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ABSTRACT

The two most common data-structures for genome indexing, FM-
indices and hash-tables, exhibit a fundamental trade-off between
memory footprint and performance. We present Ranger, a new
indexing technique for nucleotide sequences that is both memory
efficient and fast. We observe that nucleotide sequences can be rep-
resented as integer ranges and leverage a range-matching algorithm
based on neural networks to perform the lookup.

We prototype Ranger in software and integrate it into the pop-
ular Minimap2 tool. Ranger achieves almost identical end-to-end
performance as the original Minimap2, while occupying 1.7x and
1.2X less memory for short- and long-reads, respectively. With a lim-
ited memory capacity, Ranger achieves up to 4.3x speedup for short
reads compared to FM-Index, and up to 4.2x and 1.8% speedups
for short- and long-reads, compared to hash-tables. Ranger opens
up new opportunities in the context of hardware acceleration by
reducing the memory footprint of long-seed indexes used in state-
of-the-art alignment accelerators by up to 23X which results with
3x faster alignment and negligible accuracy degradation. Moreover,
its worst case memory bandwidth and latency can be bounded in
advance without the need to inflate DRAM capacity.

1 INTRODUCTION

High-throughput DNA sequencing technologies together with ad-
vances in sequence alignment tools have greatly accelerated bio-
logical research [4, 11, 19, 20, 30]. To perform the alignment, many
tools use reference-guided assembly in which nucleotide sequences
(reads) are aligned against a known reference genome. The align-
ment is commonly performed by hand-tuned heuristics. A common
practice is to search for the most likely locations of read fragments
within the genome [13, 15, 17]. The alignment outcome often carries
some degree of inaccuracy due to sequencing errors.

An uncompressed reference genome index consumes tens of
gigabytes of memory. Thus, the alignment process may require
large DRAM capacity, which is known to be one of the primary
factors contributing to the total system cost 1. The memory cost is
particularly high for the cases when the same alignment server is
used by multiple users concurrently. While sometimes it is possible
to reduce the required DRAM size by storing part of the index on
an SSD and loading it on-demand (the mechanism called swapping),
this approach results in a substantial slowdown due to the mostly
random access pattern to the genome which precludes reusing it in
memory.

The two most common data-structures for indexing the genome
are FM-indices [7] and hash-tables [2]. They occupy two opposite
points in the trade-off between performance and memory require-
ments. FM-indices are compact but slower due to their poor spatial
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locality [1]. In contrast, hash-tables are faster but occupy large
amount of memory. To reduce the memory requirements, modern
aligners use a very effective approach called minimizers [26]. In this
work we show a method that, when used together with minimizers,
allows reducing the memory footprint even further.

At the same time, the use of hardware accelerators in DNA
processing pipelines is becoming essential to cope with exponen-
tial growth in the volume of sequenced DNA data [27]. However,
state-of-the-art hardware accelerators either use tens of GBs for
processing a single reference genome [5, 29], involve special mem-
ory technologies [3, 33], or require high memory bandwidth [32].
Thus, there is a clear need for alternative hardware-friendly, space-
efficient and low-bandwidth index technique.

In this work, we present Ranger, a new technique for compact,
hardware-friendly genome indexing that significantly improves
the performance-vs-size trade-off. It is as fast as hash-tables used
by state-of-the-art tools but occupies only about a half of their
memory even when using minimizers. Ranger is easy to integrate
with existing systems and does not require intrusive algorithmic
modifications. To demonstrate that, we incorporate a software pro-
totype of Ranger into the Minimap?2 aligner [17] with minimal code
changes.

Results. When considered for use with existing sequencing accel-
erators, Ranger enables dramatic reduction of the index size for
longer seed sizes, thereby opening new opportunities for accelera-
tion. Specifically, it makes the use of 18bp-long seeds practical in
Darwin [29], reducing the index size from 270GB to 11GB (about
25x smaller). Compared to the 15bp-long seeds currently used in
Darwin, the use of 18bp-long seeds improves the alignment rate
by 3X%, but without Ranger it would not have been cost-effective
due to the prohibitively large memory footprint. Moreover, with
Ranger, using 18bp-long seeds requires 2X less memory than using
15bp-long seeds in the original work [29].

We compare Ranger-enhanced Minimap2 along two axes: align-
ment performance and memory footprint. Ranger achieves almost
identical end-to-end performance as unmodified Minimap2 while
occupying 42% less memory. At the same time, in a memory-constrained
environment Ranger demonstrates up to 4.2x and 1.8X faster end-to-
end alignment rate for short- and long-reads respectively. Moreover,
Ranger is up to 4.3 faster than BWA-MEM [15] while requiring
20% more memory.

Key algorithmic ideas. Ranger compresses the reference genome
index by transforming it from a hash-table of key-value pairs (key:
short nucleotide strings 2 value: location in the reference), into a
map of range - set-of-locations pairs. Each range effectively repre-
sents multiple strings with the same prefix. Given a query string,
Ranger uses a recent efficient neural network-based algorithm for

2Nucleotide strings of a bounded length. See Section 3.0.2 for a formal definition.
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range matching, RORMI, [24] to find the matching prefix, and then
search through the strings in the range to find the matching one
and its locations within the reference.

Ranger is based on prior RQRMI work in the field of network
packet processors. It demonstrates high cache locality and maps
well to vector processing engines. Moreover, its worst case memory
bandwidth and latency are bounded in advance without the need to
inflate the DRAM footprint, in contrast to hash-tables, FM-indices,
or position tables [9].

To summarize, our contributions are as follows. (1) We com-
press the reference genome index in memory by using ranges, and
leverage a neural-net based range matching algorithm to query
the compressed index. (2) We integrate Ranger into the popular
Minimap? aligner with minimal modifications to the original code.
(3) We show that using Ranger, Minimap2 achieves superior end-
to-end performance for machines with a limited memory capacity
and similar performance otherwise, while occupying up to 1.7x
less memory. (4) We show that Ranger has pros when used with
hardware accelerators as it can shorten the processing time by up
to 3x while reducing the index size by up to 25%. (5) We design and
implement a software version of Ranger as a shared library, ready
for integration with future prototypes.

2 BACKGROUND

2.1 Existing indexing techniques

Data-structures used for indexing a reference genome trade mem-
ory footprint for lookup speed. The two most common such data-
structures are suffix-arrays and hash-tables [2]. Suffix-arrays such
as FM-indexes [7] can perform queries of arbitrary input lengths
and thus reduce the number of lookups [14, 18]. Moreover, their
memory footprint is 1.5X-2x smaller than hash-tables. However,
they suffer from excessive number of memory accesses and have
poor spatial locality. Therefore, their performance is inferior to hash-
tables when facing high error rates [1]. Improving performance is
possible but at the expense of increasing the memory footprint by
10X [12, 31]. Hash-tables, on the other hand, perform queries on
fixed-sized read fragments (seeds). They are, in fact, the most com-
monly used data structures for genome indexing [2]. Nonetheless,
they too allocate extra memory to improve performance in order
to reduce hash collisions and boost the lookup speed, e.g., 142% to
achieve an average of 2.16 memory accesses per query [23].

2.2 Range matching

Range matching finds an integer interval, range, that contains an
input integer out of a given dataset of ranges. For example, for the
input integer 3 and the dataset Iy = [0,4], I; = [5, 8], the algorithm
produces Ij as its output. In this work, we refer to the special case in
which the ranges in the dataset do not overlap and the input domain
is limited to 64-bit integers ([0, 2%4 — 1]). Formally, given an ordered
set of non-overlapping R ranges S = {I1, I, ... I} (1 U ... U Ig =
[0,2%* — 1]) and a 64-bit integer x, we say that the matching range
of x is f(x) = I when x € I; (1 < I < R). Traditional software
techniques for range matching are either tree based or hash-table
based. RQRMI [24] is a state-of-the-art range matching algorithm
that uses neural networks (NNs) for learning the positions of the
ranges within the dataset S. RQRMI uses a hierarchical neural-net
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Figure 1: (a) Range matching with RQRMI. (b) RQRMI model
structure.

model (described next) that may index millions of ranges yet is
compact enough to fit the CPU first-level caches, thereby providing
superior performance to existing alternatives.

2.3 The RQRMI model

The Range-Query Recursive Model Index (RQRMI) machine learning
model learns the relative positions of the ranges in a sorted array
that stores them. At the query time, RQRMI takes an integer as an
input and outputs an estimate of the array index of the matching
range. Note that the model is trained on ranges, but the query input
is a single integer. The model is guaranteed to produce the index
estimate within a predefined error bound computed at the training
time.

Armed with the estimate of the index and the error bound, the
query completes by performing a search over a subset of the ranges
located within the error bound of the estimated index in the array.
Formally, given an integer x, the RQRMI model outputs an estimate
for the array index f (x) of the matching range (if it exists in the
array) and an error e(x) such that f(x) € [f(x)—e(x), f(x)+e(x)]
(Fig. 1a).

The RQRMI model consists of many shallow NNs organized in
a hierarchy of at most three stages, as illustrated in Fig. 1b. The
number of NNs per stage is predefined and depends on the number
of ranges in the dataset, with the exception that the first stage must
contain a single NN. An NN in an internal stage is used to select a
single NN in the subsequent stage, while at each stage an NN is fed
with the same input x. Thus, only one NN is evaluated per stage,
with the total of at most three NN evaluations per query. Formally,
denote the number of ranges as R and the output of stage i as ﬁ
Given that stage i + 1 has W NN, the index of the NN in stage i + 1
that processes the input x is | fi(x)/R - W]. The last stage outputs
the array index estimate f (x) and its error bound e(x).

All NNs have the same structure: each consists of one fully-
connected hidden layer with eight perceptrons and ReLU activation
functions. Crucially, the RQRMI training algorithm guarantees a
tight bound on the NNs’ error which ensures lookup correctness
and efficiency.

2.3.1 Training the RQRMI model. The RQRMI training process
is performed stage-by-stage. First, it generates tuples of numbers
(x1, . .., x32) and their locations within the array (f(x1),..., f(x32))
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Figure 2: The Ranger bucket layout when using 64-bit val-
ues.

by sampling the interval set. These tuples are used to perform su-
pervised learning on the NNs such that the numbers are used as
inputs and the locations as the labels to be learned. Once a stage
is trained, its output is used for calculating the set of inputs that
might reach each NN in the following stage. The training process
then proceeds to the subsequent stage, and generates tuples per NN
based on its calculated set of inputs. This process continues for all
stages. After all NNs are trained, the model error is calculated, as
described in [24]. If the error is larger than a predefined threshold,
the training process repeats for another round, and stops after a
predefined number of trials.

2.3.2  RQRMI performance benefits. The RQRMI model may index
millions of ranges with a relatively small error while requiring
about 64KB of memory. Such models are small enough to fit the
L1/L2 CPU caches, thus their use for range matching turns the
task into compute bound. The small model size translates into a
performance advantage compared to hash-tables or trees because
it saves costly DRAM memory accesses.

3 RANGER DESIGN AND IMPLEMENTATION

We propose Ranger, a new technique for indexing nucleotide strings
using range matching. In contrary to previous methods, its unique
combination of high performance and low memory footprint makes
it suitable for systems with low RAM budgets as well as for genome
hardware accelerators. We now describe its design and implemen-
tation principles.

3.0.1 Overview. Ranger takes a lexicographically sorted list of
unique short nucleotide strings of up to 32 nucleotides (keys) and
their positions within the reference genome (values) and divides it
into fixed-sized buckets. The strings that fall into the same bucket
have the same prefix. Thus, each bucket can be represented as an
integer range, as we discuss in Section 3.0.2, which makes it possible
to use range matching as part of the bucket lookup process.

The bucket structure is illustrated in Fig. 2. To save space, nu-
cleotide strings are not stored explicitly in the buckets. Rather, a
bucket stores 15-bit hash of each string. The bucket contains up to
32 hashes of the strings and their corresponding positions in the
reference genome. Since we store hashes false positive matches are
possible. However, the overall read mapping accuracy impact is
negligible, as we show in Section 3.0.4.

A bucket holds a single value for each string. If a string is a sin-
gleton (i.e., there is only a single position in the reference genome),
this position is stored in the bucket. But if there are multiple po-
sitions, such non-singleton entries hold a pointer to their complete
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Figure 3: Conversion from sorted nucleotide strings to inte-
ger ranges.

position list. The combined position list for all non-singleton entries
is stored separately from the buckets.

Ranger can be configured to either hold 64- or 32-bits per value,
depending on the aligner requirements. For example, Minimap
and Minimap2 aligners use 64-bit values for storing the target
sequence index, the position of the Minimizer, and additional strand
information [16].

A query is performed as follows. Given a nucleotide string ¢, an
RQRMI model finds the matching range which corresponds to a
bucket b that contains t. Given b, we search for hash(t) in b. If a
match is found, the corresponding value is returned to the user if ¢
is a singleton. Otherwise, we fetch all the respective positions from
the combined position array.

Hardware-friendly implementation. Buckets are specifically
built to enable efficient CPU implementation. Specifically, all the
string hashes are stored in a single CPU cache line. They can be
checked in parallel using vector instructions. Each bucket is aligned
to a cache line, i.e., it occupies several full cache lines to ensure
access efficiency to the keys.

ROQRMI configuration. Ranger uses a small ROQRMI model with
three stages for indexing the ranges. The number of NNs per stage
is determined by the number of ranges the model index, with a con-
figuration of {1, 8, 119} NN that correspond to 16KB total memory
footprint. The configuration was chosen empirically so that the
ROQRMI error would be 1024 in the worst-case scenario. On average,
the model error is 44 elements which corresponds to a binary search
over six cache lines, and requires at most three memory accesses
per lookup.

Space requirements. The Ranger index data structure consists of
the RQRMI model (16KB), an array of ranges (64-bit per range, see
Section 3.0.2), an array of buckets (320B per bucket using 64-bit
values), and an array of values for the non-singleton entries. Apart
from a few underutilized buckets (Section 3.0.4), the Ranger index
data structure is dense. Thus, it is more space-efficient than a hash-
table as it does not require allocating additional space to reduce
collisions.

3.0.2  Representing string buckets as ranges. Let 2={A,C,G,T} be the
alphabet of nucleotides. In the following, we refer to each of these
characters as base-pairs (bp). We consider a nucleotide string s € >*
as short if it contains at most 32 bp (|s| < 32). By using two bits for
encoding each letter in X, a lexicographically sorted list of short
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nucleotide strings L can be represented as a sorted list of 64-bit
integers. This list can is divided into buckets with a fixed number of
integers, as mentioned in Section 3.0.1. The ordered set of integers
{i1, i2, ..., in} within a bucket define a range r = [iy, in] for that
bucket. See Fig. 3 for illustration. We discuss the case in which L
contains unique nucleotide strings; this is possible since we regard
identical strings as a non-singleton entries (see Section 3.0.1). Let
r; = [bre],re = [bg, ex] be two ranges generated from L that
correspond to buckets [ and k respectively. From the uniqueness of
elements in L, if b; < by then e; < by, meaning the ranges do not
overlap. In this case, we say that r; < r.

For each range, we store only its lower bound to save memory.
This is sufficient to produce a correct match because ranges do not
overlap and the algorithm always scans the resulting bucket for the
matching string. This optimization comes at the cost of the lookup
performance, as the bucket scanning time is the slowest component
(see Section 4.2.5).

3.0.3 Bucket generation. Ranger builds buckets one-by-one by it-
erating over the sorted list of nucleotide strings and populating
their hashes and values within the buckets, as illustrated in Fig. 4.
Whenever it encounters a nucleotide string that causes hash col-
lision in bucket i, it marks the remaining entries in that bucket
as invalid and continues to bucket i + 1. This is essential to avoid
ambiguity in the lookup process by ensuring a single entry per hash
match. Although buckets might not reach full utilization, under-
utilized buckets have insignificant effect on the memory footprint
(see Table 1).

3.0.4 Mapping accuracy and false positives. Ranger uses 15-bits
for storing string hashes and marks invalid entries with zero hash
values. Since there are at most 32 hashes per bucket, false positive
matches occur with probability 32 - (215 — 1)7! < 0.1%. We test the
mapping accuracy by simulating short and long reads using the

Table 1: Various statistics for the Ranger index data struc-
ture for both 32-bit and 64-bit value size configurations.

. . Size (GB)
Reads Keys Singles  Buckets Util. 32-bit  64-bit
Short 493M 96.7% 12.9M 99.6% 2.79 4.77
Long 545M 38.7% 3.1IM 99.9% 2.55 491

Notes: The two data structures index the human reference genome GRCh38
using the Ranger plugin for Minimap2 (see Section 3.0.5). The short read pre-
set uses (28,11)-Minimizers and the long read preset uses (15,10)-Minimizers.
A (k, w)-Minimizer is the smallest k-mer in a window of w consecutive
k-mers [26].

methodology described in Section 4.1. The results in Fig. 5 demon-
strate that the effect of false-positives matches on the mapping
accuracy is negligible.

3.0.5 Implementation. Ranger is implemented using C++ as a dy-
namic library with a simple API compatible with C applications.
To achieve maximum performance, it incorporates AVX2 SIMD
instructions which are available in Intel CPUs since 2012. The li-
brary (libranger) has no external dependencies except the library
for fast RQRMI training (libnmu), provided as part of the Ranger
repository [25].

We integrate Ranger into the state-of-the-art sequence aligner
Minimap23 [17]. We select Minimap2 for its accuracy and relative
performance over other popular aligners for both short and long
reads. Overall, the integration contains 840 new lines of code, out
of which 93 replace original code. Specifically, we had to alter
the Minimap2 code to support batched queries to be compatible
with Ranger. Note that Ranger is oblivious to Minimap2 internals
and is only responsible for generating the index data-structure
and performing queries on it. Specifically, Ranger is unaware of

3We use Minimap2 version 2.22-r1105 committed on 16-Aug-2021. https://github.com/
lh3/minimap2/tree/05a8a4


https://github.com/lh3/minimap2/tree/05a8a4
https://github.com/lh3/minimap2/tree/05a8a4

Nucleotide String Indexing using Range Matching

Short reads Long reads
» 100 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T
3 98 |- - [ -
= —®
= 9 |- — = / —
o}
& o4 - H -
5]
= 92 — — —
& 90 T | S R AN ANIT B T | S R AN ANIT B
105 10" 103 10?2 105 10" 103 10?2
Error rate Error rate

Minimap2 —— Minimap2 w/ Ranger

Figure 5: Mapping accuracy of simulated reads using Min-
imap2 with and without Ranger. Storing hashes of strings
does not have visible effects on the mapping precision. The
accuracy measurement methodology is similar to the one
presented in the Minimap?2 paper. A read is considered cor-
rectly mapped if its longest alignment overlaps at least 10%
of its ground truth position within the reference. We sort
the resulting mapping qualities in descending order, then
for each mapping quality threshold we plot the percentage
of aligned reads with mapping quality above the threshold
and their error rate. See Section 4.1 for more details on the
simulated datasets.

the fact that Minimap2 works with Minimizers; nevertheless, we
found a Minimizer configuration for short reads that works better
for Minimap2 with Ranger (see Table 1). The documentation of
libranger alongside its code and the Minimap2 integration are freely
available at https://github.com/acsl-technion/ranger.

4 SOFTWARE PROTOTYPE RESULTS

We evaluate the impact of Ranger software prototype on the end-
to-end performance of the popular aligner Minimap2. Our primary
question is how the size reduction achievable using Ranger affects
systems with a limited RAM budget, and whether the effect scales
with the number of cores. We also show how Ranger behaves com-
pared to hash-tables when the memory capacity is not the primary
bottleneck.

4.1 Methodology

All experiments were performed on a Linux machine with Ubuntu
18.04 (Linux kernel 5.4) and an Intel Xeon Silver 4116 CPU @
2.1 GHz with 32KB L1 cache, 1024KB L2 cache, and 16.5MB LLC.
We disable hyper-threading and allocate one CPU core per soft-
ware thread. We use Linux cgroups to limit the RAM capacity
for simulating various machine memory configurations. Unless
stated otherwise, experiments were performed with eight software
threads. We test various aspects of Ranger integrated into Min-
imap2. For the baseline we use Minimap2 with batched queries,
which is slightly faster than the original Minimap2 version. We set
Ranger to use 64-bit values as also used in the original Minimap2
for the sake of a fair comparison. We use the default Minimap2
configurations —x sr’ and '-x map-ont’ for aligning short and long
reads, respectively. Ranger uses minimizer sizes for short reads
that differ from Minimap2 defaults, with (28,11)-minimizers and
(15,10)-minimizers for short- and long-reads respectively, compared

to (21,11)-minimizers and (15,10)-minimizers in the original Min-
imap2. These configurations were empirically selected due to their
superior results in both methods. Short reads alignment perfor-
mance is also compared against the popular BWA-MEM aligner
with default configuration [15].

4.1.1 Datasets. Our evaluation uses both synthetic and real world
sequencing data. Real data for short reads was obtained from EMBL-
ENA accessories ERR194147_1 (787M reads of length 101bp from
which we randomly sampled 100M reads), SRR826460_1 (89M reads
of length 150bp), and SRR826471_1 (186M reads of length 250bp).
For long reads, we use 668K MinION reads with N50 of 11,218 [11].
We also simulate 10M short reads of length 150bp and 200K long
reads with N50 of 12,716bp using Mason2 [10] and PBSIM2 [22], re-
spectively. For Mason2, we use the "-illumina-prob-mismatch-scale
2.5 option, similar to the setting reported in the Minimap2 paper.
For PBSIM2, we use the PacBio P6-C4 chemistry. Index data struc-
tures were generated on the human reference genome GRCh38 [6].

4.1.2  Accuracy measurements. Our measurement of the end-to-end
mapping accuracy is similar to the one presented in the Minimap2
paper. A read is considered correctly mapped if its longest align-
ment overlaps at least 10% of its ground truth position within the
reference. We sort the resulting mapping qualities in descending
order, then for each mapping quality threshold we plot the percent-
age of aligned reads with mapping quality above the threshold and
their error rate.

4.2 End-to-end results

4.2.1 Performance. We test Ranger’s end-to-end performance on
real data as a function of the memory capacity. The results illus-
trated in Fig. 6a and Fig. 6b show that Ranger is up to 4.2X faster
(1.7x geometric mean) than the original Minimap2 for machines
with a limited memory budget and that it achieves roughly the same
performance as the baseline using 1.5X less RAM (for example, the
performance of vanilla Minimap2 in a 12GB server are identical
to the performance of Minimap2 with Ranger in a 8GB server). In
addition, Ranger achieves between 1.9%X-4.2X (2.7X geometric mean)
speedup compared to BWA-MEM, while occupying 1.2X more mem-
ory footprint. When the memory is not the primary bottleneck,
Ranger’s performance is similar to the baseline for three out of
the four data-sets. The only data-set in which Ranger is worse
is the 100M 101bp data-set, with a 5Min (16%) slowdown. This
behavior originates from the difference in the minimizer configu-
ration between the two methods, while using the same minimizer
sizes yields similar performance results. Still, we believe that the
(28-11)-minimizer configuration is more suitable for Ranger as it
demonstrates better results for 14 out of 15 experiments.

4.2.2  Memory footprint. Table 2 presents the breakdown of Min-
imap2 memory footprint when using hash-tables and Ranger as its
indexing techniques respectively, with minimizers enabled. Over-
all, the Minimap2 memory footprint while using Ranger is smaller
by 1.72x and 1.18X for short- and long-reads, respectively. Both
methods need to store the reference genome and the position lists
of non-singleton entries alongside their index. Consequently, any
difference in the total memory footprint between the two originates
from the density of Ranger’s data-structure, which increases with
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Figure 6: Sequence alignment time with and without Ranger
for short- and long-reads of five RAM size categories (lower
is better). See Section 4.1.1 for more information about the
evaluated datasets. The performance speedups of Ranger
compared to the original Minimap2 tool are annotated in
bold text above the bars. (a) Results for short-reads. The
x-axis labels 101, 150, and 250 correspond to short reads
with 101, 150, and 250 base-pairs, respectively. (b) Results
for long-reads.

Table 2: The index size in MB using hash-tables and Ranger,
both with 64-bit values.

Short Reads Long Reads
Hash Ranger X Hash Ranger X
Tables Tables
Idx 8321 4051 2.0x 2082 980 2.1x
Pos 981 719 1.4x 3937 3937 1x
Str 1478 1478 1X 1478 1478 1X
Total 10780 6248 1.7x 7498 6395 1.2x

Notes: We used the human reference genome GRCh38 and Minimap2 with
Ranger. Idx stands for the index data-structure, e.g., the hash-table or the
bucket array. Pos is the combined position list of all non-singleton entries.
Str stands for the reference nucleotide string.

the number of unique bucket entries. Moreover, the percentage of
the position lists out of the overall memory footprint diminishes
as the number of singletons increases (e.g., as in the case of short
reads), which further helps reduce the index size.
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Figure 7: (a) The effect of the memory capacity on the aver-
age query time using Minimap2 with hash-tables and with
Ranger. The curves represent the geometric mean over all
datasets. (b) Minimap2 end-to-end alignment time using
Ranger for short reads as a function of the number of cores.

Table 3: Breakdown of the Ranger query time to its basic
components.

RQRMI Range Array Bucket

Inference Search Lookup
Time [ns] 45 218 337
Percentage (%) 8 36 56

4.2.3 The source of speedups. Minimap2 uses an efficient hash-
table implementation that uses extra-memory to avoid hash colli-
sions. In contrast, Ranger can occupy half the memory without per-
formance penalties. As such, limiting the memory capacity causes
the hash-table to spill out of the main memory into slow storage
and suffer from storage accesses as part of the lookup process. As
server memory capacity decreases, storage accesses become the
dominating factor of the lookup process, as illustrated in Fig. 7a.

4.2.4  Scalability with the number of CPU cores. We evaluate the
scalability of Ranger with the number of cores by measuring its end-
to-end performance on simulated short reads. We use 16GB of RAM
to keep the reference genome in memory. The results in Fig. 7b
show a diminishing return in performance as the number of cores
increases. This behavior is not unique to Ranger as it is also observed
in the baseline. Both methods achieve nearly identical results. This
indicates that Ranger does not induce additional overheads when
using multiple cores.

4.2.5 Understanding Ranger’s lookup latency. Table 3 shows the
breakdown of Ranger’s query time to its basic components: RQRMI
inference, binary search over the range array, and the bucket in-
ternal lookup. We report the performance results of the short read
index. With a 56% of the total latency, the bucket internal lookup
is the slowest. Given the large memory footprint of the bucket
array and its random access nature, bucket lookups often result
with minor page faults (i.e., TLB misses) that hinder the lookup
performance. Huge-tables can help reduce the effect of TLB misses.
The binary search occupies 36% of the total lookup latency. The
range array of the short read index occupies 98.4MB (12.9M ranges,
8B per range, see Table 1), so it does not fit the CPU cache and the
RAM access latency governs the search performance. The RQRMI
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worst-case error is 1024, hence the binary search takes at most
10 memory accesses. Yet, the average case requires three memory
accesses. The fastest component is the RORMI inference, with 8%
of the total lookup time. This is expected, as the RQRMI model is
designed to fit within the CPU’s L1 cache and to use efficient SIMD
instructions.

4.2.6 Ranger vs. FM-index. We did not conduct a direct comparison
between the two due to the difficulty of decoupling the indexing
technique from other aspects of the alignment process. FM-indices
are known to be significantly slower than hash-tables [2], partly
for their inability to take advantage of CPU characteristics such as
cache line access granularity or memory prefetching [31]. As an
example, the Minimap2 tool uses an efficient hash-table implemen-
tation and achieves a 3X-4x and 30X faster end-to-end alignment
speeds compared to the FM-index-based Bowtie2 [13] and BWA-
MEM [15] for short- and long-reads, respectively. Since Ranger
achieves a comparable end-to-end alignment performance over
hash-tables (Section 4.2), it is safe to assume that it is faster than
FM-indices. When it comes to memory footprint, it depends on
Ranger’s configuration: for the 64-bit value size setting Ranger is
30% larger than the equivalent FM-index and for the 32-bit setting

their size is roughly the same 4.

5 HARDWARE ACCELERATION BENEFITS

Ranger can benefit hardware accelerators for sequence alignment [8,
21, 28, 29]. State-of-the-art methods for long-read alignment fo-
cus on hash-tables or seed position tables [9] for their efficiency
compared to suffix-trees or FM-indices. However, the trade-offs
exhibited by both hash-tables and seed position tables require com-
promises between performance and memory capacity. For example,
Drawin [29], a state-of-the-art hardware accelerator for long-read
alignment, uses a seed position table for indexing seeds of 15bp
length. However, the use of such a small seed length is subopti-
mal from the performance perspective. Our experiments show, for
example, that 18bp seeds improve the end-to-end alignment perfor-
mance by 3x (Fig. 8a) thanks to the high percentage of singleton
seeds (Fig. 8b) while having a minor accuracy impact (Fig. 8c). Yet,
using seed position tables for large seeds is impractical due to their
large index size, e.g., 272GB for 18bp seeds compared to 20GB for
15bp seeds (Fig. 8d). Hash-tables are smaller but not by much: their
total index size is 75.5GB for 18bp seeds. In comparison, Ranger
can index 18bp seeds with only 11.7GB while using the 32-bit value
setting.

Another advantage of Ranger is its memory bandwidth and la-
tency: they are deterministic and bounded, making the hardware
implementation much simpler. The small size of the RQRMI model
makes it fit the fast on-chip memory and its inference process can
be efficiently pipelined as it uses a constant number of floating-
point operations. The range array can be transformed to fit the
fast on-chip memory so the binary search can be performed effi-
ciently without accessing the DRAM. This transformation has been
described in [25]. In essence, adjacent ranges in the range array
are merged to form a single large range, effectively reducing the
number of ranges to be stored in the range array indexed by the

4We refer to the compressed version of the FM-index that occupies 4.7GB, not to the
uncompressed version which occupies 48GB [31].
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Figure 8: The implications of using different seed lengths
for performing long read alignment. The experiments were
performed using Minimap2 on simulated long reads (see Sec-
tion 4.1). (a) The end-to-end processing time decreases as the
seeds’ length increases. The bold annotations represent per-
formance speedups compared to 15bp. (b) The percentage
of singleton entries increases as the seeds’ length increases.
The bold annotations represent the ratio compared to 15bp.
(c) The impact of the end-to-end mapping accuracy as a func-
tion of the seeds’ lengths. Seed lengths of 16 and 17bp be-
have similarly. See Section 4.1 for the methodology of the
accuracy measurement. (d) The memory footprint of both
the seed position table index data structure [9] and Ranger.
The bold annotations represent the ratio between the two.

RORMI model. This smaller array is stored in the fast on-chip mem-
ory. The original ranges are stored in DRAM off-chip. After RQRMI
determines the large range, the algorithm fetches the constituent
original ranges from DRAM.

For example, by merging together eight buckets from the short-
read preset (see Table 1), the new range array occupies 12.25MB and
can fit the fast on-chip memory of modern ASICs. Following the
binary search, a single DRAM access fetches the constituent ranges
so the appropriate bucket could be found. In this example, this tech-
nique requires one DRAM access of 64B per lookup. Fetching the
appropriate bucket requires an additional DRAM access. For 32-bit
values, the algorithm fetches an additional 192B per lookup. In cases
where non-singleton entries are matched, another DRAM access
is required for fetching the appropriate location lists. Using the
common optimization of discarding high-frequency seeds makes
this access deterministic in terms of bandwidth. In our example,
discarding seeds with more than 64 locations would result with
another 256B per lookup. But high-frequency seeds are quite rare
because Ranger uses large seed lengths, resulting in 17% for 18bp
seeds in our example.

To conclude, a hardware implementation of Ranger requires
three DRAM accesses and 512B of DRAM bandwidth per lookup in



the worst-case scenario, and 2.17 accesses of 300B in the average-
case. This result corroborates the benefits of Ranger for indexing
reference genome in hardware accelerators.

6 CONCLUSION

We have presented Ranger, a new technique for nucleotide string
indexing using range matching. Ranger takes advantage of RORMI
models to perform fast range matching as part of the seed lookup
procedure, thus reducing the size of the index data-structure to
half of the equivalent hash-table. Ranger is not limited by the
performance-vs-size trade-off as exhibited in both FM-indices and
hash-tables. Compared to the state-of-the-art Minimap2 tool, Ranger
achieves up to 4.2X end-to-end speedup for machines with a limited
memory capacity. When the memory is not the primary bottleneck,
Ranger demonstrates a performance similar to hash-tables while
occupying up to 42% less memory footprint. Ultimately, its limited
memory bandwidth and predictable latency makes it suitable for
next-generation hardware accelerators for sequence alignment.

REFERENCES

[1] Mohammed Alser, Ziilal Bingol, Damla Senol Cali, Jeremie Kim, Saugata Ghose,
Can Alkan, and Onur Mutlu. Accelerating genome analysis: A primer on an
ongoing journey. IEEE Micro, 40(5):65-75, 2020.

[2] Mohammed Alser, Jeremy Rotman, Dhrithi Deshpande, Kodi Taraszka, Huwenbo
Shi, Pelin Icer Baykal, Harry Taegyun Yang, Victor Xue, Sergey Knyazev, Ben-
jamin D Singer, et al. Technology dictates algorithms: recent developments in
read alignment. Genome biology, 22(1):249, 2021.

[3] Shaahin Angizi, Jiao Sun, Wei Zhang, and Deliang Fan. Aligns: A processing-
in-memory accelerator for dna short read alignment leveraging sot-mram. In
Proceedings of the 56th Annual Design Automation Conference 2019, pages 1-6,
2019.

[4] Rory Bowden, Robert W Davies, Andreas Heger, Alistair T Pagnamenta, Mari-
ateresa de Cesare, Laura E Oikkonen, Duncan Parkes, Colin Freeman, Fatima
Dhalla, Smita Y Patel, et al. Sequencing of human genomes with nanopore
technology. Nature communications, 10(1):1869, 2019.

[5] Yen-Lung Chen, Bo-Yi Chang, Chia-Hsiang Yang, and Tzi-Dar Chiueh. A high-
throughput fpga accelerator for short-read mapping of the whole human genome.
IEEE Transactions on Parallel and Distributed Systems, 32(6):1465-1478, 2021.

[6] 1000 Genomes Project Consortium et al. An integrated map of genetic variation
from 1,092 human genomes. Nature, 491(7422):56, 2012.

[7] Paolo Ferragina and Giovanni Manzini. Opportunistic data structures with
applications. In Proceedings 41st annual symposium on foundations of computer
science. IEEE, 2000.

[8] Daichi Fujiki, Arun Subramaniyan, Tianjun Zhang, Yu Zeng, Reetuparna Das,
David Blaauw, and Satish Narayanasamy. Genax: A genome sequencing acceler-
ator. In IEEE ISCA, 2018.

[9] Robert S Harris. Improved pairwise alignment of genomic DNA. The Pennsylvania

State University, 2007.

Manuel Holtgrewe. Mason: a read simulator for second generation sequencing

data. Technical Report FU Berlin, 2010.

[11] Miten Jain, Sergey Koren, Karen H Miga, Josh Quick, Arthur C Rand, Thomas A

Sasani, John R Tyson, Andrew D Beggs, Alexander T Dilthey, Ian T Fiddes, et al.

Nanopore sequencing and assembly of a human genome with ultra-long reads.

Nature biotechnology, 36(4):338-345, 2018.

Youngmok Jung and Dongsu Han. Bwa-meme: Bwa-mem emulated with a

machine learning approach. Bioinformatics, 38(9):2404-2413, 2022.

Ben Langmead and Steven L Salzberg. Fast gapped-read alignment with bowtie

2. Nature methods, 9(4):357-359, 2012.

Ben Langmead, Cole Trapnell, Mihai Pop, and Steven L Salzberg. Ultrafast

and memory-efficient alignment of short dna sequences to the human genome.

Genome biology, 10(3):1-10, 2009.

Heng Li. Aligning sequence reads, clone sequences and assembly contigs with

bwa-mem. arXiv preprint arXiv:1303.3997, 2013.

[16] Heng Li. Minimap and miniasm: fast mapping and de novo assembly for noisy

long sequences. Bioinformatics, 32(14):2103-2110, 2016.

Heng Li. Minimap2: pairwise alignment for nucleotide sequences. Bioinformatics,

34(18):3094-3100, 2018.

[18] Heng Li and Richard Durbin. Fast and accurate long-read alignment with

burrows—wheeler transform. Bioinformatics, 26(5):589-595, 2010.

=
=2

[12

[13

[14

=
i)

[17

Alon Rashelbach, Ori Rottensterich, and Mark Silberstien

[19] Tuomo Mantere, Simone Kersten, and Alexander Hoischen. Long-read sequencing
emerging in medical genetics. Frontiers in genetics, 10:426, 2019.

Sergey Nurk, Sergey Koren, Arang Rhie, Mikko Rautiainen, Andrey V Bzikadze,
Alla Mikheenko, Mitchell R Vollger, Nicolas Altemose, Lev Uralsky, Ariel Gersh-
man, et al. The complete sequence of a human genome. Science, 376(6588):44-53,
2022.

Corey B Olson, Maria Kim, Cooper Clauson, Boris Kogon, Carl Ebeling, Scott
Hauck, and Walter L Ruzzo. Hardware acceleration of short read mapping. In
IEEE 20th International Symposium on Field-Programmable Custom Computing
Machines, 2012.

Yukiteru Ono, Kiyoshi Asai, and Michiaki Hamada. Pbsim2: a simulator for long-
read sequencers with a novel generative model of quality scores. Bioinformatics,
37(5):589-595, 2021.

Rasmus Pagh and Flemming Friche Rodler. Cuckoo hashing. Journal of Algorithms,
51(2):122-144, 2004.

Alon Rashelbach, Ori Rottenstreich, and Mark Silberstein. A computational
approach to packet classification. In ACM SIGCOMM, 2020.

[25] Alon Rashelbach, Ori Rottenstreich, and Mark Silberstein. ~Scaling open
{vSwitch} with a computational cache. In USENIX NSDI, 2022.

Michael Roberts, Wayne Hayes, Brian R Hunt, Stephen M Mount, and James A
Yorke. Reducing storage requirements for biological sequence comparison. Bioin-
formatics, 20(18):3363-3369, 2004.

Zachary D Stephens, Skylar Y Lee, Faraz Faghri, Roy H Campbell, Chengxi-
ang Zhai, Miles J Efron, Ravishankar Iyer, Michael C Schatz, Saurabh Sinha,
and Gene E Robinson. Big data: astronomical or genomical? PLoS biology,
13(7):1002195, 2015.

Arun Subramaniyan, Jack Wadden, Kush Goliya, Nathan Ozog, Xiao Wu, Satish
Narayanasamy, David Blaauw, and Reetuparna Das. Accelerated seeding for
genome sequence alignment with enumerated radix trees. In 2021 ACM/IEEE
ISCA, 2021.

Yatish Turakhia, Gill Bejerano, and William J Dally. Darwin: A genomics co-
processor provides up to 15,000 x acceleration on long read assembly. ACM
SIGPLAN Notices, 53(2):199-213, 2018.

Erwin L Van Dijk, Yan Jaszczyszyn, Delphine Naquin, and Claude Thermes. The
third revolution in sequencing technology. Trends in Genetics, 34(9):666—681,
2018.

Md Vasimuddin, Sanchit Misra, Heng Li, and Srinivas Aluru. Efficient architecture-
aware acceleration of bwa-mem for multicore systems. In IEEE IPDPS, 2019.
Yuanrong Wang, Xueqi Li, Dawei Zang, Guangming Tan, and Ninghui Sun.
Accelerating fm-index search for genomic data processing. In Proceedings of the
47th International Conference on Parallel Processing, pages 1-12, 2018.

Farzaneh Zokaee, Mingzhe Zhang, and Lei Jiang. Finder: Accelerating fm-index-
based exact pattern matching in genomic sequences through reram technology.
In 2019 28th International Conference on Parallel Architectures and Compilation
Techniques (PACT), pages 284-295. IEEE, 2019.

[20

[21

[22

[23

[24

[26

[27

S
&,

[29

[30

[31

[32

w
&



	Abstract
	1 Introduction
	2 Background
	2.1 Existing indexing techniques
	2.2 Range matching
	2.3 The RQRMI model

	3 Ranger Design and implementation
	4 Software Prototype Results
	4.1 Methodology
	4.2 End-to-end results

	5 Hardware Acceleration Benefits
	6 Conclusion
	References

