dosage changes on chromatin
accessibility, we carried out the assay for transposase-acces-
sible chromatin with sequencing (ATAC-seq) on TWIST1-tagged
CNCCs with five different TWIST1 dosages (four biological
replicates at each dosage). We observed a nonlinear, monotonic
effect of TWIST1 dosage in principal-component space (Fig-
ure 1C), and inspection of individual REs revealed that distinct
responses to TWIST1 dosage ranged from buffered (minimal
accessibility changes until TWIST1 dosage is greatly reduced)
to sensitive (even small decreases in TWIST1 dosage from
100% leading to corresponding accessibility changes) (Fig-
ure 1D). Together, these results indicate that, as previously
observed with SOX9, TWIST1 dosage effects on chromatin are
largely monotonic but nonlinear and with sensitivity that can
vary substantially between REs.

Accurate prediction of RE responsiveness to TF dosage
by transfer learning

We next sought to use transfer learning to predict RE respon-
siveness to TWIST1 and SOX9 dosage using two metrics to
quantify the RE response. First, for all 151,457 ATAC peak re-
gions, we calculated the log, fold change in accessibility upon
full TF depletion. Second, for each RE responding significantly
to either SOX9 (35,712 REs as defined in Naqvi et al."") or
TWIST1 (50,850 REs at a 1% false discovery rate [FDR]) dosage,
we calculated the median effective dose (EDsg) of a fitted Hill
equation. We slightly modified the EDsq calculation from Naqvi
etal.'” due to the heightened sensitivity of some TWIST1-depen-
dent REs leading to unstable estimates (see STAR Methods;
Tables S1 and S2). Lower EDsq values indicate a more buffered
response to decreases in TF dosage from 100%, whereas higher
EDsq values indicate a more sensitive response (Figure 1E). Of all
TWIST1-dependent REs, 20,222 (40%) have an EDsq < 30 (buff-
ered), while 30,628 (60%) have an EDso > 30 (sensitive). By the
same definition, 27,805 (78%) of all SOX9-dependent REs are
buffered, while 7,907 (22%) are sensitive. While TWIST1-depen-
dent REs typically showed higher EDsq values than SOX9-
dependent REs, there was still a substantial variation in both
the full depletion effect and EDsq (Figure S2A). Furthermore,
among REs dependent on both TWIST1 and SOX9 (18,416
REs; 32,442 and 17,297 REs dependent on only TWIST1 or
SOX9, respectively), TWIST1 EDsq values were uncorrelated
with SOX9 EDsq values (Figure S2B). Thus, despite extensive
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Figure 1. Approach to quantify and predict RE response to TF dosage

(A) Schematic of approach for precise modulation of TWIST1 dosage.

RE responsiveness to SOX9/TWIST1 dosage

: ED50

/
——
SOX9/TWIST1 dosage

Accessibility

(B) Flow cytometry analysis of V5 staining intensity at 24 h in TWIST7-tagged CNCCs as a function of increasing dTAGY-1 concentrations, representative of two

independent experiments (at least 5,000 cells per histogram).

(C) Loadings from principal-component analysis (PCA) of ATAC-seq counts per million (CPM) of all 151,457 REs across all CNCC samples corrected for dif-
ferentiation batch and plotted as a function of estimated relative TWIST1 dosage (shown as percentage relative to no dTAGY-1).

(D) Examples of buffered and sensitive responses, with fitted Hill equation plotted.

(E) Schematic of transfer learning approach to predict effect size of full depletion or EDsq for RE chromatin accessibility in response to SOX9 or TWIST1 dosage.

See also Figure S1.

co-regulation of REs by both TFs, dosage sensitivity to individual
TFs differs at shared targets.

We next defined predictive tasks for the full depletion effect
and EDsq considering previously observed correlates. To pre-
dict the full depletion effect, we used all 151,457 REs. To define
the set of REs for the EDsq prediction task, we considered pre-
viously observed correlates of EDso. We previously observed
that REs likely directly regulated by SOX9 (defined as losing
accessibility within 3 h of full SOX9 depletion) showed substan-
tially higher EDsy than secondary effects mediated by other
downstream TFs.'" Of the 9,279 direct SOX9 targets defined
this way, 4,226 (46%) have an EDsy < 30 (buffered), while
5,013 (54%) have an EDsy > 30 (sensitive). Defining direct
SOX9 targets by chromatin immunoprecipitation followed by
sequencing (ChlIP-seq; previously only analyzed aggregating
over many regions) yielded 2,565 (65%) buffered and 1,375
(35%) sensitive targets. We observed a similar phenomenon
for TWIST1 sensitivity, where putative direct targets (here
defined as TWIST1 bound by ChIP-seq and downregulated

upon full depletion) showed higher EDsq values compared to
other TWIST1-dependent REs (Figure S2C), a difference that
could not be explained by differences in unperturbed accessi-
bility levels between direct and indirect targets (Figures S2D
and S2E). Of the 21,172 direct TWIST1 targets defined by
ChiIP-seq, 5,452 (26%) have an EDsq < 30 (buffered), while
15,720 (73%) have an EDso > 30 (sensitive). Alternatively,
defining TWIST1 direct targets in the same way as we originally
did for SOX9 (by accessibility loss within 3 h of full depletion)
yielded 6,124 (23%) buffered and 20,442 (77%) sensitive tar-
gets. Finally, 13,905 REs show TWIST1 binding by ChIP-seq
but are not TWIST1 dependent, while 3,103 REs show SOX9
binding but are not SOX9 dependent. Such REs may contain
artifactual ChlP-seq signals, may take longer than 24-48 h to
show accessibility changes, may be sufficiently bound by other
TFs such that SOX9/TWIST1 regulation is not important for
accessibility, or may be impacted through mechanisms other
than accessibility. Moving forward, we sought to predict the
EDso among the 21,172 REs directly regulated by TWIST1 as
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Figure 2. Accurate prediction of the RE response to SOX9 and TWIST1 dosage by transfer learning
(A) Performance of fine-tuned ChromBPNet model (left) on effect of full depletion of SOX9 (top) or TWIST1 (bottom) compared to lower-bound estimate of

experimental reproducibility (replicate split) and baseline approaches (right).

(B) Same plots as in (A) but for EDsg, only considering likely direct targets of SOX9 or TWIST1.

See also Figures S2 and S3.

defined by ChIP-seq and among the 9,279 REs directly regu-
lated by SOX9 as defined by 3 h accessibility loss.

Our transfer learning approach involves pretraining a deep
learning model to predict chromatin accessibility levels among
ATAC peaks and matched background regions in unperturbed
cells, followed by model fine-tuning to predict either the full
depletion effect or EDsq for TWIST1 or SOX9 (four prediction
tasks) among the above-defined sets of REs (Figure 1E). We
used a convolutional neural network (CNN) architecture from
the recently developed ChromBPNet model, which provides
quantitative predictions for ~1 kb regions based on a 2,114 bp
receptive field (see STAR Methods) and was explicitly designed
to account for transposase insertion bias in ATAC-seq.? For
baseline comparisons, we used regularized (least absolute
shrinkage and selection operator [LASSO]) linear or random for-
est regression with standard position weight matrix (PWM)
matching of all known motifs as predictors. Because unperturbed
chromatin accessibility was correlated with both the full depletion
effect and EDsq (Figure S2F), we also included this as a predictor
in the LASSO and random forest models. The same training-test-
validation splits were used for pretraining, fine-tuning, and the
baseline approaches. Both pretraining and fine-tuning were
only done on the designated training set. We benchmarked all
predictions against a lower-bound estimate of experimental
reproducibility obtained by comparing the full depletion effect
or EDsg estimates between two halves of biological replicates.

Fine-tuned ChromBPNet models substantially outperformed
baseline approaches and showed prediction accuracy roughly
on par with experimental reproducibility (Figures 2A and 2B). In
three of the four prediction tasks (not for SOX9 EDsq prediction),
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fine-tuned ChromBPNet also outperformed baseline appro-
aches that included real data (chromatin accessibility in unper-
turbed cells) as a predictor. Omitting either the pretraining or
fine-tuning steps resulted in a substantial drop in accuracy (Fig-
ure S3A). Prediction accuracy was stable across replicate
training runs and independent training-validation-testing data
splits (Figure S3B). While the absolute predictive accuracy of
the full depletion effects was ~55%-60% higher than that of
EDs, this is driven by two technical factors. First, the full deple-
tion predictions are over all 151,457 REs, whereas EDs( predic-
tions are for the smaller subset of likely direct targets of SOX9
and TWIST1. Indeed, when subsetting the full depletion effect
predictions to these likely direct targets, the accuracy improve-
ment over ED5q predictions is lower (~15%-43%; Figure S3C).
Second, the full depletion estimate is less noisy than the EDsq es-
timate, as indicated by the higher correlation between replicate
splits (Figures 2A and 2B). Nonetheless, these results indicate
that transfer learning can accurately predict both the magnitude
(effect of complete TF loss) and shape (EDsp) of the quantitative
response to TF dosage.

Sequence features predictive of RE responsiveness to
TF dosage

We next interpreted the fine-tuned deep learning models to
discover sequence features that underlie their improved perfor-
mance. We used DeepLIFT*® to generate contribution scores,
which quantify how each RE base pair contributes to the pre-
dicted full depletion effect or ED5sq. We used TF motif discovery
from importance scores (TF-MoDISco)* to discover motifs with
high contribution scores, summarized as contribution weight
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matrices (CWMs). We first assessed sequence features predic-
tive of the full depletion effect across all REs (both directly and
indirectly regulated). Here, sequence features with a negative
predictive contribution to the log, fold change upon full depletion
predict loss of accessibility, while those with a positive predictive
contribution predict gains of accessibility. We and others have
previously shown that SOX9 binds a palindrome motif with 3-
5 bp spacing, while TWIST1 cooperatively binds the composite
Coordinator motif, consisting of an E-box (CANNTG) contacted
directly by TWIST1 and homeobox (TAATT[A/G]) sequences
separated by an A-rich spacer and bound by various homeodo-
main-containing TFs.""'*?° For SOX9, we found that the 3-5 bp
palindrome motifs all predict loss of accessibility following full
depletion (Figure S4A). For TWIST1, both canonical and variant
instances of Coordinator predict a larger loss of accessibility
(Figure S4B). We expand on these variant motifs further in the
analysis of sequence features predictive of ED5o. Motifs for other
specific TFs (TFAP2, TWIST1, and JUN/FOS for SOX9 and
TFAP2, SIX, and NR2F for TWIST1) predicted gains of accessi-
bility following full depletion, consistent with our previous
observations of secondary effects following SOX9 or TWIST1
depletion. E-box motifs specific to the repressive TFs SNAI1/2
(CAGGTG) were also predictive of losses in accessibility, mostly
for REs that showed delayed effects following SOX9 depletion
(Figure S4A).

We next focused on sequence features predictive of EDsg
among the likely direct targets of each TF. Here, sequence fea-
tures that have a negative predictive contribution to the EDsq pre-
dict buffering, while those with a positive predictive contribution
predict sensitivity. For both SOX9 and TWIST1, motifs for TFs
other than the perturbed one were predictive of a more buffered
response (lower EDsg), with the exception of the JUN/FOS motif,
which was predictive of sensitivity to SOX9 dosage (Figures 3A
and 3B). In contrast, motifs bound solely by the perturbed TF,
such as the SOX9 palindrome and the single or double E-box,
were predictive of increased sensitivity (higher EDsg) (Figures
3A and 3B). Systematically comparing EDsq contribution scores
between homotypic and heterotypic motifs for TWIST1 and
SOX9 showed that homotypic motifs had significantly higher,
positive EDsq contributions, while heterotypic motifs had nega-
tive contributions (Figure S4C). The observation that buffering is
associated with the presence of other TF motifs and that sensi-
tivity is linked to the homotypic motifs for the perturbed TF reca-
pitulates the patterns we previously observed when analyzing
SOX9 EDsg and extends them to be predictive of dosage re-
sponses to TWIST1. Binding by paralogous and potentially
redundant TFs (SOX8/10 for SOX9 and HAND1/2 for TWIST1) is
unlikely to explain buffered RE responses, as SOX8/10 and
HAND1/2 are very lowly expressed in unperturbed CNCCs and
do not increase in expression upon SOX9 depletion (Figure S4D).

Surprisingly, however, for TWIST1, diverse types of Coordi-
nator motifs (which are bound by TWIST1 in the E-box portion
and homeodomain TFs in the homeobox portion) showed
opposing effects on EDso—CWMs with high similarity to the
consensus Coordinator were strongly predictive of buffering,
whereas degenerate CWMs lacking preferred nucleotides were
predictive of sensitivity. These degenerate CWMs fell into three
subclusters: a degenerate sequence at the (1) final two or (2) first
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two base pairs of the Coordinator E-box (CANNNN and
NNNNTG) or (3) substitutions throughout the motif (Figure 3B).
We have previously found, using electrophoretic mobility shift
assays (EMSAs), that TWIST1 binds the suboptimal E-box and
Coordinator variants containing a single base-pair substitution
with ~3- to 5-fold lower affinity than the canonical Coordinator
motif."* The Coordinator variants we discovered here have
even more degeneracy than the single base-pair substitutions
previously tested in EMSAs, suggesting that even very-low-affin-
ity motifs can contribute substantially to TWIST1 responsiveness
and confer sensitivity.

Tofurther substantiate low-affinity binding site contributions, we
quantified how individual instances of sensitizing or buffering
CWMs match their canonical corresponding PWMs and predict
TWIST1 binding. We adapted a previously developed method®
toidentify individual occurrences of highly contributing sequences
independent of their specific identity and then matched them to a
specific CWM among those discovered as globally predictive of
sensitivity or buffering. We then scanned each CWM occurrence
identified in this way with the corresponding PWM model
(Tables S3 and S4). Most single or double E-box occurrences
sensitizing for TWIST1 showed weak but detectable matches (Fig-
ure 3C). The Coordinator CWM instances showed the most stark
differences, with most (55.3%) of the sensitizing Coordinator in-
stances undetectable even by lenient PWM matching thresholds,
whereas almost all (92.8%) buffering Coordinator instances show
strong PWM matches (Figure 3C). We then assessed how individ-
ual CWM instances contributed to TWIST1 or SOX9 binding, as
measured by applying BPNet’ to ChIP-seq of each TF. The buff-
ering Coordinator instances were highly predictive of TWIST1
binding, while the degenerate, sensitizing Coordinator instances
(as well as the single and double E-boxes) showed less predictive
contributions on average but significantly more than other CWMs
(Figure 3D). For SOX9, the palindrome sequences showed strong
PWM matches and were similar to each other in predicting binding,
with slightly higher predictive power for the 4 bp palindrome
(Figures S4D and S4E).

Given that we used direct targets defined differently for SOX9
(rapid accessibility loss after 3 h depletion) versus TWIST1
(bound by ChiP-seq), we repeated analyses using the alternative
definition for each TF (i.e., bound by ChIP-seq to define SOX9
direct targets and rapid accessibility loss after 3 h depletion to
define TWIST1 direct targets). We found very similar sequence
features predictive of TWIST1 or SOX9 EDs, with direct targets
defined in this way. TWIST1 or SOX9 EDsq contribution scores
of individual CWM instances were highly correlated between
models that defined direct targets by either of the two ap-
proaches (Figures S5A-S5C). Together, these results indicate
that the chromatin response to TF dosage consists of TF-shared
logic, where heterotypic co-binding with other TFs predicts buff-
ered responses for both SOX9 and TWIST1, as well as TF-spe-
cific logic, where low-affinity TWIST1 binding sites are predictive
of sensitivity but high-affinity sites are buffering.

Buffering and sensitizing motif occurrences show
distinct regulatory logic but are similarly constrained

We next assessed distinct and shared features of buffering and
sensitizing sequences. There were a total of 22,667 buffering or
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Figure 3. Sequence features predictive of RE sensitivity to SOX9 or TWIST1 dosage
(A and B) Top contribution weight matrices (CWMs) predictive of (A) SOX9 or (B) TWIST1 EDso. Number of individual occurrences of each CWM is indicated under
the “count” column, as well as the median of the mean base-pair-level contribution scores at all occurrences. “Sensitizing” refers to positive EDsq contributions,

whereas “buffering” indicates negative EDsq contributions.

(C) For all individual instances of the indicated CWMs predictive of TWIST1 EDs, (rows, i.e., from B), the strength of that CWM’s sequence match to the given
position weight matrix (PWM; columns) is shown (x axis). The dotted line indicates the median match strength (—log10 p value) of the consensus Coordinator
CWM (top row) to the indicated PWM. n? and 95% confidence interval in brackets are from ANOVA of —log10(PWM match) as a function of TWIST1 CWM type.
(D) For the same CWMs, the distribution of contribution to TWIST1 binding, estimated from training a BPNet model on TWIST1 ChIP-seq, is shown. See also
Figures S4 and S5. n of groups from top to bottom: 13,528, 5,098, 10,109, 1,869, 5,393, 7,745, 7,902. *p < 2.2e—16, two-sided Wilcoxon rank-sum test between

each pair of the two groups indicated.

sensitizing motif occurrences for SOX9 (mean: 2.5 per RE) and
62,261 for TWIST1 (mean: 3 per RE) across all likely direct target
REs. Most REs contained both sensitizing and buffering motif
occurrences (Figures 4A, 4B, S5D, and S5E), indicating that
combinations of the two types can concurrently tune the RE
dosage response. With respect to positioning, sensitizing motif
occurrences were located further away from the RE summit
(point of highest accessibility across the RE) as compared to
buffering motif occurrences (Figure 4C). We observed similar re-
sults when analyzing specific subtypes of sensitizing or buffering
motifs (Figures S5F and S5G). We then compared how these
buffering/sensitizing motif occurrences contributed to accessi-
bility levels in unperturbed cells as estimated from the pretrained
ChromBPNet model. Contribution tracks at individual loci high-
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lighted multiple sensitizing instances that would not be detected
in the pretrained model of unperturbed accessibility, in contrast
to buffering instances, which tracked with unperturbed accessi-
bility contributions (Figure 4D). Indeed, for both SOX9 and
TWISTA1, buffering motif occurrences showed strong, positive
contributions to unperturbed accessibility, while sensitizing
motif occurrences showed weaker contributions (Figure 4E).
Weaker unperturbed accessibility contributions and distrib-
uted positioning of sensitizing motif occurrences raises the
question of whether they are as biologically relevant as buffering
motifs. To assess this, we compared the signatures of selection
between buffering and sensitizing motif occurrences, shuffling
the position of motif occurrences within the same REs as a con-
trol. We considered base-pair-level estimates of negative
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Figure 4. Distinct and shared features of sensitizing and buffering sequences
(A and B) 15 randomly sampled SOX9 (A) or TWIST1 (B) target REs with buffering sensitizing motif occurrences (colors) indicated.
C) Distance to ATAC peak summit of all sensitizing or buffering motif occurrences for SOX9 (left) or TWIST1 (right).

(
(D) Examples of sensitizing and buffering occurrences for TWIST1.
(

E) Accessibility contributions in unperturbed cells of all sensitizing or buffering motif occurrences for SOX9 (left) or TWIST1 (right).
(F) Fraction of buffering, sensitizing, or location-shuffled occurrences showing evidence of evolutionary conservation estimated from primate genome alignments

for SOX9 (left) or TWISTT (right).

Comparisons in (C) and (E): *p < 2.2e—16 by two-sided Wilcoxon rank-sum test. Comparisons in (F): n.s., p > 0.05 and *p < 2.2e—16 by two-sided Fisher’s exact
test for indicated pairs of groups. n for groups in (C), (E), and (F): SOX9 buffering, 9,953; SOX9 sensitizing, 12,716; SOX9 shuffled, 26,596; TWIST1 buffering,
23,647; TWIST1 sensitizing, 38,614; and TWIST1 shuffled, 71,012. See also Figure S6.

selection from multiple primate and vertebrate genome align-
ments, as well as joint estimates combining between-species
divergence with human polymorphism data.?® Sensitizing and
buffering motif occurrences showed similar degrees of negative
selection, and both were higher than shuffled motif occurrences
(Figures 4F and S6A-S6D). Neither class of motif occurrence
showed evidence for positive selection (Figure S6E). These re-
sults suggest that low-affinity and homotypic motifs that predict
sensitive TF dosage responses contribute to organismal fithess
and are thus evolutionarily constrained.

Enhancer reporter assays validate model predictions on
mutant sequences

We sought to experimentally validate the sensitizing and buffering
sequences revealed by fine-tuned ChromBPNet models. We
used enhancer reporter assays, in which an RE is cloned upstream
of aminimal promoter and a luciferase reporter gene and assayed
for enhancer activity in CNCCs with a distinct TWIST1 or SOX9
dosage achieved using dTAG (Figure 5A). While there are known

differences between such assays that test reporter transcriptional
activation and the endogenous measures of chromatin accessi-
bility we used to fine-tune ChromBPNet models, previous studies
have found RE accessibility to be among the most predictive
biochemical features for reporter activity,”” and the two assays
share broadly similar predictive sequence features.'® We chose
19 REs that were strongly TF dependent (12 TWIST1 dependent
and 7 SOX9 dependent), located distally from promoters, highly
accessible, and positive for H3K27ac (an active enhancer mark).
We tested all 19 chosen REs with the enhancer reporter assay,
observing a positive correlation between endogenous RE acces-
sibility and reporter activity at 100% TF dosage (Figure S7A;
Table S5). For the 15 REs that showed significant enhancer
activity at 100% TF dosage, we observed a positive correlation
between the EDsq of endogenous accessibility and enhancer re-
porter activity (Figure 5B). We observed a similar correlation for
the full depletion effect (Figure S7B). Thus, episomal reporter as-
says can recapitulate differences in TF responsiveness observed
with endogenous chromatin accessibility measurements.
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Figure 5. Experimental validation of model predictions by enhancer reporter assays

(A) Schematic of enhancer reporter assay approach.

(B) Comparison of EDsq with respect to SOX9 or TWIST1 dosage measured endogenously with ATAC-seq (x axis) and assessed in the episomal reporter assay
(y axis). Each point is a different wild-type enhancer sequence; EDso was assessed with at least 4 replicates. Pearson correlation coefficient (R) and p indicated

on plot.

(C) Predicted (x axis) versus observed (y axis) effect of model-guided mutations on EDsq of various enhancers (colors) as a function of TWIST1 or SOX9 dosage
(shapes). EDso was assessed with 4 replicates. Pearson correlation coefficient (R) and p indicated on plot.
(D) Example of PTCHD4 enhancer, where converting three low-affinity Coordinators/single E-box (peaks in the EDso contribution track) to high-affinity Co-

ordinators has a buffering effect.

(E) Example of FAM153CP enhancer, where ectopically inserting 11 SOX9 palindromes at the indicated positions has a sensitizing effect as a function of SOX9

dosage.
See also Figures S7-S9.

We next tested the effect of sensitizing and buffering features
by assaying mutant enhancer sequences predicted to change
EDso. We selected 7 wild-type enhancers (5 TWIST1 dependent
and 2 SOX9 dependent) with a range of EDsqg values and de-
signed mutant sequences, guided by principles from model
interpretation. We designed minimal substitutions to modulate
TWIST1 binding site affinity and composition, as well as larger
changes scrambling or inserting sensitizing elements at various
positions (Table S6; see Figure S8 for schematic). We designed
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mutant sequences to retain accessibility/enhancer activity such
that their ED5q could still be assayed, resulting in 18 mutant se-
quences from the 7 wild-type enhancers. We tested each
mutant in the enhancer reporter assay in parallel with its corre-
sponding wild-type sequence, calculating the difference in
EDso between the two (AEDs5p). One mutant enhancer (SOX9
motif disruption in a TWIST1-dependent enhancer at the
RNF157 locus) almost completely lost activity, precluding
us from analyzing its AEDsq. Overall, this analysis uncovered



Cell Genomics

¢ =0 (no TF-nucleosome competition)

¢? CellPress

OPEN ACCESS

Theoretical dosage response curves from model

¢ = 0.01 (strong competition)

KDLA/ KDHA
—1

— 10

— 100

— 1000

— No LA site

102 10°

107! 10“_ 10" 107t 10° 10"
Effective [TF] Effective [TF]

Fitted model parameters for observed dosage response curves

j—
'

N
o
o

_
o)
o

ol i

Relative affinity (K,“/ K;™)

B
1.0
2
EO.S
2
A Model of TF-nucleosome competition %0'6
Qo4
N
T Q 9 3
€02
o
KDLA/“ \KD“A =
g B BN =\
8 \} \:‘ C
S L 1 / —
w N~ N i)/ 0.20 -
. >\\ /‘ S
Ko™ / Kot 2 0.15
£
Q
(]
o 0.10
€
2
HA: high-affinity, LA: low-affinity site 8 005
2
L 0.00
=

EQ

S 01 E‘ o
Q\v\‘g‘#\y@}y bﬂy‘? »oby {v@ ‘b"yv @y
Q?‘x Q?‘x QR‘ QX’ Q\V“ Q\V“ Q?‘ Q\?‘

Model / RE type Model / RE type

Figure 6. TF-nucleosome competition can explain the sensitizing effect of low-affinity sites

(A) Schematic of model of TF-nucleosome competition originally proposed by Mirny.”®

(B) Effect of low-affinity site (colors) or no site (gray) on theoretical dosage curves under model with no TF-nucleosome competition (left) or strong TF-nucleosome
competition (right). The sensitizing effect of low-affinity sites (shift to right relative to gray curve) is only observed with competition.

(C) Values of c (left) or low-/high-affinity site Kp obtained by fitting model to observed dosage response curves for REs containing only high-affinity Coordinator
sites (HA) or a mix of high-affinity sites and the indicated number of low-affinity Coordinator sites (HA + 1/2/3xLA). n from left to right in left plot: 592, 925, 525, and
360 and from left to right in right plot: 925, 525, and 360. See also Figures S10 and S11.

a strong, positive correlation between the predicted and
observed AEDso values, thus validating the predictive
sequence features revealed by the fine-tuned ChromBPNet
model (Figure 5C).

As an example, we observed substantial buffering effects
with mutants of the PTCHD4 enhancer, where converting
three single E-boxes/low-affinity Coordinator instances to
high-affinity Coordinators decreased EDs5, from 33.9 to 19.8
and increased activity at 100% TWIST1 dosage by ~14.5-fold
(Figure 5D). Conversely, converting two high-affinity Coordi-
nator instances to a double E-box and low-affinity Coordinator
in the MSR1 enhancer increased EDsg from 19.1 to 38 and
decreased activity by ~2.5-fold (Figure S9A). However, this
correlation between buffering effects of mutations and in-
creases in activity at 100% dosage was not always the case
(Figure S9B). For example, the insertion of 5 single E-box in-
stances into the moderately buffered IMPG1 enhancer
increased EDsg from 18 to 45.3 with a minimal change in activ-
ity at 100% TWIST1 dosage (Figure S9C). These results gener-
alized to SOX9-dependent enhancers, as increasing the ratio of
homotypic to heterotypic motifs by inserting 11 SOX9 palin-
drome instances into the buffered FAM153CP enhancer
increased EDs5o from 18 to 41 while increasing activity at
100% SOX9 dosage by ~2-fold (Figure 5E). Sensitivity to TF

dosage is, therefore, not a simple correlate of unperturbed
accessibility or enhancer activity, with a partially distinct
sequence logic that can be experimentally modulated in a
model-guided fashion.

TF-nucleosome competition can explain the sensitizing
effect of low-affinity sites
We sought to build biophysical intuition for why, as observed for
TWISTA1, low-affinity sites have a sensitizing effect when added
in the vicinity of high-affinity, buffering sites. We considered a
previously developed model®® in which competition between
TFs and nucleosomes for binding to DNA (TF-nucleosome
competition) induces TF cooperativity, referred to as “nucleo-
some-mediated cooperativity.” TF-nucleosome competition
through the suppression of TF binding to nucleosome-bound
DNA is controlled by a single parameter c, defined as the ratio
of TF motif affinities between the nucleosome-free and -bound
states. Given TF and nucleosome binding constants (the latter
estimated from experimental data®®), the model allows for deri-
vation of steady-state RE accessibility (inverse of nucleosome
occupancy) as a function of TF concentration using a statistical
mechanics approach.

We implemented a simple case of this model (Figure 6A) with
one high-affinity site, varied the Kp of a second site such that it
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went from high affinity to low affinity to non-existent (higher Kp
meaning lower affinity), and calculated accessibility dosage-
response curves under varying degrees of TF-nucleosome
competition by tuning c. We found that without TF-nucleosome
competition (c = 0), the addition of any second site (high or low
affinity) resulted in a more buffered dosage response (lower
EDsg) (Figure 6B), in contrast to the effects we observed from
the ChromBPNet model and validated with enhancer reporter
assays. In contrast, under strong competition (c = 0.01, i.e., TF
binding has 100-fold lower affinity in the nucleosome-bound
state), the addition of a second site with at least ~10-fold higher
Kp than the first site increases EDsq (Figure 6B), replicating the
sensitizing effect we previously observed. With weak TF-nucleo-
some competition (¢ = 0.001), the second site had to be relatively
weaker (~1,000-fold) in order to have a sensitizing effect, but the
results were qualitatively similar (Figure S10A).

We next assessed which values of ¢ and relative site affinities
were best supported by our data. We fit the model of TF-nucle-
osome competition to dosage-response curves (parametrized
by the EDso and Hill coefficient) of 540 REs only containing
high-affinity, buffering Coordinator motifs. We obtained the
best fits with an effective numbers of sites (n) >3 (Figure S10B),
which yielded a median ¢ of 0.062 (Figure 6C). We then held the
effective number of high-affinity sites fixed at 3 and fit four types
of models, each with one to three additional low-affinity sites,
based on the number of observed low-affinity (sensitizing) sites
in the RE (total: 1,810 REs). The median c value of each model
type ranged from 0.033 to 0.087, and the median Ky, ratio be-
tween the low- and high-affinity sites ranged from ~13- to
~29-fold (Figure 6C). These fitted values support the theoretical
scenario of strong TF-nucleosome competition and are of
the same order of magnitude as the >5-fold affinity difference
between canonical and degenerate Coordinator sequences in
our previous EMSA results.'* We obtained similar fitted values
when fixing the number of low-affinity sites in the model
(Figure S10C).

To assess whether heterotypic co-binding by other TFs, as
observed for both TWIST1 and SOX9, also required TF-nucleo-
some competition, we adapted the model to include a single
site for a second, unperturbed TF. Analysis of this model re-
vealed that when the unperturbed TF had an effective concentra-
tion similar to or larger than the perturbed TF, it resulted in a more
buffered dosage response, even in the absence of TF-nucleo-
some competition (¢ = 0, Figure S11A); this effect was slightly
reduced under strong competition (¢ = 0.01, Figure S11B). We
also fit this model to experimental SOX9 dosage-response
curves for REs containing only one SOX9 motif (1,372 REs),
one additional Coordinator motif (686 REs), or one additional
TFAP2 motif (386 REs), obtaining substantially lower ¢ values
(<0.005) than observed for high- and low-affinity Coordinator
motifs at TWIST1-dependent REs (Figure S11C). Thus, TF-
nucleosome competition is not necessary to explain the
buffering effect of heterotypic TF motifs.

To complement our modeling approach, we sought to assess
how nucleosome occupancy and positioning change as a func-
tion of TWIST1 dosage relative to individual occurrences of high-
and low-affinity TWIST1 motifs. We focused on TWIST1 because
TF-nucleosome competition was not necessary to explain the
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buffering effect of heterotypic motifs as observed for SOX9.
We used NucleoATAC? to infer nucleosome occupancy and po-
sition from our ATAC-seq data at different TWIST1 dosages,
aggregating analyses around all high- (canonical Coordinator)
or low- (degenerate Coordinator or E-box) affinity motifs. At
100% TWIST1 dosage, high-affinity motifs showed a greater
reduction in inferred nucleosome occupancy in the surrounding
150 bp than low-affinity motifs. Furthermore, high-affinity motifs
did not show large aggregate changes in overlapping nucleo-
some occupancy until ~0% TWIST1 dosage, in contrast to
low-affinity motifs, which showed clear increases in occupancy
at ~22% TWIST1 dosage (Figure S11D). The difference in nucle-
osome positioning at 100% TWIST1 dosage was partially driven
by differing positions within REs, as low-affinity motifs located in
the central 100 bp of their REs showed more similar (but still
slightly increased) nucleosome occupancy in the surrounding
150 bp relative to central high-affinity motifs. Importantly, how-
ever, the differences in sensitivity to nucleosome occlusion at
~22% TWIST1 dosage held regardless of whether central or pe-
ripheral motifs were analyzed (Figure S11E). This indicates that
both high- and low-affinity motifs compete against nucleosomes
for DNA occupancy, with high-affinity motifs doing so more
effectively than low-affinity motifs. Together, our findings sug-
gest that TF-nucleosome competition can explain the sensitizing
effect of low-affinity sites when added to REs containing high-af-
finity sites.

DISCUSSION

Here, we have used transfer learning to reveal the sequence fea-
tures underlying the RE response to SOX9 or TWIST1 dosage.
Our study adds to the growing body of work demonstrating the
importance of low-affinity TF binding sites for precise control
of RE activity and gene expression. Low-affinity binding by TFs
has been shown to confer specificity in both developmental®**"
and synthetic®* systems, and increases in the affinity of such
sites can result in ectopic expression and developmental pheno-
types.®*** Our results broadly agree with these studies, as REs
consisting solely of low-affinity TWIST1 binding sites have higher
EDsq and require higher concentrations of TWIST1 to be active.
Our observations further indicate that low-affinity sites play an
important role in setting the shape of the TF dosage-response
curve even in REs with other, high-affinity sites.

We found low-affinity TWIST1 sites to be important for TWIST1
dosage response but did not identify low-affinity (i.e., single)
SOX9 sites as important for sensitivity to SOX9 dosage. This
could be due to the fewer training examples for SOX9 sensitivity,
but the fact that single SOX sites were not discovered as predic-
tive of the SOX9 full depletion effect, which uses many more
training examples, suggests that such data limitation is an un-
likely explanation. Alternatively, single SOX motifs in CNCCs
may be of such low affinity that they effectively function as having
no binding site at all. Indeed, in vitro assays showed highly coop-
erative SOX9 binding to the 3-5 bp palindrome, such that binding
to one site enhanced binding to the second by >100-fold.?® The
only other motifs predictive of SOX9 dosage sensitivity were for
the AP-1 TFs (dimers of the JUN, FOS, or ATF proteins). Given
that SOX9 and AP-1 physically interact and bind overlapping
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genomic regions in chondrocytes,®® AP-1 sites may function as
low-affinity SOX9 sites by indirectly recruiting SOX9, but further
experiments are needed to test this hypothesis.

Using a previously proposed model of TF-nucleosome
competition, we showed that such competition is sufficient to
explain the sensitizing effect of low-affinity binding sites. This
model assumes a distance of up to ~150-200 bp (the approxi-
mate DNA length of a single nucleosome) between low- and
high-affinity binding sites, an assumption that holds true for a
plurality (~40%) of the low-affinity sites studied here, with
the majority of the remaining sites located within one or two
nucleosomal lengths (Figure S8D). The 150-200 bp range of
the TF-nucleosome competition model could be increased
beyond a single nucleosome by inter-nucleosomal interactions®®
or TF-mediated recruitment of chromatin modifiers. Indeed, a
recent study of single-molecule TFs and nucleosome occupancy
added out-of-equilibrium kinetics (such as those induced by
modifier recruitment) to explain the observed TF co-binding as
a function of nucleosome occupancy.®’ Explicitly modeling the
effect of multi-nucleosome conformations and/or chromatin
modifier recruitment on accessibility dosage-response curves
therefore represents an important future avenue.

Our results also provide a potential explanation for phenotypic
specificity associated with TF dosage perturbations in human
traits and diseases, despite widespread TF co-binding at REs.
We observed that dosage-sensitive REs are largely non-overlap-
ping between TWIST1 and SOX9, even among likely direct tar-
gets of both TFs. In this scenario, quantitative reductions in
TWIST1 or SOX9 dosage preferentially impact largely distinct
sets of REs, which in turn may regulate distinct genes and ulti-
mately downstream phenotypes. In effect, these results extend
our previously proposed model of phenotypic specificity at
distinct SOX9 dosages'' to also explain how distinct phenotypes
can arise from dosage perturbations of different TFs active in the
same cell type.

Our study highlights the power of applying deep learning to ep-
igenomic data gathered from perturbed states as a means of
learning important cis-regulatory logic that would not be
apparent in steady-state data. Many of the low-affinity, sensi-
tizing sequences that our approach discovered would not be de-
tected by traditional motif-matching approaches or deep
learning models of unperturbed chromatin accessibility. This
additional layer of the cis-regulatory code, one that sets the
response to TF dosage changes, could be modulated by trait-
associated sequence variants discovered in genome-wide asso-
ciation studies (GWASSs). The types of models we have described
here could, therefore, ultimately aid in interpreting and fine-map-
ping GWAS variants, particularly those that cannot readily be ex-
plained by effects on chromatin state in an unperturbed setting.

Limitations of the study

While we focused on TF-nucleosome competition and motif-
driven interactions as key mechanisms, other regulatory factors,
such as chromatin remodelers or co-factor recruitment, were not
explicitly modeled and may contribute to unexplained variance in
TF dosage responses. We experimentally validated model pre-
dictions using enhancer reporter assays; although we demon-
strated that such episomal assays recapitulate differences in
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TF responsiveness observed from endogenous chromatin
accessibility, it is possible that additional features present only
in endogenous contexts influence the observed dosage-
response relationships. We studied two TFs (TWIST1 and
SOX9) in a single cell type (hESC-derived CNCCs); therefore,
the generalizability of our findings to other cell types and a
broader range of TFs remains unclear.

RESOURCE AVAILABILITY

Lead contact

Further information and requests for resources and reagents should be
directed to and will be fulfiled by the lead contact, Sahin Naqvi (sahin.
naqvi@childrens.harvard.edu).

Materials availability

The plasmids generated in this study are available in Addgene with the indi-
cated plasmid numbers listed in the key resources table. All other reagents
are available upon request to Sahin Naqvi.

Data and code availability

The raw sequencing files generated during this study are available on the Gene
Expression Omnibus (GEO: GSE267008); corresponding processed data and
trained deep learning models are available on Zenodo®® (Zenodo: https://doi.
org/10.5281/zenodo.14633030). The ChromBPNet package is available on
GitHub  (Github: https://github.com/kundajelab/chrombpnet). Additional
code used for sequencing data analysis and fine-tuning ChromBPNet models,
as well as the output of pretrained and fine-tuned ChromBPNet models, is
available on Zenodo.*®

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

We thank Surag Nair, Jordan Valgardson, and Tony Zeng for advice on the
transfer learning approach. This work was supported by a Helen Hay Whitney
Foundation Fellowship and NIH grants K99 DE032729 and R0O0 DE032729 to
S.N.; an HHMI-Damon Runyon Cancer Research Foundation fellowship
(DRG-2420-21) to S.K.; the Stanford Graduate Fellowship and the NSF Grad-
uate Research Fellowship (DGE-2146755) to S.T.; NIH grant RO1 HG008140 to
J.K.P.; and NIH grant R35 GM131757, the NOMIS Foundation, funding from
the Howard Hughes Medical Institute, a Lorry Lokey endowed professorship,
and a Stinehart Reed award to J.W. A.P. was supported by the Stanford Bio-X
Fellowship.

AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

Conceptualization, S.N., J.K.P., and J.W.; methodology, S.N., S.K., and S.T;
software, A.P. and A.K,; formal analysis, S.N. and S.T.; investigation, S.N. and
S.K.; resources, S.N., A K., J.K.P., and J.W.; writing — original draft, S.N. and
J.W.; writing - review & editing, S.N., S.K., S.T., J.K.P., and J.W.; visualization,
S.N. and S.T.; supervision, S.N., J.K.P., and J.W.; project administration, S.N.,
J.K.P., and J.W.; funding acquisition, S.N., A.K., J.K.P., and J.W.

DECLARATION OF INTERESTS

J.W. is a paid scientific advisory board member at Camp4. A.K. is on the sci-
entific advisory boards of PatchBio, Serlimmune, AINovo, TensorBio, and
OpenTargets, was a consultant with lllumina, and owns shares in lllumina,
Deep Genomics, Immunai, and Freenome, Inc. J.W. is an advisory board
member at Cell Press journals, including Cell, Molecular Cell, and Develop-
mental Cell.

DECLARATION OF GENERATIVE Al AND AI-ASSISTED
TECHNOLOGIES IN THE WRITING PROCESS

During the preparation of this work, the authors used ChatGPT (GPT-40) and
Claude (3.5 Sonnet) to shorten specific paragraphs and the summary of the

Cell Genomics 5, 100780, March 12, 2025 11



mailto:sahin.naqvi@childrens.harvard.edu
mailto:sahin.naqvi@childrens.harvard.edu
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14633030
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14633030
https://github.com/kundajelab/chrombpnet

¢? CellPress

OPEN ACCESS

manuscript. ChatGPT and Claude were also used to generate drafts of the
highlights and eTOC. After using these tools, the authors reviewed and edited
the content as needed and take full responsibility for the content of the
publication.

STARXMETHODS

Detailed methods are provided in the online version of this paper and include
the following:

o KEY RESOURCES TABLE
o EXPERIMENTAL MODEL AND STUDY PARTICIPANT DETAILS
e METHOD DETAILS

o Differentiation of hESCs to CNCCs

o Flow cytometry

o ATAC-seq collection and library preparation

o Luciferase assays
o QUANTIFICATION AND STATISTICAL ANALYSIS
Statistical details and tests
ATAC-seq preprocessing
Modeling of TF dose-response curves
Definition of training, testing, and validation sets
Baseline prediction of RE responsiveness
Deep learning model pretraining and fine-tuning
Model interpretation and motif matching
Analyses of evolutionary constraint
Analyses of nucleosome occupancy and positioning
Modeling of chromatin accessibility

[e]

O O 0O OO0 00 0

SUPPLEMENTAL INFORMATION

Supplemental information can be found online at https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
xgen.2025.100780.

Received: December 18, 2024
Revised: January 29, 2025
Accepted: January 30, 2025
Published: February 27, 2025

REFERENCES

1. Spitz, F., and Furlong, E.E.M. (2012). Transcription factors: from enhancer
binding to developmental control. Nat. Rev. Genet. 13, 613-626.

2. Kim, S., and Wysocka, J. (2023). Deciphering the multi-scale, quantitative
cis-regulatory code. Mol. Cell 83, 373-392.

3. Alipanahi, B., Delong, A., Weirauch, M.T., and Frey, B.J. (2015). Predicting
the sequence specificities of DNA- and RNA-binding proteins by deep
learning. Nat. Biotechnol. 33, 831-838.

4. Kelley, D.R., Snoek, J., and Rinn, J.L. (2016). Basset: learning the regula-
tory code of the accessible genome with deep convolutional neural net-
works. Genome Res. 26, 990-999.

5. Kelley, D.R., Reshef, Y.A., Bileschi, M., Belanger, D., McLean, C.Y., and
Snoek, J. (2018). Sequential regulatory activity prediction across chromo-
somes with convolutional neural networks. Genome Res. 28, 739-750.

6. Brennan, K.J., Weilert, M., Krueger, S., Pampari, A., Liu, H.-Y., Yang,
A.W.H., Morrison, J.A., Hughes, T.R., Rushlow, C.A., Kundaje, A., and
Zeitlinger, J. (2023). Chromatin accessibility in the Drosophila embryo is
determined by transcription factor pioneering and enhancer activation.
Dev. Cell 58, 1898-1916.e9.

7. Avsec, Z., Weilert, M., Shrikumar, A., Krueger, S., Alexandari, A., Dalal, K.,
Fropf, R., McAnany, C., Gagneur, J., Kundaje, A., and Zeitlinger, J. (2021).
Base-resolution models of transcription-factor binding reveal soft motif
syntax. Nat. Genet. 53, 354-366.

12 Cell Genomics 5, 100780, March 12, 2025

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Cell Genomics

. van der Lee, R., Correard, S., and Wasserman, W.W. (2020). Deregulated

Regulators: Disease-Causing cis Variants in Transcription Factor Genes.
Trends Genet. 36, 523-539.

. Gupta, R., Karczewski, K.J., Howrigan, D., Neale, B.M., and Mootha, V.K.

(2021). Human genetic analyses of organelles highlight the nucleus in age-
related trait heritability. Elife 70, e68610.

Mostafavi, H., Spence, J.P., Naqvi, S., and Pritchard, J.K. (2023). System-
atic differences in discovery of genetic effects on gene expression and
complex traits. Nat. Genet. 55, 1866-1875.

Naqvi, S., Kim, S., Hoskens, H., Matthews, H.S., Spritz, R.A., Klein, O.D.,
Hallgrimsson, B., Swigut, T., Claes, P., Pritchard, J.K., and Wysocka, J.
(2023). Precise modulation of transcription factor levels identifies features
underlying dosage sensitivity. Nat. Genet. 55, 841-851. https://doi.org/10.
1038/s41588-023-01366-2.

Howard, T.D., Paznekas, W.A., Green, E.D., Chiang, L.C., Ma, N., Ortiz de
Luna, R.l, Garcia Delgado, C., Gonzalez-Ramos, M., Kline, A.D., and
Jabs, E.W. (1997). Mutations in TWIST, a basic helix-loop-helix transcrip-
tion factor, in Saethre-Chotzen syndrome. Nat. Genet. 75, 36-41.

White, J.D., Indencleef, K., Naqgvi, S., Eller, R.J., Hoskens, H., Roosen-
boom, J., Lee, M.K., Li, J., Mohammed, J., Richmond, S., et al. (2021). In-
sights into the genetic architecture of the human face. Nat. Genet.
53, 45-53.

Kim, S., Morgunova, E., Naqvi, S., Goovaerts, S., Bader, M., Koska, M.,
Popov, A., Luong, C., Pogson, A., Swigut, T., et al. (2024). DNA-guided
transcription factor cooperativity shapes face and limb mesenchyme.
Cell 187, 692-711.e26.

de Almeida, B.P., Schaub, C., Pagani, M., Secchia, S., Furlong, E.E.M.,
and Stark, A. (2024). Targeted design of synthetic enhancers for selected
tissues in the Drosophila embryo. Nature 626, 207-211.

Novakovsky, G., Saraswat, M., Fornes, O., Mostafavi, S., and Wasserman,
W.W. (2021). Biologically relevant transfer learning improves transcription
factor binding prediction. Genome Biol. 22, 280.

Salvatore, M., Horlacher, M., Marsico, A., Winther, O., and Andersson, R.
(2023). Transfer learning identifies sequence determinants of cell-type
specific regulatory element accessibility. NAR Genom. Bioinform. 5,
lqad026.

Schwessinger, R., Gosden, M., Downes, D., Brown, R.C., Oudelaar, A.M.,
Telenius, J., Teh, Y.W., Lunter, G., and Hughes, J.R. (2020). DeepC: pre-
dicting 3D genome folding using megabase-scale transfer learning. Nat.
Methods 717, 1118-1124.

Janssens, J., Aibar, S., Taskiran, L.I., Ismail, J.N., Gomez, A.E., Aughey, G.,
Spanier, K.1., De Rop, F.V., Gonzélez-Blas, C.B., Dionne, M., et al. (2022).
Decoding gene regulation in the fly brain. Nature 607, 630-636.

Bajpai, R., Chen, D.A., Rada-Iglesias, A., Zhang, J., Xiong, Y., Helms, J.,
Chang, C.P., Zhao, Y., Swigut, T., and Wysocka, J. (2010). CHD7 cooper-
ates with PBAF to control multipotent neural crest formation. Nature 463,
958-962.

Prescott, S.L., Srinivasan, R., Marchetto, M.C., Grishina, |., Narvaiza, |.,
Selleri, L., Gage, F.H., Swigut, T., and Wysocka, J. (2015). Enhancer Diver-
gence and cis-Regulatory Evolution in the Human and Chimp Neural
Crest. Cell 163, 68-83.

Pampari, A., Shcherbina, A., Kvon, E.Z., Kosicki, M., Nair, S., Kundu, S.,
Kathiria, A.S., Risca, V.I., Kuningas, K., Alasoo, K., et al. (2025). ChromBP-
Net: bias factorized, base-resolution deep learning models of chromatin
accessibility reveal cis-regulatory sequence syntax, transcription factor
footprints and regulatory variants. Preprint at: bioRxiv, 2024.12.25.
630221. https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.25.630221.

Shrikumar, A., Greenside, P., and Kundaje, A. (2017). Learning Important
Features Through Propagating Activation Differences. Preprint at: arXiv.
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.1704.02685.

Shrikumar, A., Tian, K., Avsec, Z., Shcherbina, A., Banerjee, A., Sharmin,
M., Nair, S. and Kundaje, A. (2018). Technical Note on Transcription Factor


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.xgen.2025.100780
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.xgen.2025.100780
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref3
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref4
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref5
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref6
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref7
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref8
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref9
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref10
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref10
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-023-01366-2
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41588-023-01366-2
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref12
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref13
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref14
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref15
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref16
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref17
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref18
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref19
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref20
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref21
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref21
https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.12.25.630221
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.1704.02685

Cell Genomics
Article

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

Motif Discovery from Importance Scores (TF-MoDISco) version 0.5.6.5.
https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.1811.00416.

Huang, Y.-H., Jankowski, A., Cheah, K.S.E., Prabhakar, S., and Jauch, R.
(2015). SOXE transcription factors form selective dimers on non-compact
DNA motifs through multifaceted interactions between dimerization and
high-mobility group domains. Sci. Rep. 5, 10398.

Gronau, |., Arbiza, L., Mohammed, J., and Siepel, A. (2013). Inference of
natural selection from interspersed genomic elements based on polymor-
phism and divergence. Mol. Biol. Evol. 30, 1159-1171.

Agarwal, V., Inoue, F., Schubach, M., Martin, B.K., Dash, P.M., Zhang, Z.,
Sohota, A., Noble, W.S., Yardimci, G.G., Kircher, M., et al. (2023).
Massively parallel characterization of transcriptional regulatory elements
in three diverse human cell types. Preprint at: bioRxiv, 2023.03.05.
531189. https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.05.531189.

Mirny, L.A. (2010). Nucleosome-mediated cooperativity between tran-
scription factors. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA 107, 22534-22539.

Schep, A.N., Buenrostro, J.D., Denny, S.K., Schwartz, K., Sherlock, G.,
and Greenleaf, W.J. (2015). Structured nucleosome fingerprints enable
high-resolution mapping of chromatin architecture within regulatory re-
gions. Genome Res. 25, 1757-1770.

Farley, E.K., Olson, K.M., Zhang, W., Brandt, A.J., Rokhsar, D.S., and Lev-
ine, M.S. (2015). Suboptimization of developmental enhancers. Science
350, 325-328.

. Crocker, J., Abe, N., Rinaldi, L., McGregor, A.P., Frankel, N., Wang, S., Al-

sawadi, A., Valenti, P., Plaza, S., Payre, F., et al. (2015). Low affinity binding
site clusters confer hox specificity and regulatory robustness. Cell 760,
191-203.

Bragdon, M.D.J., Patel, N., Chuang, J., Levien, E., Bashor, C.J., and Khalil,
A.S. (2023). Cooperative assembly confers regulatory specificity and long-
term genetic circuit stability. Cell 786, 3810-3825.e18.

Jindal, G.A., Bantle, A.T., Solvason, J.d., Grudzien, J.L., D’Antonio-Chro-
nowska, A., Lim, F., Le, S.H., Song, B.P., Ragsac, M.F., Klie, A., et al.
(2023). Single-nucleotide variants within heart enhancers increase binding
affinity and disrupt heart development. Dev. Cell 58, 2206-2216.€5.

Lim, F., Solvason, J.J., Ryan, G.E., Le, S.H., Jindal, G.A., Steffen, P.,
Jandu, S.K., and Farley, E.K. (2024). Affinity-optimizing enhancer variants
disrupt development. Nature 626, 151-159.

He, X., Ohba, S., Hojo, H., and McMahon, A.P. (2016). AP-1 family mem-
bers act with Sox9 to promote chondrocyte hypertrophy. Development
143, 3012-3023.

Pepenella, S., Murphy, K.J., and Hayes, J.J. (2014). Intra- and inter-nucle-
osome interactions of the core histone tail domains in higher-order chro-
matin structure. Chromosoma 723, 3-13.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41,

42,

43.

44,

45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

¢? CellPress

OPEN ACCESS

Sonmezer, C., Kleinendorst, R., Imanci, D., Barzaghi, G., Villacorta, L.,
Schubeler, D., Benes, V., Molina, N., and Krebs, A.R. (2021). Molecular
Co-occupancy Identifies Transcription Factor Binding Cooperativity
In Vivo. Mol. Cell 81, 255-267.€6.

Nagqvi, S. (2025). Transfer learning reveals sequence determinants of the
quantitative response to transcription factor dosage. Preprint at: bioRxiv.
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14633030.

Corces, M.R., Trevino, A.E., Hamilton, E.G., Greenside, P.G., Sinnott-Arm-
strong, N.A., Vesuna, S., Satpathy, A.T., Rubin, A.J., Montine, K.S., Wu, B.,
et al. (2017). An improved ATAC-seq protocol reduces background and
enables interrogation of frozen tissues. Nat. Methods 74, 959-962.

Long, H.K., Osterwalder, M., Welsh, I.C., Hansen, K., Davies, J.0.J., Liu,
Y.E., Koska, M., Adams, A.T., Aho, R., Arora, N., et al. (2020). Loss of
Extreme Long-Range Enhancers in Human Neural Crest Drives a Cranio-
facial Disorder. Cell Stem Cell 27, 765-783.e14.

Jiang, H., Lei, R., Ding, S.-W., and Zhu, S. (2014). Skewer: a fast and ac-
curate adapter trimmer for next-generation sequencing paired-end reads.
BMC Bioinf. 15, 182.

Langmead, B., and Salzberg, S.L. (2012). Fast gapped-read alignment
with Bowtie 2. Nat. Methods 9, 357-359.

Li, H., Handsaker, B., Wysoker, A., Fennell, T., Ruan, J., Homer, N., Marth,
G., Abecasis, G., and Durbin, R.; 1000 Genome Project Data Processing
Subgroup (2009). The Sequence Alignment/Map format and SAMtools.
Bioinformatics 25, 2078-2079.

Quinlan, A.R., and Hall, I.M. (2010). BEDTools: A flexible suite of utilities for
comparing genomic features. Bioinformatics 26, 841-842.

Love, M.1., Huber, W., and Anders, S. (2014). Moderated estimation of fold
change and dispersion for RNA-seq data with DESeg2. Genome Biol.
15, 550.

Robinson, M.D., McCarthy, D.J., and Smyth, G.K. (2010). edgeR: A Bio-
conductor package for differential expression analysis of digital gene
expression data. Bioinformatics 26, 139-140.

Ritz, C., Baty, F., Streibig, J.C., and Gerhard, D. (2015). Dose-Response
Analysis Using R. PLoS One 10, e0146021.

Kulakovskiy, 1.V., Vorontsov, I.E., Yevshin, I.S., Sharipov, R.N., Fedorova,
A.D., Rumynskiy, E.l., Medvedeva, Y.A., Magana-Mora, A., Bajic, V.B., Pa-
patsenko, D.A., et al. (2018). HOCOMOCO: towards a complete collection
of transcription factor binding models for human and mouse via large-
scale ChIP-Seq analysis. Nucleic Acids Res. 46, D252-D259.

Korhonen, J., Martinmaéki, P., Pizzi, C., Rastas, P., and Ukkonen, E. (2009).
MOODS: fast search for position weight matrix matches in DNA se-
quences. Bioinformatics 25, 3181-3182.

Cell Genomics 5, 100780, March 12, 2025 13



https://doi.org/10.48550/ARXIV.1811.00416
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref25
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref26
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref26
https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.03.05.531189
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref28
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref29
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref30
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref31
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref32
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref33
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref34
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref35
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref36
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref37
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref37
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.14633030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref39
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref40
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref41
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref42
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref43
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref44
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref45
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref46
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref47
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref48
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref49
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2666-979X(25)00036-9/sref49

¢? CellPress

OPEN ACCESS

Cell Genomics

STARXMETHODS

KEY RESOURCES TABLE

REAGENT or RESOURCE SOURCE IDENTIFIER
Antibodies

Mouse monoclonal anti-V5 Abcam Cat# ab27671; RRID:AB_471093
Chemicals, peptides, and recombinant proteins

dTAGV-1 Tocris Cat# 6914
mTeSR Stem Cell Technologies Cat# 85850
Matrigel Growth Factor Reduced (GFR) Corning Cat# 356231
Basement Membrane Matrix

ReLeSR Stem Cell Technologies Cat# 05872

Collagenase IV

DMEM/F12 1:1 medium, with L-glutamine;
without HEPES

Neurobasal Medium

Gem21 NeuroPlex Supplement With
Vitamin A

N2 NeuroPlex Supplement
Antibiotic-Antimycotic (100X)

GlutaMAX Supplement (100X)
Recombinant Human FGF-basic (154 a.a.)
Animal-Free Recombinant Human EGF
Bovine Insulin Powder

Human Plasma Fibronectin Purified Protein
Accutase

Bovine Serum Albumin (BSA), Fraction V—
Serum Replacement Grade

GIBCO
GE Healthcare

Thermo Fisher Scientific
Gemini Bio-Products

Gemini Bio-Products
GIBCO

Life Technologies
PeproTech
PeproTech

Gemini
MilliporeSigma
Sigma-Aldrich
Gemini Bio-Products

Cat# 17104019
Cat# SH30271.FS

Cat# 21103049
Cat# 400-160

Cat# 400-163

Cat# 15240062
Cat# 35050061
Cat# 100-18B

Cat# AF-100-15
Cat# 700-112P
Cat# FC01010MG
Cat# A6964-100ML
Cat# 700-104P

Recombinant Human/Murine/Rat BMP-2 PeproTech Cat# 120-02
(E.coli derived)

CHIR-99021 (CT99021) HCI Selleck Chemicals Cat# S2924
DMEM/High glucose with L-glutamine, Cytiva (formerly GE Healthcare) Cat# SH30243.01
sodium pyruvate

Critical commercial assays

Dual-Glo Luciferase Assay System Promega Cat# E2940
TRIzol Reagent Invitrogen Cat# 15596018
FuGENE 6 Promega Cat# E2691
AMPure XP Beckman Coulter Cat# A63881
Qubit dsDNA HS Assay Kit Invitrogen Cat# Q32854
Deposited data

ATAC-seq This paper GEO: GSE267008
Processed ATAC-seq, trained deep This paper Zenodo: https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.
learning models 14633030
Experimental models: Cell lines

Human: Female H9 human embryonic stem WiCell WAO09; RRID: CVCL_9773
cells (hESCs) (wildtype)

SOX9-tagged H9 hESCs Naqvi et al.”’ N/A
TWIST1-tagged H9 hESCs Kim et al.™* N/A

Recombinant DNA

Plasmid: pGL3_SFRP1 This paper Addgene: 232357
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Continued

REAGENT or RESOURCE SOURCE IDENTIFIER
Plasmid: pGL3_RNF157 This paper Addgene: 232358
Plasmid: pGL3_DDX25 This paper Addgene: 232359
Plasmid: pGL3_LRFN2 This paper Addgene: 232360
Plasmid: pGL3_SATB2 This paper Addgene: 232361
Plasmid: pGL3_IMPGH1 This paper Addgene: 232362
Plasmid: pGL3_CALD1 This paper Addgene: 232363
Plasmid: pGL3_C80orf76 This paper Addgene: 232364
Plasmid: pGL3_FRMD4A This paper Addgene: 232365
Plasmid: pGL3_RAD51B This paper Addgene: 232366
Plasmid: pGL3_chr18g12.3 This paper Addgene: 232367
Plasmid: pGL3_VPS13B This paper Addgene: 232368
Plasmid: pGL3_COL9A2 This paper Addgene: 232369
Plasmid: pGL3_MECOM This paper Addgene: 232370
Plasmid: pGL3_INPP5F This paper Addgene: 232371
Plasmid: pGL3_THADA _alltoneg0 This paper Addgene: 232372
Plasmid: pGL3_RNF157_SOX9scr_neg0str This paper Addgene: 232373
Plasmid: pGL3_ST3GAL4 This paper Addgene: 232374
Plasmid: pGL3_PTCHD4_posOtoneg0 This paper Addgene: 232375
Plasmid: pGL3_RNF157_SOX9scramble This paper Addgene: 232376
Plasmid: pGL3_FAM153CP This paper Addgene: 232377
Plasmid: pGL3_PTCHD4_pos1toneg0 This paper Addgene: 232378
Plasmid: pGL3_RNF157_ This paper Addgene: 232379
neg0SOX9scramble

Plasmid: pGL3_PTCHD4_ This paper Addgene: 232380
pos1pos2posOtoneg0

Plasmid: pGL3_RNF157_wt This paper Addgene: 232381
Plasmid: pGL3_PTCHD4_ This paper Addgene: 232382
pos2posOposiscramble

Plasmid: pGL3_MSR1_bothneg0Oscramble This paper Addgene: 232383
Plasmid: pGL3_PTCHD4_pos2toneg0 This paper Addgene: 232384
Plasmid: pGL3_MSR1_leftnegOtopos3 This paper Addgene: 232385
Plasmid: pGL3_THADA _allscramble This paper Addgene: 232386
Plasmid: pGL3_MSR1_ This paper Addgene: 232387
bothnegOtopos3pos1

Plasmid: pGL3_THADA_pos1toneg0 This paper Addgene: 232388
Plasmid: pGL3_MSR1_rightnegOtopos1 This paper Addgene: 232389
Plasmid: pGL3_MYO16 This paper Addgene: 232390
Plasmid: pGL3_MSR1 This paper Addgene: 232391
Plasmid: pGL3_PTCHD4 This paper Addgene: 232392
Plasmid: pGL3_THADA This paper Addgene: 232393
Plasmid: pGL3_IMPG1_IposOscr This paper Addgene: 232394
Plasmid: pGL3_IMPG1_IposOposiscr This paper Addgene: 232395
Plasmid: pGL3_IMPG1_ This paper Addgene: 232396
IposOpos1mposOscr

Plasmid: pGL3_IMPG1_pos0x5_1150 This paper Addgene: 232397
Plasmid: pGL3_IMPG1_pos0x5_1175 This paper Addgene: 232398
Plasmid: pGL3_ST3GAL4_SOX9repall This paper Addgene: 232399
Plasmid: pGL3_FAM153CP_SOX9rep This paper Addgene: 232400

(Continued on next page)
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REAGENT or RESOURCE SOURCE IDENTIFIER

Software and algorithms

Benchling Benchling [Biology Software]. (2017) https://www.benchling.com/

The R package for Statistical Computing R Core Team (2019); R version 3.6.0 https://www.r-project.org/

Skewer Jiang et al.*® https://github.com/relipmoc/skewer

sowtie2 Langmead and Salzburg*° http://bowtie-bio.sourceforge.net/bowtie2/
index.shtml

Samtools Li et al.*' https://www.htslib.org/

Bedtools Quinlan et al.*? https://bedtools.readthedocs.io/en/latest/

R DESeq2 package

R edgeR package

R drc package

ChromBPNet

HOCOMOCO
Python MOODS package
R randomForest package

Love et al.*®

Robinson et al.**
Ritz et al.*®

Pampari et al.?

Kulakovskiy et al.*®

Korhonen et al.*’
CRAN

https://bioconductor.org/packages/
release/bioc/html/DESeqg2.html

https://bioconductor.org/packages/
release/bioc/html/edgeR.html
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/
drc/index.html
https://github.com/kundajelab/
chrombpnet
https://hocomoco11.autosome.org/
https://github.com/jhkorhonen/MOODS

https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/
randomForest/index.html

TF-MoDISCO Shrikumar et al.?* https://github.com/kundajelab/tfmodisco
BPNet Avsec et al.° https://github.com/kundajelab/bpnet
PhastCons and PhyloP scores from 30 UCSC https://hgdownload.soe.ucsc.edu/
primate genomes goldenPath/hg38/phastCons30way/;
https://hgdownload.soe.ucsc.edu/
goldenPath/hg38/phyloP30way/
PhastCons and PhyloP scores from 100 uUcsC https://hgdownload.soe.ucsc.edu/
primate genomes goldenPath/hg38/phastCons100way/;
https://hgdownload.soe.ucsc.edu/
goldenPath/hg38/phyloP100way/
INSIGHT Gronau et al.”® https://compgen.cshl.edu/INSIGHT/

NucleoATAC Schep et al.”? https://github.com/GreenleafLab/

NucleoATAC

EXPERIMENTAL MODEL AND STUDY PARTICIPANT DETAILS

Female H9 (WAQ9; RRID: CVCL_9773) hESCs were obtained from WiCell and cultured in either mTeSR1 (Stem Cell Technologies
85850) for at least one passage before differentiation into CNCCs or mTeSR Plus (Stem Cell Technologies 100-0276) for gene editing,
single-cell cloning, expansion and maintenance. hESCs were grown on Matrigel growth factor reduced basement membrane matrix
(Corning 354230) at 37°C. hESCs were fed every day formTeSR1 or every 2 days for mTeSR Plus and passaged every 5-6 days using
ReLeSR (Stem Cell Technologies 05872).

METHOD DETAILS

Differentiation of hESCs to CNCCs

hESCs were grown for 5-6 days until large colonies formed, and then they were disaggregated using collagenase IV and gentle pi-
petting. Clumps of about 200 hESCs were washed in PBS and transferred to a 10 cm Petri dish in neural crest differentiation medium
(1:1 ratio of DMEM-F12 and Neurobasal, 0.5x Gem21 NeuroPlex supplement with vitamin A (Gemini, 400-160), 0.5x N2 NeuroPlex
supplement (Gemini, 400-163), 1 x antibiotic-antimycotic, 0.5x Glutamax, 20 ng mL~" bFGF (PeproTech, 100-18B), 20 ngmL~' EGF
(PeproTech, AF-100-15) and 5 pug mL~" bovine insulin (Gemini Bio-Products, 700-112P)). After 7-8 days, neural crest emerged from
neural spheres attached to the Petri dish, and after 11 days, neural crest cells were passaged onto fibronectin-coated 6-well plates
(@about 1 million cells per well) using Accutase (Sigma-Aldrich A6964) and fed with neural crest maintenance medium (1:1 ratio of
DMEM-F12 and neurobasal, 0.5x Gem21 NeuroPlex supplement with vitamin A (Gemini, 400-160), 0.5x N2 NeuroPlex supplement
(Gemini, 400-163), 1x antibiotic-antimycotic, 0.5x Glutamax, 20 ng mL~' bFGF, 20 ng mL~" bFGF EGF and 1 mg mL~' BSA
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(Gemini)). After 2-3 days, neural crest cells were plated at about 1 million cells per well of a 6-well plate, and the following day cells
were fed with neural crest long-term medium (neural crest maintenance medium + 50 pg mL~' BMP2 (PeproTech, 120-02) + 3 uM
CHIR-99021 (Selleck Chemicals, S2924; BCh medium)). After transition to BCh medium, CNCCs at subsequent passages were
plated at about 800,000 cells per well of a 6-well plate. CNCCs were then passaged twice to passage 4, at which depletion exper-
iments were carried out. For depletion experiments, dTAGY-1 (Tocris, 6914) at a range of concentrations was added to BCh medium,
with an equivalent amount of dimethyl sulfoxide (DMSO) as vehicle control.

Flow cytometry

CNCCs were collected for intracellular staining and flow cytometry using Accutase treatment for 5 min at 37C then washed twice in
PBS. Cells were fixed in 4% Paraformaldehyde in PBS for 10 min at RT, washed twice with PBS, and then permeabilized in 0.1%
Triton X-100 in PBS for 10 min at RT. Cells were then resuspended in blocking buffer (1% BSA, 3% donkey serum in PBS) and
blocked for 40 min at RT, flicking tubes every 10 min to resuspend settled cells. Fixed, permeabilized, and blocked cells were incu-
bated with primary antibody (V5) diluted 1:100 in blocking buffer and incubated on ice for 60 min with flicking every 10 min, followed
by two PBS washes and staining with secondary antibody for 60 min at RT. Cells were finally washed two additional times with PBS
prior to flow cytometry analysis, which used to measure V5 staining intensity and/or mNeonGreen fluorescence (for SOX9-tagged
CNCCs) after excluding doublets and debris based on forward and side scatter (Beckman Coulter Cytoflex). Fluorescence values
were summarized per biological replicate using geometric means.

ATAC-seq collection and library preparation

CNCCs were incubated with BCh medium containing 200 U ml DNase | (Worthington, LS002007) for 30 min and collected using Ac-
cutase. Viable cells were counted using a Countess Automated Cell Counter (Invitrogen), and 50,000 viable cells were pelleted at
500 RCF for 5 min at 4 °C and resuspended in ATAC-resuspension buffer (10 mM Tris-HCI pH 7.4, 10 mM NaCl, 3 mM MgCl, in sterile
water) containing 0.1% NP-40, 0.1% Tween 20 and 0.01% digitonin and incubated on ice for 3 min. Following wash-out with cold
ATAC-resuspension buffer containing 0.1% Tween 20, cells were pelleted and resuspended in 50 pL transposition mix (25 pL 2x
TD buffer, 2.5 uL transposase (100 nM final), 16.5 uL PBS, 0.5 uL 1% digitonin, 0.5 uL 10% Tween 20, 5 uL H,0) and incubated
for 30 min at 37 °C with shaking. The reaction was purified using the Zymo DNA Clean & Concentrator kit and PCR-amplified with
NEBNext High-Fidelity 2x PCR Master Mix (NEB, M0541L) and primers as defined in Corces et al.* Libraries were purified by
two rounds of double-sided size selection with AMPure XP beads (Beckman Coulter, A63881), with the initial round of 0.5x sample
volume of beads followed by a second round with 1.3 X initial volume of beads. Library size distributions were confirmed by sepa-
ration on a PAGE gel and staining with SYBRGold and pooled on the basis of quantifications from Qubit dsDNA High Sensitivity Kit.
Pooled libraries were sequenced using the Novaseq 6000 platform (2 x 150 bp).

Luciferase assays

CNCCs were transfected with the appropriate plasmids immediately following passaging to passage 5 in 48-well plates. For TWIST1-
tagged CNCCs, dTAG"-1 treatment to titrate TWIST1 dosage were started at the time of transfection, whereas for SOX9-tagged
CNCCs, dTAGV-1 treatment was started 24h prior to passaging to p5 and transfection. Fourindependent transfections were performed
for each dTAG"-1 concentration, with each well receiving 5ng of pGL3 plasmid, 0.25ng of control pRL firefly renilla plasmid, 44.25 uL
carrier DNA (circularized pUC19 plasmid) and 0.3 uL Fugene 6 in 25 pL of optimum. The pGL3 plasmid contains the firefly luciferase
gene driven by an SV40 promoter with either a control SV40 enhancer downstream, or a test enhancer sequence cloned upstream
(Promega), the pRL plasmid acts as a transfection control with Renilla luciferase driven by an upstream CMV enhancer and CMV pro-
moter (Promega). Test enhancers were cloned by either PCR of genomic DNA with primers containing Nhel and Xhol restriction sites, or
synthesized by Twist Biosciences with Nhel and Xhol flanking restriction sites, and ligated into Nhel and Xhol-digested pGL3 vector.
24 h after transfection, cells were washed in PBS, and lysed in 65 puL 1X passive lysis buffer (in PBS) for 15 min (Promega). 20 L lysate
was then transferred to an opaque flat-bottomed plate for reading with a luminometer (Veritas). An automated injector added 100 pL
LARII reagent and the well was read using the following parameters: 2 s delay, 10 s integration. 100 pL Stop-and-Glow reagent was then
injected into the well and read using the same parameters. Empty vector and the EC1.45 min1-2 enhancer (shown to be strongly active
in CNCCs by Long et al.“*®) were included in each experiment as negative and positive controls, respectively.

QUANTIFICATION AND STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

Statistical details and tests
Details of all statistical tests can be found in figures and figure legends. All boxplots represent the median (middle line), 25th and 75™
percentiles (hinges), and 1.5 times the interquartile range (whiskers).

ATAC-seq preprocessing

Reads were trimmed of Nextera adapter sequences and low-quality bases (-Q 10) using skewer®' v0.2.2 and then mapped to the
hg38 analysis set (human) using Bowtie2? v2.4.1 with the options —very-sensitive -X 2000. Reads were deduplicated with samtools*®
v1.10 markdup and uniquely mapped reads (-q 20) mapped to the main chromosomes (excluding mitochondria and unplaced
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contigs) were retained using samtools view. Read ends were shifted inward 5 bp (+5 bp on + strand, -5bp on — strand) for each frag-
ment, and then counts of reads in each sample overlapping the reproducible peak set of 151,457 REs from Naqvi et al." were gener-
ated using bedtools.**

Modeling of TF dose-response curves

TWIST1-dependent REs were defined by differential accessibility between undepleted and fully depleted TWIST1 concentrations
was carried out using DESeq2*° v1.32.0, with CNCC differentiation batch as a covariate and raw counts as input. SOX9-dependent
REs from Naqvi et al.”" were used. RE ATAC counts per million (CPM) values were first TMM-normalized using the edgeR package*®
v3.34.0. For each TWIST1/SOX9-dependent RE, were corrected for differentiation batch effect by linear regression using the Im()
function. Differentiation-corrected CPM values were scaled by dividing by the maximum absolute value across samples. Sample out-
liers, defined as Z score greater than 3, were removed from the analysis of that RE/gene. The data were then to the Hill equation using
the drm() function in the drc R package®’ v3.0-1. A two-parameter Hill equation (that is, with minimum and maximum fixed as the
mean CPM at full or no depletion, respectively) was used unless a three-parameter Hill equation with fixed minimum but free
maximum was a better fit (decrease in AIC > 2 relative to the two-parameter model); for these genes/REs, the three-parameter
Hill was used. The Hill exponent as fitted was extracted, but for EDsq we used a modified calculation, calculating the TF dosage
at which the normalized ATAC signal reached 50% of the signal at 100% TF dosage (rather than the theoretical maximum). This
essentially caps the ED5q at 100% and avoids instability in high ED5sq estimates especially when the three-parameter Hill was used.

Definition of training, testing, and validation sets

For predicting effect of full TF depletion, all 151,457 RE peaks were used and divided into training, test, and validation sets based on
the chromosome-level “fold 0” training, testing, and validation split from the ChromBPNet** package. For predicting EDsg, the same
fold split was used but only among the likely direct target REs of each TF. For SOX9 this was the “Rapid down” class of REs from
Naqvi et al."" (i.e., downregulated in accessibility after 3h full SOX9 depletion), and for TWIST1 this was defined as REs bound by
TWIST1 ChIP-seq and downregulated at 24h.

Baseline prediction of RE responsiveness

For baseline approaches to predicting effect of full TF depletion or EDsg, we encoded sequence information by quantifying known
PWM matches in a 200 bp window around each RE ATAC peak summit. PWMs were obtained from the HOCOMOCO v11 core
PWM set,*® and matched to sequences using MOODS“® v1.9.4.1 with -p 0.01 as a permissive cutoff. For each RE, the best PWM
match (as determined by the highest MOODS match score) was stored and quantified with the MOODS match score. PWMs with
no reported match were set to 0. GC and CpG content as well as unperturbed ATAC-seq signal (quantified as log4q(baseMean) output
from the DESeq model) were added as additional predictors. The matrix of predictors for the training and test sets were separately
centered and scaled to have mean 0 and standard deviation 1. LASSO regression was performed using the cv.gimnet package in r
with alpha 0.01 and nlambda 50. Random forest regression was performed with the randomForest package in r with ntree 100.

Deep learning model pretraining and fine-tuning

The pretrained deep learning model was obtained by running the full ChromBPNet v0.1.1 pipeline with default parameters on a
consolidated BAM file of all unperturbed TF ATAC-seq samples. By default, ChromBPNet predicts base-resolution accessibility
over 1000bp regions; due to the series of convolutional layers used in the model, making accurate predictions at the edges of these
1000bp regions requires considering the additional ~500 bp flanking the edges, thus the receptive field is > 2000 bp. The 151,457 RE
peak set from Naqvi et al."" was used and a corresponding background peak set was created using chrombpnet prep nonpeaks. The
“fold 0” training, testing, and validation split was used. Next, the model was fine-tuned with the effect size of full TF depletion or ED5sq
from the relevant training set. Learning rate was set to 1e—3 as in the original ChromBPNet training, with training for 10 epochs. The
best-performing model (lowest loss on the validation set) was used. The same loss functions as the pretrained model were used,
except the weight for the multinomial NLL loss (for the base-resolution profiles) was set to 0. Reverse-complemented sequences
were used as data augmentation.

Model interpretation and motif matching

Contribution scores for both the pretrained and fine-tuned ChromBPNet models were extracted using chrombpnet contribs_bw with
-pc counts, and TF-MoDISCO?* was run for motif discovery using the chrombpnet modisco_motifs command with -N 1000000. Top
CWMs output from TF-MoDISCO were matched to their genomic locations by adapting a previously described procedure®” that
considers both the Jaccardian similarity between a CWM and a test sequence as well as that sequence’s overall contribution score.
As in Brennan et al.,° because we were interested in CWM matches corresponding to low-affinity motifs, mapping thresholds were
lowered to mapping the motif if the CWM Jaccard similarity percentile was equal to or greater than 10% and if the total absolute
contribution percentile was equal to or greater than 0.5%. After mapping, motifs were filtered for redundant assignment of palin-
dromic sequences and overlapping peaks; if multiple different CWMs matched the same sequence (as was frequent with partial
and degenerate Coordinators), the CWM with the highest Jaccard similarity score (multiplied by CWM length to account for the
fact that higher match scores are more likely with short motifs) was chosen.
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Analyses of evolutionary constraint

Basepair-level PhastCons and phyloP scores from alignment of 30 primate genomes were obtained from https://hgdownload.soe.
ucsc.edu/goldenPath/hg38/phastCons30way/and https://hgdownload.soe.ucsc.edu/goldenPath/hg38/phyloP30way/respectively,
and averaged over buffering or sensitizing CWM occurrences as indicated. PhastCons and phyloP scores from alignment of 100
vertebrate genomes were obtained from https://hgdownload.soe.ucsc.edu/goldenPath/hg38/phastCons100way/and https://
hgdownload.soe.ucsc.edu/goldenPath/hg38/phyloP100way/, respectively. The shuffled CWM occurrence set was generated with
bedtools shuffle on a sufficiently large number of arbitrary regions within the set of TWIST1/SOX9-dependent REs, and then subtract-
ing the true CWM occurrences. Selection estimates based on both within-species polymorphism and between-species divergence
were obtained from the INSIGHT?® web tool (http://compgen.cshl.edu/INSIGHT/).

Analyses of nucleosome occupancy and positioning

NucleoATAC?® was run separately on aggregated.bam files from all replicates of a given TWIST1 dosage. Aggregate.bam files were
downsampled to the least deeply sequenced dosage. *_nucmap_combined.bed.gz files were combined from each NucleoATAC run
and distance to the closest CWM motif occurrences was calculated by bedtools closest. Only inferred nucleosomes with at least two
supporting reads from each dosage were analyzed further.

Modeling of chromatin accessibility

The nucleosome-mediated cooperativity (NMC) model proposed by Mirny?® considers a DNA region that is either in a nucleosome-
bound or open state. Assuming that there are n number of transcription factor binding sites in this region, the transcription factor
can either bind in the nucleosome-bound or open state. However, there is a suppression of transcription factor binding in the
nucleosome-bound state due to the energy cost of DNA unwrapping (i.e., TF-nucleosome competition). In the simplest form, there
are three dimensionless parameters to describe the system: the equilibrium between nucleosome-bound and open state in the
absence of transcription factors denoted as L, TF-nucleosome competition denoted as c, and effective protein concentration de-
noted as «. Using this model, the nucleosome occupancy (Yy) can be assayed as a function of protein concentration to assess
chromatin accessibility. To study the effect of combining high-affinity and low-affinity transcription factor binding sites on
accessibility, we assumed a region of DNA with a high- and a low-affinity sites. Accessibility is then calculated using the following
equation:

L- (1+0[HA) . (1+0[LA)

AcC = 1 = YN = i) (Traa) L (1+Cargs)- (1-0awn)

Where a4 and apa are the effective protein concentration for the strong and weak sites, defined as o/KE* and o/K5*. The model
parameters were set to L = 103, c =0o0r0.01 or 0.1, and « was titrated between 10~° to 10° to calculate the EDso of the dosage
response curves. To fit observed accessibility dosage response curves to the above model, python’s SciPy curve_fit library was
used. First, the ED5sq and Hill coefficient from the reporters containing only high-affinity sites was used to generate response curves
that were fitted to the following equation:

(1+0(HA)n
(1 +aHA )n+L . (1 +CoHA )n

Acc =1 -Yy =
L was fixed at 10%. The mean squared error of the fit was calculated for n of 1-7 and it was determined that optimal fitting is achieved

for n > 2, and thus we chose n™* = 3. Next, the REs containing high- and low-affinity sites was fit to the following equation:

(taa)™ - (1+ap)™

(1 +oya )nLA . (1 +aHA )nHA +L- (1 +op )nLA . (1 +Capa )nHA

Acc =1 —-Yy =

Where n™ refers to the modeled number of low-affinity sites and is either matched to the number of sensitizing elements present in
that RE, or is fixed at different values for all REs. Poor model fits (mean squared error >0.001 or negative fitted values of c) were
removed from further analysis.

To study the effect of combining different transcription factor binding sites on chromatin accessibility, as is the case for SOX9 (Fig-
ure 3), we assumed the binding of at least two types of TFs:

(1+are)™ - (1+are)™
(1 +ATFq )’71 . (1 +DlTF2)n2 +L- (1 +CATF1 )n1 . (1 +C(1TF2)n2

Acc =

Where arr1 and age2 are the effective protein concentrations of the two transcription factors, and n1 and n, are the number of binding
motifs for each transcription factor. Assuming that there is only one binding motif for each transcription factor, the ED5, of the dosage
response curve for one transcription factor can be analytically calculated assuming the other one stays constant:

(1+0(TF2)+L(1+C[1’TF2)
(1 +0£TF2)+LC(1 +CO£TF2)

QTF1 —ED50 =
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It can be proven that for c < 1, are1 _ gpso is decreasing with increasing arez, showing the buffering effect of adding other transcrip-
tion factor motifs in an RE. To fit observed SOX9 accessibility dosage response curves to the above model, the ED5q and Hill coef-
ficient from the REs with a single SOX9 motif was used to generate response curves that were fitted to the following equation:

(1+asoxe)”
(1 +asoxg)n+L . (1 +C0lsoxg)n

Acc =

L was fixed at 10%. The mean squared error of the fit was calculated for n of 1-7 and it was determined that optimal fitting is achieved
for n = 2. Next, the REs containing SOX9 and either AP2a or coordinator motif were fitted to the following equation:

(1 +Olsox9)2 ‘(1+arr)

Acc = > >
(1 +0(soxg) . (1 +0{TF2)+L . (1 +CD£SOXQ) . (1 +CaTF2)

Poor model fits (mean squared error >0.01 or negative fitted values of c) were removed from further analysis.
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