1505.06550v1 [g-bio.GN] 25 May 2015

arXiv

MSREKmerCounter: A Fast and Memory Efficient

Approach for K-mer Counting
Yang Li and Xifeng Yan

Department of Computer Science, University of California at Santa Barbara

Received on XXXXX; revised on XXXXX; accepted on XXXXX

Associate Editor: XXXXXXX

ABSTRACT

Motivation: A major challenge in next-generation genome
sequencing (NGS) is to assemble massive overlapping short reads
that are randomly sampled from DNA fragments. To complete
assembling, one needs to finish a fundamental task in many leading
assembly algorithms: counting the number of occurrences of k-mers
(length-k substrings in sequences). The counting results are critical
for many components in assembly (e.g. variants detection and read
error correction). For large genomes, the k-mer counting task can
easily consume a huge amount of memory, making it impossible for
large-scale parallel assembly on commodity servers.

Results: In this paper, we develop MSPKmerCounter, a disk-based
approach, to efficiently perform k-mer counting for large genomes
using a small amount of memory. Our approach is based on a
novel technique called Minimum Substring Partitioning (MSP). MSP
breaks short reads into multiple disjoint partitions such that each
partition can be loaded into memory and processed individually.
By leveraging the overlaps among the k-mers derived from the
same short read, MSP can achieve astonishing compression ratio
so that the 1/O cost can be significantly reduced. For the task of
k-mer counting, MSPKmerCounter offers a very fast and memory-
efficient solution. Experiment results on large real-life short reads
data sets demonstrate that MSPKmerCounter can achieve better
overall performance than state-of-the-art k-mer counting approaches.
Availability: MSPKmerCounter is available at http://www.cs.ucsb.edu/
~yangli/MSPKmerCounter

Contact: yangli@cs.ucsb.edu

1 INTRODUCTION
High-quality genome sequencing plays an important roleemogne

research. A central problem in genome sequencing is assgmbl

massive short reads generated by the next-generation rsggge

technologies | (Mardist all, [2008).

challenging task. The existing de novo assembly algoriticars
be classified into two main categories based on their inkerna
assembly model: (1) The overlap-layout-consensus modet by
Celera [(Myerst al|, [2000), ARACHNE [(Batzogloet all, [2002),
Atlas (Havlaket all, [2004), Phusion[ (Mullikiret all, [2003) and
Forge , ); (2) The de Bruijn graph model, used
by Euler (Pevzneetall, [2001), Velvet |(Zerbinet all, [2008),
ABySS [Simpsoret all, [2009), AllPaths|(Butleet all, [2008) and
SOAPdenovo , ). The overlap-layout-consensus
model builds an overlap graph between reads. Since eacltasad
overlap with many other reads, it is more useful for sequenci
data sets with a small number of long reads. The de Bruijntgrap
approach breaks short reads to k-mers (substring of lerjgamdk
then connects k-mers according to their overlap relationthe
reads. The de Bruijn graph approach is usually able to adsemb
larger quantities (e.g., billions) of short reads with gee@overage.
Systematic comparison of these algorithms is give
(2011) and Salzberet all (2012).

Although the de Bruijn graph approach comes up with a
good framework to reduce the computation time for assembly,
the graph size can be extremely large, for example, congini
billions of nodes (k-mers) for genomes of higher eukaryotes
like mammals. Therefore, large memory consumption is a
pressing practical problem for the de Bruijn graph basedaguh
,). For the short read sequences generated from
mammalian-sized genomes, software like Euler, VelvetPaths
and SOAPdenovo will not be able to finish assembling sucokygsf
within a reasonable amount of memory. Due to this drawbatck, i
significantly limits the opportunity to run de novo assembly
numerous commodity machines in parallel for large-scajgsece
analysis. This problem has also blocked other applicatiodeo
Bruijn graphs, e.g., variants discover)}m M).

To deal with the memory issue, an error correction step is
often taken to eliminate erroneous k-mers before constmiche

These reads are usually de Bruijn graphs. In most NGS data sets, a large fraction of k-

randomly extracted from samples of DNA segments. Typicallymers arise from sequencing errors. These k-mers have vary lo
a modern technology can produce billions of short reads &hosfrequencies. In the giant panda genome sequencing experime

length varies from a few tens of bases to several hundreds. FqLj et all,

example, massively parallel sequencing platforms, sudhuasina
(www.illumina.com), SOLID (www.appliedbiosystems.cqngnd

), the error correction process could eliminate 68%
of the observed 27-mers, reducing the total number of disfii-
mers from 8.62 billion to 2.69 billion. Though error corriect

454 Life Sciences (Roche) GS FLX (www.roche.com), can peedu is usually helpful, obtaining the k-mer frequencies itsisifa
reads from 25 to 500 bases in Iength. The short read Iength |§0mputati0na||y demanding task for |arge genome data €xis.

expected to further increase in the following years.

“naive” solution is using a hash table, where keys are theeksm

Despite the progress in sequencing techniques and assembiyd values are the corresponding k-mer frequencies. Wmfaiely,

methods in recent years, de novo assembly remains a conopaiit
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this approach will easily blow up main memory. For exampiehe
Asian genome short read data ,), ifk = 25, there
are about 14.6 billion distinct k-mers. Assuming a loaddaof 2/3

for the hash table and encoding each nucleotide with 2 Ihieskt
mers table would require nearly 160 GB memory. Furtherntbis,
problem will become severe when the length of short read$uymed
by the next-generation sequencing techniques furthee&sers.

A recently developed program called Jellyfish (Marezisll,

m) is designed to count k-mers in a memory efficient way.
It adopts a “quotienting” technique to reduce the memory

DEFINITION 2 (Reverse Complement)DNA sequences can
be read in two directions: forwards and backwards with each
nucleotide changed to its Watson-Crick complemetit & T
and C' < G). For each DNA sequence, its corresponding read
in the other direction is called reverse complement and taey
considered equivalent in bioinformatics.

In most sequencing technologies, the fragments (shorsyead
randomly extracted from the DNA sequence in either directio
Therefore, if two k-mersK; and K, are adjacent froni(; to K

consumption of k-mers stored in a hash table. Implemented wi N the short reads data set, itimplies that the reverse cemgtt k-

a multi-threaded, lock-free hash table, it is able to counteks up
to 31 nucleotides in length using a much smaller amount of angm
than the previous “naive” method. When there is no enoughongm
to carry out the entire computation, Jellyfish will writeentnediate

counting results to disk and later merge them. Since the dame

mer may appear in several different intermediate resuiesmerge
operation is not just a simple concatenation process; ibeaquite
slow. Another state-of-the-art k-mer counting algoritB&Counter

(Melstedet al, 2011) is based on bloom filter, a probabilistic

data structure that can also reduce memory footprint. Hewev
BFCounter is 3 times slower than Jellyfish when Jellyfish i ab
to finish the task in memory (Melsted all,[2011). And moreover,
it might miss some counts.

In this paper, we develop MSPKmerCounter, a disk-basedy,

approach, to efficiently perform k-mer counting for largagmes

mer of Ko, say K>’ and the reverse complement k-mer &f, say
K,', are adjacent fronk(,’ to K;’. So in an assembly processing,
each short read should be read twice, once in forward dinecti
and then in the reverse complement direction. However, & re
implementation, it is possible to avoid reading sequenegset
by inferring the subgraph introduced by reverse complesiater
from the forward direction subgraph.

3  MINIMUM SUBSTRING PARTITIONING

Our approach to do fast and memory efficient k-mer counting is
based on a disk-based partition approach called Minimunst8inlg
Partitioning (MSP), ). MSP is able to partition k-
ers into multiple disjoint partitions, as well as retamiadjacent
k-mers in the same partition. This nice property introdutes

using a small amount of memory. Our approach is based on @gvantages: first, instead of being outputted as severalidoal

recently proposed technique called Minimum SubstringifRaring

k-mers, consecutive k-mers can be compressed to “super&me

(MSP) [Lietall,[2018). MSP breaks short reads to “super k-mers” (supstring of length greater than or equal to k), which witsagly

(substring of length greater than or equal to k) such that &ager

reduce the 1/O cost of partitioning; second, with adjacemédcs

k-mer” contains k-mers sharing the same minimum p-SulBstrin jn the same partition, it is possible to do local assemblyefach
(p < k). The effect is equivalent to compressing consecutive k-partition in parallel and later merge them to generate ttubaj|

mers using the original sequences. It is shown that this cesspn
approach does not introduce significant computing overhbad
could lead to partitions 10-15 times smaller than the diapgiroach
using a hash functiori (16t all, [2018), thus greatly reducing 1/0
cost.

assembly.

DEFINITION 3 (Substring). A substring of a strings
$182...8n IS @ SUiNgt = S;418i42 ... Si+m, Where0 < i and
i+m<n.

For the task of k-mer counting, MSPKmerCounter offers a very

fast and memory-efficient solution. Experiment results arge
real-life short reads data sets demonstrate that MSPKnustEo
can achieve better overall performance than state-o&th&-mer
counting approaches like Jellyfish and BFcounter.

2 BACKGROUND

DerINITION 1 (Short Read, K-Mer).A short read is a string
over alphabets = {A4,C, G, T} (in DNA assembly). &-mer is
a string overX whose length i%. Given a short read, sli, j]
denotes the substring effrom thei,, element to the, element
(both inclusive)s can be broken inta. — k + 1 k-mers, written as
s[1, k], s[2, k+1], ..., siln—k+1,n]. Two k-mers i, s[¢, k+i—1],
s[i + 1, k + ] are called adjacent irs.

DEFINITION 4 (Minimum Substring).Given a strings, a length-
p substringt of s is called the minimum p-substring efif vs’, s’ is
a length-p substring of, s.t.,t < s’ (< defined by lexicographical
order). The minimum p-substring efs written asmin,(s).

DEFINITION 5 (Minimum Substring Partitioning)Given a string
§ = 8182...8n, P,k € N, p < k < n, minimum substring
partitioning breakss to substrings with maximum lengfR|, 7]|i +
k—1<j1<14.j<n},s.t,all k-mers ins[i, j] share the same
minimum p-substring, and it is not true fefi, j + 1] ands[i — 1, j].
s[i, j] is also called “super k-mer”.

Minimum Substring Partitioning comes from the intuitiorath
two adjacent k-mers are very likely to share the same minimum
p-substring ifp << k, since there is a length-(k-1) overlap
between them. Figulld 1 shows a Minimum Substring Partitigni
example. In this example, the first k-mers have the same
minimum 4-substring, AC AC, as highlighted in red box; and the

We can view k-mers generated in a way that a window with widthlast 3 k-mers share the same minimursubstring, ACCC, as
k slides through a short read The adjacency relationship exists highlighted in blue box. In this case, instead of generatitlg
between each pair of k-mers for which the last k-1 bases diidte ~ these7 k-mers separately, we can just compress them using the
k-mer are exactly the same as the first k-1 bases of the lagrtk-m  original short read. Namely, we compress the fitsk-mers to
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CTGACACTTGACCCGTGGT, and output it to the partition
corresponding to the minimumsubstringAC AC. Similarly, the
last3 k-mers are compressed@ACTTGACCCGTGGTCAT
and outputted to the partition corresponding to the minimism
substring ACCC'. Generally speaking, given a short read=
s182...sn, if the adjacentj k-mers froms[i, i + k — 1] to s[i +
j—1,i+ j + k — 2] share the same minimumsubstringt, then
we can just output substrings;;1 ... sit+;+x—2 to the partition
corresponding to the minimumsubstringt without breaking it to
j individual k-mers. Ifj is large, this compression strategy will
dramatically reduce the 1/O cost.

CTGACACTTGACCCGTGGTCAT

(a)
(b)

C1G
TG
G

ACAC
ACAC
ACAC
CA
CACTTG
ACTTG
CTTG

TTGACCCGT
TTGACCCGTG
TTGACCCGTGG
TTGACCCGTGGT
CCCGTGGTC
CCCGTGGTCA
CCCGTGGTCAT

CTGACACTTGACCCGTGGT CACTTGACCCGTGGTCAT

Partition
“@ Accc ”

Partition
“@ ACAG ”

Partition
“@ AcAc ”

Fig. 1. A minimum substring partitioning example: (a)short reayKdmers
and MSP process

The results of the Minimum Substring Partitioning are deieed
by the parameters andp. Smallerp will increase the probability
that consecutive k-mers share the same minimum p-subsiridg
thus reduce the I/O cost. However, it will also introduce abem
where the distribution of partition sizes become skewed ted
largest partition may not fit in the main memory. In the exteem
case ofp 1, the size of the largest partition is almost as

may become empty. To address this problem, one can intraaluce
hash function to wrap the number of partitions to any useciied
partition number. Then the k-mers are likely to be evenlyritisted
across partitions.

DEFINITION 7 (Minimum Substring with Reverse Complement).
Given a strings, a length-p substring of s is called the minimum
p-substring ofs, if Vs’, s’ is a length-p substring of or s’ reverse
complement, s.tt,< s’ (< defined by lexicographical order).

Definition [@ redefines minimum substring by considering the
reverse complement. With this new definition, we can make
sure each k-mer and its reverse complement k-mer are adsigne
to the same partition. This property can help us save much
time and memory in the later processing (e.g. storing onl th
lexicographical smaller one of a k-mer and its reverse cempht
k-mer in hash table and avoiding reading each short readetwic
to explicitly process reverse complement) since a k-mer igd
reverse complement are considered equivalent in bioirdtosiand
the information introduced by reverse complement can beriiad
from the forward direction short reads. For simplicity reasin the
following discussions, if not mentioned explicitly, we Wignore
the reverse complement issue. However, in our implememntaind
experiments, we do consider its impact.

4 METHODS

In this section, we describe the detailed method to do k-mer
counting with the adoption of the minimum substring paotithg
technique introduced in the last section.

The first step is to partition short reads. In this step, wd wil
cut each short read of length into (n — k& + 1) k-mers and
then dispatch these k-mers into different partitions. ThHailum
Substring Partitioning technique introduced in Sectios @sed as
our partitioning method. As mentioned before, with thistip@ning
method, we can compress consecutive k-mers dispatchedeto th
same partition into one “super k-mer” to minimize the 1/Otcos

There are several ways (e.g. straightforward, min-heap) to

same as the size of the short reads data set and other partitioimplement the minimum substring partitioning. Here we ddbp
are almost empty (assuming the four nucleotides A, C, G, T ar@ne introduced in_Letall (2013), since it is proved to have the

distributed randomly in the data set). In that case, we losgbint

of partitioning. On the other hand, largewill make the distribution

of partition sizes evener at the cost of decreasing the pititya
that consecutive k-mers share the same minimum p-subsiridg
thus increasing the 1/O cost. In the extreme casg of k, almost

no adjacent k-mers will share the same minimum p-substnirty a
thus no compression can be gained. Therefore one needs anak
tradeoff (by varyingp) between the largest partition’s size and the
I/O overhead. Fortunately, there is a quite wide range afasthat

p can choose without affecting the performance of Mm,

2013).

DEFINITION 6 (Wrapped Partitions)Given a string se{s; }, a
hash functionf, the user-specified number of partitiohs for any
k-mers; ;, minimum substring partition wrapping assigrs; to
the (H (minp(s;,;)) mod N)-th partition.

Since eachp-substring corresponds to one partition, the total
number of partitions in MSP is equal #. Whenp increases, the
number of partitions will increase exponentially and maastifions

best performance in practice. The details of this impleltgon is
described in Algorithr11.

Algorithm 1 Minimum Substring Partitioning
Input: Strings = s1s2 . .. sn, integerk, p.
min_s = the minimum p-substring a&f1, k]
min_pos = the start position of miain s
forall i from2ton — k+ 1 do
if 4 > min_posthen
min_s = the minimum p-substring af¢, i + & — 1]
update minpos accordingly
else
if the last p-substring ofi, i + k — 1] < min_sthen
min_s = the last p-substring afi, ¢ + k — 1]
update minpos accordingly
end if
end if
end for
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As mentioned before, we can view k-mers generated in a way tha Table 2. Basic facts about the four sequence data sets used in
a window with width k slides through a short read. In Algonitf, our experiments
initially when the window starts at position we scan the window
to find the minimum p-substring, say m& and the start position of bird
min_s, say minpos. Then we slide the window forward, one symbol
each time, till the right bound of the window reaches the ehd o

snake fish  soybean

L. R Format fasti fast fast fast
the short read. After each sliding, we test whether the_pas is Size (GB) 106qg 181(:17 137q4 40(11
still within the range of the window. If not, we have to re-sca Avg Read Length 150 121 101 75
the window to get new mis and minpos. Otherwise, we test No. of Reads (million) 323 573 598 227

whether the last p-substring of the current window is smahan
current mins. If yes, we set this last p-substring as new 1miand

update miopos accordingly. If not, we just keep the old m8n  frequency count disk files. The query of a k-mer’s frequerscgl$o
to calculate the partition location. As described in |as:tt|w, very easy and efficient. Given a query k_mer’ we can use MSP to

the neighboring k-mers will likely contain the same minimpm  calculate its partition location and then perform binargrsé on
Substl’lng. Therefore, the re-scan Of the WhOle WlndOW Wltl(ﬂDCUl’ the Corresponding count disk file to get the k-mer frequency.

very often. The worst case time complexity(§nk) p-substring

comparisons. However, this algorithm is more efficient iagpice

(close toO(n + k), see detailed proof in_Let all diﬁii)) whens

is broken to only a few numbef)(of “super k-mers”. This is very 5 EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

true in minimum substring partitioning of real short rea@isble[l ~ In this section, we present experimental results thattitite the

shows that the average number of breakdowns is small foraleve efficiency of our MSPKmerCounter on four large real-life gho

real short reads data sets. reads data sets: Budgerigar (bird), Red tailed boa cotwstric
(snake), Lake Malawi cichlid (fish) and soybean. (1) We first
analyze the efficiency of MSPKmerCounter by reporting the

Table 1. Average number of breakdowns for real short reads data sets memory and time costs, along with the temporary disk space
usage; (2) We then investigate the scalability and paizdikility
of MSPKmerCounter. We will compare MSPKmerCounter with

Data Set n k p Average Breakdownl) -

two state-of-the-art k-mer countering tools: JeIny,
Budgerigar 150 59 10 500 [2011) and BFCountg,). All the experiments, if
Red tailed boa constrictor 121 59 10 3.89 not specifically mentioned, are conducted on a server wtb@Hz
Lake Malawi cichlid 101 59 10 2.77 Intel Xeon CPU and 512 GB RAM.
Soybean 75 59 10 1.69

5.1 Sequence Datasets

Four very large real-life short reads data sets are usedsto te

Note that in Algorithm[dL, every time when we capture a MSPKmerCounter. The first one is the sequence data of Bughyeri
minimum Substring Change at posm% of s or we reach the (bll’d) obtained fronbi oshar e. bi oi nfornati cs. ucdavi s. edu/ Dat a/ hc
end of s, we output a “super k-mer’ ofs that contains the These short reads were sequenced from the lllumina HiSe@ 200
previous minimum substring into the partition correspoigdio that ~ téchnology. The second one is the sequence data of Red baited
minimum substring. This part of code is not presented in Athm constrictor (snake) downloaded frdmoshar e. bi oi nf or mati cs. ucdavi s.
. These short reads were obtained with the Genome Analyzer

After obtaining the partitions, we can use a simple hashetabl technology. The third one is the sequence data of Lake Malawi
whose keys are k-mers and values are k-mer counts to count tH’éCh“d (flsh) downloaded froihi oshar e. bi oi nfornati cs. ucdavi s. edu/
k-mer frequencies. For each partition, break the “supeieksitinto And the last one is the sequence data of soybean downloaoked fr
k-mers and insert these k-mers into a hash table. Sinceeatje ftp://public.genomcs.org.cn/ Bd/soybean resequenci ng/fas
mers are only different by the first and last symbol, diretshift Some basic facts about these four data sets are shown inZable
operations (A, C, G, T can be encoded using 2 bits) can beeppli
here to improve the efficiency. Whenever we see a new k-mer, wg.2 K-mer Counting Efficiency
first look up the hash table to see if it is already in the habletaf
yes, we increase the frequency count by 1; otherwise, wehfik+

mer along with an initial frequency value 1 into the hasheablfter 5oy fish which is a fast, memory efficient k-mer countinglto
processing one parfition, write the entries in hash table thsk  pa5eq on a multi-threaded, lock-free hash table optimized f
filf] and release the memory occupied by that hash table. Since a&)unting k-mers up to 31 nucleotides in length; and BFCaunte

the occurrences of the same k-mer will locate Fnthe samdiipart _ which is a k-mer counting tool with greatly reduced memory
the frequency count of a k-mer can be found in only one disk file ¢4\ jirements based on bloom filter, a probabilistic datactre.

This is a very good property, as we do not have to later memgeth  gecoynter is a completely in-memory kmer counting method.
Jellyfish can work both as in-memory or out-of-core. It regsi

1 Actually we will sort the k-mers in hash table before writithgm back to ~ user to pre-specify the size of the hash table: if the hasle tiab
disk. Such sorting is used to facilitate efficient query ahkr frequencies. large enough to hold all the k-mers, it will be an in-memorytioel;

We conduct experiments to test the efficiency of our MSPKroar@er
and compare it with two state-of-the-art k-mer countingatyms:
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bioshare.bioinformatics.ucdavis.edu/Data/hcbxz0i7kg/Snake/short_inserts/
bioshare.bioinformatics.ucdavis.edu/ Data/hcbxz0i7kg/fish/
ftp://public.genomics.org.cn/BGI/soybean_resequencing/fastq/
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otherwise, whenever the hash table fills up, the intermedigults  BFCounter. Jellyfish(Disk) was able to finish the countingkta
will be written to disk and merged later, making it become skdi  using a small amount of memory, by writing intermediate hssu
based method. In this set of experiments, we will test Jelyfi to disk and later merging them. But unfortunately, its meggi
under these two different settings, denoted as Jellyfishibdfg) process is relatively inefficient since the k-mer sets insého
and Jellyfish(Disk) respectively. For Jellyfish(Memory)e wre-  intermediate results are not completely disjoint. Therefois much
calculate the number of distinct k-mers in each data set tkema slower than MSPKmerCounter. MSPKmerCounter requires no
sure the hash table is big enough to hold all the k-mers. Fomdditional merging steps after partial counting resulésganerated
Jellyfish(Disk), we set the hash table size to a fixed numb#ratat from individual partitions. Also, as can be seen from Tdhle 4
will consistently make use ef£11 GB memory. We set the number MSPKmerCounter uses less amount of temporary disk space tha
of threads to 1 for all the three methods, since BFCountey onl Jellyfish(Disk). Note that Jellyfish(Memory) and BFCourdernot
supports single thread. For MSPKmerCounter, we set the aumb need to use any temporary disk space since they are comypletel
of wrapped partitions to 1,000 (to reduce memory footpramtg) the  memory-based. Actually the memory consumption and tenmpora
minimum substring length p to 10. disk space usage of our MSP-based counting method can lge full
Table[3 presents the memory consumption and running time focontrolled by varying the number of wrapped partitions ahe t
the three methods when applied to the snake, fish and soyl¢an d minimum substring length. For more discussions (both theoretical
setd for counting 31-mefk and experimental) about the sensitivity of MSP to thesematers,

please refer to Let all (2013).

Table 3. Comparison of memory consumption and running time for dagnt

31-mers on the snake, fish and soybean data sets. 5.3 Scalability
We then conduct experiments to test the scalability of flshy
Algorithm Memory (GB) Run Time (minutes) BFCounter and our MSPKmerCounter. Specifically, we couat th
k-mers in the Budgerigar data set for various levels of cager
snake fish soybean snake  fish  soybeanysing these three counting methods. In order to get difféegals of
coverage, we randomly sampled the short reads data setdin @bt
Jellyfish(Memory) 110 114 43 4555 3745 93.6 desired amount of sequences. As same as the previous egp&ijm
Jellyfish(Disk) 1 1 11 7752 503.7  117.7 here we also test Jellyfish under two different settings.
BFCounter 38 29 13 1899.8 1299 3422  The memory consumption, running time and temporary disk
MSPKmerCounter 9.6 9.9 6.3 4927 399.2 99

space usage for counting 31-mers in the Budgerigar(birth slet
under various levels of coverage are shown in Figures[2(B) ahd
[2(c), respectively.

Table[4 shows the temporary disk space usage for the three Figures[2(g) shows that with the increase of coverage, the
methods when applied to the snake, fish and soybean dateosets imemory consumption of Jellyfish(Memory) increases sigaifily.
counting 31-mers. In comparison, the memory utilizations of BFCounter and
MSPKmerCounter only increase slightly. MSPKmerCounter
outperforms both Jellyfish and BFCounter in terms of memory
footprint. Note that we configure Jellyfish(Disk) to use atsinbl
GB memory, so its memory consumption does not change since

Table 4. Comparison of temporary disk space usage
for counting 31-mers on the snake, fish and soybean

data sets. coverage 5. Figurg 2(pb) shows that with the increase of egeer
the running time of all counting methods increases. Howetver
Algorithm Temp Disk Space Usage (GB) increasing speed of BFCounter is much higher than that byffisl
and MSPKmerCounter. As the coverage increases, the rutimeg
snake fish soybean gap between MSPKmerCounter and Jellyfish(Disk) becomgsiar
and larger, indicating MSPKmerCounter’s better scalghiEven
Jellyfish(Memory) 0 0 0 when compared with the purely memory-based Jellyfish(Mginor
JBT:”éﬁSh(tDiSk) 332 137 ‘84 MSPKmerCounter is only slightly slower at all coveragegyufé
ounter \ H
MSPKmerCounter 217 168 43 shows that the temporary disk space usages of both

Jellyfish(Disk) and MSPKmerCounter increase as the coeerag
increases. But the increasing speed of MSPKmerCounter chmu
slower than that of Jellyfish(Disk), indicating MSPKmer@ter's

As can be seen from Tablgl 3, when applied to a largepetter scalability in disk space utilization. Jellyfish(iery) and
sequence data set with deep coverage, our MSPKmerCoumier SOBFCounter need no extra disk space since they are completely
demonstrates its advantages. It uses much less memory dhian b memory-based. To summary, when the coverage is low (e.g. les
Jellyfish(Memory) and BFCounter. Its running time is close t than 5), the performance differences among Jellyfish, BR@ou
that of Jellyfish(Memory) and significantly shorter thanttleh  and MSPKmerCounter are not very big, though MSPKmerCounter
is still much faster than BFCounter and uses less memory

2 We reserve the bird data set to test scalability (See Sd&t@)N than both Jellyfish and BFCounter. As the coverage increases
3 Jellyfish only supports counting k-mers whose length is Eemg#han 32.  MSPKmerCounter quickly dominates the scene. In a high emesr
BFCounter and MSPKmerCounter do not have such a constraint. situation, the main memory is not big enough for Jellyfish to
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Fig. 2. Memory consumption, running time and temporary disk spazge of Jellyfish, BFCounter and MSPKmerCounter for cogn8i-mers in the
Budgerigar data set under various levels of coverage

finish all the computation in memory and therefore it has tdewr
intermediate results to disk and later merge them. Thissgive MSPKmerCounter(MT) is still faster than Jellyfish(Disk).
MSPKmerCounter a chance to outperform Jellyfish in terms of From (1) and (2) we can conclude that Jellyfish is more swétabl
both memory and time. BFCounter has the advantage that itfor powerful computers (e.g. computers with large RAM andyna
memory usage does not increase a lot as the coverage irkreaseores), while MSPKmerCounter is the better choice for coufitgo
However, compared with MSPKmerCounter, it still requiresren
memory and much longer running time to finish the task. Moggov

enough and the 1/0 bandwidth has become the main bottleneck.

computers (e.g. computers with small RAM and few cores).

the memory consumption, running time and disk space usage

of MSPKmerCounter are fully controllable by varying severa

parameterd (Lét all,[2013).

5.4 Parallelizability

Our MSP-based k-mer counting method can easily be pawtéli
to support multi-threads or be distributed to multiple rnineb to
enable parallel processing. There are three distinct ghimsthe
Minimum Substring Partitioning process. First, it reads ghort
read sequences. Second, it calculates the minimum supsifin

each k-mer and merges possible adjacent k-mers into “super k

mers”. Last, it writes the “super k-mers” back to disk filethiaBe

1 and phase 3 are 1/O operations, so the speedup can be ddtgine
using multi-threads to process phase 2. After partitiondifferent
partitions are completely disjoint. Therefore it is helpfa use
different threads to process different partitions sirmétzusly.

We implemented a preliminary multi-thread version of our
denoted as MSPKmerCounter(MT). Since

MSPKmerCounter,
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Fig. 3. Running time versus #threads for Jellyfish and MSPKmerGuunt

BFCounter is not able to support multiple threads, here wed FUTURE WORK

only conduct experiments to compare MSPKmerCounter(MTh wi
Jellyfish, which is highly optimized to support efficient riul
thread processing. Figué 3 shows the running time congaoné
MSPKmerCounter(MT) and Jellyfish with the increasing numbe
of threads. Here k-mers are counted on the Lake Malawi cichli
(fish) data set withk = 31. Again we test Jellyfish under two
different settings (the settings are as same as those ilnSECH).
From Figurd B we can see that: (1) Jellyfish(Memory) has anstim
linear speedup up to 4 threads, indicating the best paratelity.
This is reasonable since it puts everything in memory anckfoee
involves almost no I/O costs. However, as mentioned befitse,
huge memory footprint will greatly limit its usage on comrnitgd
computers. (2) Both Jellyfish(Disk) and MSPKmerCounterjMT
exhibit good parallelizability for up to 2 threads and thewels
off. This is because these two disk based methods involvé @f lo
1/0 operations. At 2 threads the CPU calculation is alreaaft f

There are some future avenues to pursue to further improve ou
work. First, we can adopt the techniques (e.g. variabletleng
encoding) introduced in Jellyfish_(Marcasal, [2011) to make
space-efficient encoding of keys and reduce the memory usfage
each hash entry to further reduce the memory consumpti@onge
we can think about extending the use of MSP from counting k-
mers to the whole sequence assembly process. Since theskiirmer
different MSP partitions are completely disjoint and thejorigy

of adjacent k-mers in original short reads are retained énséme
partition, it is possible to perform local assembly (inéhgisome
error correction steps like tip removal and bubble mergfoggach
partition and later “glue” these local assembly resultshtaim the
global assembly results. By doing so, the whole assemblyeso
can be done with a very small amount of memory. And the assembl
can speed up a lot with the gains of parallel assembly of pialti
partitions.
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