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An individual’s adaptive immune receptor (AIR) repertoire records immune history due to the
exquisite antigen specificity of AIRs. Reading this record requires computational approaches for
inferring receptor function from sequence, as the diversity of possible receptor-antigen pairs vastly
outstrips experimental knowledge. Identification of AIRs with similar sequence and thus putatively
similar function is a common performance bottleneck in these approaches. Here, we benchmark
the time complexity of five different algorithmic approaches to radius-based search for Levenshtein
neighbors. We show that a symmetric deletion lookup approach, originally proposed for spell-
checking, is particularly scalable. We then introduce XTNeighbor, a variant of this algorithm that
can be massively parallelized on GPUs. For one million input sequences, XTNeighbor identifies
all sequence neighbors that differ by up to two edits in seconds on commodity hardware, orders of
magnitude faster than existing approaches. We also demonstrate how symmetric deletion lookup
can speed up search with more complex sequence-similarity metrics such as TCRdist. Our contri-
bution is poised to greatly speed up existing analysis pipelines and enable processing of large-scale
immunosequencing data without downsampling.
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Somatic recombination creates adaptive immune re-
ceptors (AIR) of immense diversity. Despite the inde-
pendence of AIR generation across individuals, conver-
gent selection on shared antigens has been commonly
observed lead to the emergence of similar antibodies
[1, 2] and T cell receptors (TCRs) [3–5] across individ-
uals, so called public responses. This insight has driven
the emergence of computational approaches for AIR
repertoire analysis that leverage sequence-similarity to
bridge the sequence-annotation gap in immunology [6–
14].

While sequence-similarity searches have long been a
mainstay of computational biology, bespoke approaches
are beginning to be developed that are tailored to the
particular data-distributional properties of AIR reper-
toires. Due to antigen-driven convergent selection and
recombination biases repertoires often contain highly
similar AIR sequences that differ by only a few edits
in their hypervariable regions [5, 7, 8]. The rationale
for AIR similarity search also differs from traditional
homolog search [15], and instead exploits convergent se-
lection on non-homologous proteins to predict function
from sequence (for an example for similar ideas in the
general protein bioinformatics literature see Littmann
et al. [16]). These tailored tools cover a number of dif-
ferent use cases: First, identification of sequence near-
overlaps between samples can be used to define mea-
sures of repertoire similarity using software packages
such as VDJtools [6] and CompAIRR [13]. Second, un-
supervised clustering of AIR repertoires can identify re-
ceptor groups with putatively shared specificity, called

metaclonotypes or specificity groups using tools such
as TCRdist [8, 9], Gliph [17, 18], iSMART [14] and
ClusTCR [11]. Third, the identification of similar se-
quences can be used for the supervised prediction of
AIR specificity by annotation transfer using tools such
as VDJMatch [10], TCRMatch [12] and KA-Search [19].

Across applications, identification of pairs of se-
quences below a threshold similarity level represents
a common performance bottleneck. Combinatorial
lookup algorithms have recently been proposed [11, 13],
which generate all possible variants of a query sequence
below the threshold distance and then use exact hash-
based comparisons to identify matches. This approach
greatly reduces the computational complexity of find-
ing single-edit neighbors compared to exhaustive search,
but scales poorly to higher threshold distances.

In this paper, we present XTNeighbor (eXtreme T
cell receptor Neighbor search) a parallel-ready algo-
rithm for fast AIR similarity search that overcomes
this limitation and can be applied to cohort-scale AIR
datasets. Our novel contribution is to take a step be-
yond combinatorial lookup by using symmetric deletion
on both query and reference sequences, adapting an ap-
proach pioneered by the spell checking tool SymSpell
[20]. We demonstrate by extensive benchmarking that
the symmetric deletion (SymDel) lookup algorithm is
ideally suited for AIR similarity search and leads to
large performance gain for practically relevant dataset
sizes and similarity thresholds. Our second contribution
is the development of variants of the SymDel lookup al-
gorithm that can be efficiently parallelized on GPUs.
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Figure 1. Symmetric deletion lookup by examples. (A) Reference sequences with insertions are identified by matches
between their deletion variants and the queries. (B) References sequences with substitutions are identified by matches
among deletion variants of both reference and query sequences. (C) Matches between multiple deleted variants of the
same pair of sequence can lead to duplications. (D) Matches between deleted variants can sometimes exceed the threshold
distance (d = 1 in this example). Post-processing can be used to cover the cases shown in C and D, i.e. to remove duplicates
and pairs exceeding the threshold.

Taken together, our advances on algorithm design and
parallelization provide a template for making AIR sim-
ilarity search lightning fast.

The remainder of the paper is structured as followed:
Section I introduces the SymDel lookup algorithm and
our work on parallelizing this algorithm for GPU ac-
celeration in XTNeighbor. Section II presents bench-
marking results comparing SymDel lookup to other al-
gorithms and existing tools on an AIR sequence dataset.
In the final section we discuss potential applications of
XTNeighbor and directions for future research.

I. XTNEIGHBOR

In the following section, we will motivate and de-
scribe the key considerations that have led us to de-
velop the XTNeighbor algorithm. The descriptions are
supplemented by step-by-step definitions and process
diagrams of the algorithms provided in Appendix A.

A. The symmetric deletion lookup algorithm

Symmetric deletion (SymDel) lookup is a variation
of the combinatorial lookup algorithm that uses exact
matching of only deletion variants on both the query
and reference side. This algorithm was introduced by
Garbe [20] for spell-checking, but is not widely known

in the bioinformatics literature. We therefore review
how this algorithm works through a collection of exam-
ples provided in Fig. 1. From the SymDel perspective,
generating insertions on the query side is equivalent to
generating deletions on the reference end of the com-
parison (Fig. 1A). Similarly, generating substitutions is
equivalent to performing deletion on both sides with the
substituting character being removed (Fig. 1B).

By generating only deletion variants, the SymDel al-
gorithm achieves significant efficiency gains. At query
time instead of generating all possible insertion / sub-
stitution / deletion variants of a query, only deletions
need to be generated. This leads to a reduction of com-
binatorial complexity, for example a string of length 10
has 79,746 possible neighbors at Levenshtein distance 2
but only 56 deletion variants.

An attentive reader might have noticed that SymDel
can return duplicated (Fig. 1C) or irrelevant matches
(Fig. 1D) as consecutive character repeats and character
swaps may lead to false positives. Fortunately, the num-
ber of returned candidate pairs is typically very small
compared to all possible pairs that would be tested by
a brute-force approach. Therefore, the output of the
algorithm can be filtered in a post-processing step with
minimal overhead.
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B. Overcoming parallelization bottlenecks

In developing XTNeighbor our aim was to provide an
implementation of SymDel lookup that can achieve the
parallelization benefit provided by Graphical Process-
ing Units (GPU). Achieving high performance requires
removing parallelization bottlenecks and implementing
all steps of the code using optimized parallel primitives.

Parallel primitives are optimized high-level opera-
tions designed to distribute the workload efficiently
across GPU cores. XTNeighbor is written in C++
using the CUDA framework and uses six existing
parallel primitives from the CUB library [21]: map,
sortKeyValues, sort, unique, uniqueCount, and if.
None of the existing parallel primitives support, how-
ever, mapping elements in a one-to-many fashion which
is required for the symmetric deletion approach to gen-
erate multiple shortened sequences from the same input.
We thus implemented a new parallel primitive expand,
which takes small consecutive chunks of an array as in-
put and produces consecutive chunks of an output array
in one-to-many/many-to-many fashion. To allow paral-
lelization, this primitive requires two conditions. First,
the output must not overlap among chunks. Second,
the number of outputs must be calculable ahead of time
such that output memory can be allocated without race
conditions. When these conditions are fulfilled, differ-
ent chunks of input and output can be independently
assigned to each GPU core for parallel processing.

A further hurdle in parallelizing SymDel lookup arises
in the initialization of the multi-value hash map. Mul-
tiple independent processes could be inserting the same
key, which leads to race condition problem. To avoid
this, the most common implementations of hash ta-
bles on GPU do not natively support multi-value hash
maps [22, 23]. To overcome this limitation, we re-
placed the multi-value hash map with a parallel key-
grouping operation, which can be implemented using
the sortKeyValues and uniqueCount primitives. Each
group contains all identical keys and thus can be used
to recreate the information that would be provided by
a multi-value hash map.

C. Overcoming memory bottlenecks

At very large input sizes, the algorithm we have
just described has large memory requirements. To re-
duce memory needs, we next implemented a streaming
version of XTNeighbor. In this streaming algorithm,
the input is divided into chunks which are processed
only once in a forward direction to produce an output
for downstream processing and then immediately dis-
carded. Streaming allows XTNeighbor to operate at
any scale with constant memory size.

However, two problems with the original parallelized
algorithm need to be overcome to allow streaming: di-
rectional change and unbounded matching. Directional
change occurs during the grouping operation, where the
direction of the processed data is changed from its origi-
nal order to a new grouped order. Unbounded matching
occurs during duplication removal, which requires the
matching of duplicated values across chunks. Both op-
erations cannot directly be performed in a streaming
fashion, as values from the current chunk would need
to be unboundedly retained in order to anticipate the
possible matching in future chunks.

To solve both problems, we introduced a 2-
dimensional buffer which stores data in a sorted grid
format such that data written in a row-wise manner
can be accessed in a column-wise manner in another or-
der. Such a buffer directly solves the directional change
problem, if one of the access directions is in the grouping
order. Furthermore, by binning the data into columns
consistently, we can ensure that, regardless of chunk, a
particular sequence is always assigned to the same col-
umn. If all repeated values are part of the same column,
the unbounded matching problem is reduced to column-
bounded matching, the latter of which is feasible with
constant memory size.

More specifically, we define a 2-dimensional buffer as
follows. First, we divide the input stream into N sepa-
rate chunks as S = [s1; s2, ...; sN ]. Then, as we store it
in the 2-dimensional buffer in row-order, we further di-
vide it into smaller chunks cij by binning the sequences
from the chunks into M equal-width bins in column or-
der:

C =

 c11 . . . c1M
...

. . .
cN1 cNM

 , cij ∈ si, cij ∈ binj

With this definition, fetching data in a column-wise
order with a sort operation fj = sort([c1j ; c2j ; . . . ; cNj ])
yields sorted data across chunks and also guarantees
that all data in the bins (which includes all possible
matches) are contained in a single read.

One missing piece of this solution is that the buffer
is required to store the entire output stream, which in
itself requires substantial memory. However, we can
simply process the data multiple times M , each time
only focusing on a small number of bins. The number
of bins can be calculated ahead of time by determin-
ing the number of elements falling in each bin and then
solving a bin packing optimization problem [24] that
minimizes M subject to memory constraints. Among
the solutions to bin packing proposed in the literature
we chose "Next-Fit Bin" [25] due to its conceptual sim-
plicity and order-preserving property.
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II. RESULTS

A. Computational complexity of algorithmic
approaches to AIR similarity search

We first comprehensively benchmarked algorithmic
approaches to AIR similarity search on an equal footing
in the absence of parallelization. We thus focused our
benchmark on determining how algorithm speed scales
with the size of the input data and the threshold choice.
By focusing on the empirical time complexity of the al-
gorithms in relevant ranges of dataset sizes, we sought
to understand the performance of the algorithms with-
out being overly biased by implementation details.

We identified three alternative approaches from a lit-
erature search for exact Levenshtein distance radius-
based similarity search on strings:

• Exhaustive search, the brute-force algorithm com-
paring all pairs of sequences

• Combinatorial lookup: a hashing-based approach
based on generating all possible neighboring se-
quences [11, 13]

• BKtree: a tree-based edit distance neighbor
search algorithm for strings [26]

For the BKtree algorithm we made use of the bktree
library [27]. For all other algorithms we used our own
Python implementations.

Sequence-to-vector representation approaches have
gained tremendous popularity in bioinformatics appli-
cations over the last decade [28–31]. We thus addition-
ally implemented a representation-based algorithm that
allows exact Levenshtein distance radius searches as an
exemplar of this paradigm, which is described in detail
in Appendix B:

• K-d tree bag: a tree-based neighbor search algo-
rithm for vectors, which can be applied to identify
similar AIRs using a bag-of-amino-acids represen-
tation.

To make our benchmark realistic we used real-world
TCRβ sequencing data of complementarity determin-
ing region 3 (CDR3) sequences from a large cohort
of healthy human subjects [32]. We filtered the data
to keep only valid sequences of length between one
and eighteen amino acids and removed all duplicate se-
quences. We created random subsets of the data of the
following sizes: 1k, 3k, 10k, 30k, and 100k sequences.
At each dataset size, we averaged run times over 30 ran-
domly chosen samples. All benchmarks were performed
using Google Colab (Intel Xeon CPU 1 core with 51GB
of RAM) to make it easy to reproduce the results.

The benchmarking result shows substantial perfor-
mance benefits of the SymDel approach compared to

other algorithms already at a threshold distance of a
single edit (Fig. 2A), but in particular at the larger
threshold of two edits (Fig. 2B).

To assess empirical scalability, we fitted each curve to
a power-law, log(t) = A log(n)+B, where t denotes run
time, n denotes number of inputs, and A/B are fitted
parameters. The scaling exponents A are reported in
Table I. The exhaustive search time scales empirically
∼ O(n2), as expected as this algorithm considers all
n(n − 1)/2 pairs of sequences. Combinatorial lookup
reduces empirical time complexity to ∼ O(n), again
following theory expectations. Combinatorial lookup
involves O(n) hash table queries, each of which takes
O(1) time. BK-tree and k-d tree both show very sim-
ilar performance each with scaling exponents interme-
diate between the other approaches. Finally, SymDel
lookup empirically has a close to linear ∼ O(n) scaling,
demonstrating that for tested sample sizes most time is
spent on the neighbor candidate generation step (with
expected O(n) scaling) rather than on the postprocess-
ing (with expected O(n2) scaling).

While both combinatorial lookup and SymDel lookup
have a time complexity ∼ O(n), performance scales very
differently with the threshold choice (Fig. 2C). Com-
binatorial lookup is about three orders of magnitude
slower at a threshold d = 2. SymDel lookup in contrast
scales much more favorably to d = 2, illustrating the
power of the symmetric deletion trick.

B. Benchmarking XTNeighbor

We next used the same dataset to benchmark the per-
formance gain achieved by XTNeighbor through paral-
lelization. To this end, we compared single-core CPU
performance of SymDel lookup with XTNeighbor per-
formance on a commodity GPU (Nvidia Tesla T4). We
benchmarked both the base version of XTNeighbor as
well as its streaming equivalent XTNeighbor-streaming.
To test scalability to larger sample sizes, we used the
following sample sizes in this benchmark: 30K, 100K,
300K, 1M, 3M, 10M, and 30M.

The results show that XTNeighbor is able to leverage

Algorithm d = 1 d = 2

Combinatorial Lookup 1.02 1.00
SymDel Lookup 0.95 1.08
BK-tree 1.71 1.91
k-d tree 1.71 2.00
Exhaustive search 2.11 2.11

Table I. Empirical time complexity of algorithms on the
CPU benchmark (Fig. 2) as determined by power-law fits
for Levenshtein distance thresholds of d = 1 and d = 2.
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Figure 2. Benchmark of AIR sequence similarity search algorithms on CPU. Time measured in seconds for
near-sequence neighbor search as a function of input size for various algorithms at Levenshtein distance threshold (A) d = 1
and (B) d = 2. Lines are linear fits on log-log scale. (C) Side-by-side comparison of search time at different thresholds for
3,000 sequences. In bold: Algorithms that have not previously been applied to AIR similarity search to our knowledge.
Note that BKtree and k-d tree bag performance overlaps in A.
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Figure 3. Benchmark of GPU-accelerated similarity search. Time measured in seconds as a function of input size at
Levenshtein distance threshold (A) d = 1 and (B) d = 2. The most scalable CPU algorithm SymDel lookup is compared to
the GPU algorithms XTNeighbor and XTNeighbor-streaming. Lines are linear fits on log-log scale. Only the largest three
input sizes at which each algorithm could be run were used for fitting due to non-linear scaling in small samples.

parallelization effectively to reduce computing time by
10x-100x compared to SymDel lookup on CPU (Fig. 3).
XTNeighbor shows sublinear scaling presumably due
to overheads in using GPU in small samples. The
base XTNeighbor algorithm is faster than its streaming
equivalent but, given memory limitations of the tested
GPU, does not scale to 30 million sequences. In com-
parison, XTNeighbor-streaming can process 30 million
sequences at distance 1 in about a minute, and 10 mil-
lion sequences at distance 2 in about three minutes.
Taken together, these results demonstrate the scalabil-
ity of XTNeighbor to cohort-size datasets.

C. Comparison with existing tools

We next sought to compare SymDel lookup and
XTNeighbor to existing AIR similarity search tools.
Many tools use heuristics to speed-up neighbor search,
such as fuzzy preclustering [11] or fixed-length prealign-
ments [19], and are thus not directly comparable. For
a fair comparison, we decided to compare our tools
against CompAIRR [13], as this software also allows
exact radius-based similarity search. CompAIRR uses
combinatorial lookup, but differs from our own imple-
mentation of this algorithmic approach by being imple-
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Figure 4. Benchmark of repertoire overlap computation speed against CompAIRR. Time measured in seconds
as a function of the number of input repertoires at Hamming distance threshold (A) d = 1 and (B) d = 2. XTNeighbor-
streaming is the fastest algorithm across thresholds and dataset sizes thanks to GPU acceleration and symmetric deletion.

mented in C++ and by using a custom Bloom filter for
lookups [33]. CompAIRR does not support Levenshtein
distance neighbor search with d > 1, so we needed to
adjust our benchmarking task to a Hamming distance
neighbor search instead. To apply our algorithms to
Hamming distance, we modified the last step of the al-
gorithm to filter by Hamming instead of Levenshtein
distance. We again used data from Emerson et al. [32],
but we focused on a slightly different task, namely the
computation of repertoire overlap among different num-
bers of repertoires, which we sampled without replace-
ment as follows: 2, 4, 8, 16, 32, 64.

XTNeighbor-streaming is the fastest algorithm across
thresholds and dataset sizes in this benchmark and is
∼50x faster at threshold distance 2 than CompAIRR
(Fig. 4). Our CPU implementation of SymDel lookup
in pure Python is slower than CompAIRR at distance 1,
but faster at distance 2. This illustrates how the more
favorable scaling of the symmetric deletion algorithm to
higher distance thresholds can outweigh improvements
in the scaling prefactors achievable by optimizing im-
plementations. We note that Hamming distance neigh-
bors are somewhat easier to identify by combinatorial
lookup because fewer neighbors need to be considered
than for Levenshtein distance, so we expect symmetric
deletion to perform even more favorably for identifiying
Levenshtein distance neighbors.

D. SymDel lookup can be combined with more
advanced similarity metrics

We next asked how the algorithmic improvements in
the identification of similar sequences according to Lev-
enshtein distance can be combined with more complex

Figure 5. SymDel lookup can be combined with
TCRdist filtering. (A) Time measured in seconds for
similarity search among 40,000 sequences using exhaustive
TCRdist calculations (Exh) or a combination of SymDel
lookup and TCRdist filtering (SymDel with d = 3 or d = 2).
(B) Percentage of TCR pairs with a Levenshtein distance
d ≤ 2 and d ≤ 3 at different TCRdist thresholds.

sequence similarity metrics. We reasoned that SymDel
lookup could be used to rapidly identify candidate
neighbors, which could then be filtered according to a
slower to compute but more accurate sequence metric.
We expected that by reducing the number of pairs of se-
quence for which the full metric needs to be computed,
we can attain a sizable speed-up while retaining most
sequence neighbors. As a proof-of-principle, we imple-
mented a TCRdist [8] filtering step following SymDel
lookup. TCRdist builds on the base Levenshtein dis-
tance by weighting substitutions by their amino acid
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similarity and by also computing V gene similarity. We
tested the combined algorithm by identifying all pairs
with Levenshtein distance d ≤ 2 using SymDel lookup
and then filtering them according to different TCRdist
thresholds. We thus implemented TCRdist filtering as
a post-processing step following SymDel lookup. We
benchmarked the combined algorithm against the out-
of-memory implementation of sparse neighbor finding
provided by the TCRdist3 Python package [9], on a
dataset consisting of 40,000 TCRβ sequences from a
single donor from [32]. The candidate identification by
SymDel lookup allowed us to obtain a ∼100-fold and
∼20-fold speed-up for similarity search (Fig. 5A), when
using Levenshtein distance thresholds of d = 2 and
d = 3, respectively. At the same time, despite pre-
filtering >99% of sequence pairs up to TCRdist ∼ 20
and ∼ 30 where retained (Fig. 5B) at these Levenshtein
thresholds. Taken together, these results demonstrate
how the SymDel paradigm can be combined with down-
stream processing to speed-up similarity search with
more advances metrics.

III. DISCUSSION

In this work, we have benchmarked algorithms for
AIR similarity search, and have provided a novel par-
allelized implementation of the best-performing algo-
rithm, SymDel lookup. The resulting software tool
XTNeighbor scales to the processing of AIR repertoire
data from entire cohorts and efficiently searches for sim-
ilar AIRs up to larger threshold similarities than alter-
native approaches.

Our algorithmic advance can be readily incorporated
into existing analysis pipelines for increased speed and
scalability. Pairwise sequence-neighbor statistics have
direct applications in the comparison of immune reper-
toires [5, 13]. Potential downstream applications in-
clude AIR clustering [8, 9, 11, 14, 17, 18] to discover
potential groups of antigen-specific AIRs in an unsuper-
vised manner. Another application are fuzzy database
lookups [6, 12], where the query-side is the repertoire
obtained from patient and the database-side are known
disease-associated AIRs.

As a proof-of-concept, our current work focused on
similarity search among CDR3 sequences, which are the
most hypervariable AIR loop, and we focused on single
chain data. Both limitations could be readily addressed
by concatenating CDR3 sequences from both chains
with a non-deletable joining token, and by including
CDR1 and CDR2 regions in the similarity search. Such
approaches might increase the accuracy as all six CDR
regions (three from each chain) collectively determine
AIR binding specificity [5, 34].

To benchmark the scaling of search time with in-
put data set size and threshold choices, we compared
five different algorithms using Python implementations.
While this gave us important insights into the computa-
tional complexity of different approaches, actual search
times also depend on the prefactors in the scaling re-
lationships which might vary between different imple-
mentations. For instance, we found that the highly-
optimized combinatorial lookup implementation pro-
vided by the CompAIRR C++ package [13] can boost
the range of sample sizes for which this algorithm
is competitive, but these performance gain were out-
weighed by the algorithmic improvements provided by
SymDel at larger threshold similarities. We have also
restricted our comparisons to other tools that also sup-
port exact radius-based search for edit distance neigh-
bors, excluding potential speed gains attainable by im-
precise neighbor search, used e.g. in ClusTCR [11]
based on the Faiss library [35], or by fixed length pre-
alignments, used e.g. in KA-search [19]. By making
exact Levenshtein distance search at scale possible our
work will enable further investigation of the accuracy-
speed trade-offs inherent in relaxations of exact search.

Another direction for future research is to acceler-
ate downstream tasks using parallelization and stream-
ing. For example, clustering algorithms, like DBSCAN
or single-link hierarchical clustering, could be imple-
mented in a streaming fashion to supplement XTNeigh-
bor. Ultimately, this would allow fast end-to-end AIR
analysis on GPU.

With the steady advancement in throughput of im-
munosequencing pipelines – including progress in ap-
proaches for paired chain single-cell sequencing [36] –
we anticipate that scalable computational methods such
as XTNeighbor will become increasingly important to
extract immunological insights from large amounts of
AIR repertoire sequencing data. Fast mining of se-
quence neighbor pairs from repertoires using XTNeigh-
bor might also be used to provide new training data
for weakly supervised approaches to the prediction of
TCR and antibody specificity [37], and thus help over-
come limitations with currently available labelled data
[38, 39].

Code Availabilty. A CPU implementation of the
SymDel lookup algorithm for AIR sequence analysis ap-
plications is available as a part of the Python library
Pyrepseq at https://github.com/andim/pyrepseq.
The GPU code and benchmarking code is available at
https://github.com/heartnetkung/XT-neighbor.
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Appendix A: Supplementary Methods

1. Symmetric deletion lookup step-by-step (Fig. 6)

0. Given a list of AIR sequences and a distance threshold.

1. Generate all possible deletions up to the threshold as x.

2. Store x in a multi-value hash map where the key is x and the value is the index of the original string.

3. Reuse x to lookup the hash map and store the result as y.

4. Filter y for threshold validity and duplication, then return.

2. XTNeighbor algorithm step-by-step

0. Given a list of AIR sequences and a distance threshold.

1. Compress all AIR strings into integers.

2. For each AIR, generate all possible deletions up to the threshold. [map, cumulativeSum, expand]

3. Store the results as a list of key-value pairs where keys are the shortened strings and the value is the index
of the original string.

4. Group the key-value pairs by the keys and obtain the offset of each group [sortKeyValues, uniqueCount,
cumulativeSum]

5. For each group, generate all possible index pairs where each pair represents potential neighboring AIRs.
[map, cumulativeSum, expand]

6. Remove duplicate pairs. [sort, unique]

7. Calculate Levenshtein distances for each pair and filter pairs exceeding the threshold. [map, if]

3. XTNeighbor-Streaming step-by-step (Fig. 7)

0. Given a stream of AIR sequences and a distance threshold.

1. Initialize 2D buffers b1, b3 and queue buffer b2.

2. Compress AIR strings into integers.

3. Start stream S1 from the input.

Figure 6. Process diagram of SymDel lookup algorithm.
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Figure 7. Process diagram of the XTNeighbor-streaming algorithm.

(a) Generate all key-value pairs (k, v) where k are deletion forms and v are indices of the input. [map,
cumulativeSum, expand]

(b) Store all generated (k, v) to b1 in equal bins specified by k. [sortKeyValues, histogram]

4. Solve bin packing problem to optimize the reading of b1. [expand, cumulativeSumByKey, expand, maxByKey]
5. Start stream S2 from b1.

(a) Group all pairs by k and obtain the offset of each group. [sortKeyValues, uniqueCount,
cumulativeSum]

(b) For each group, generate all pairs of neighboring AIRs (i, j) but record only the histogram of min(i, j).
[map, cumulativeSum, expand, histogram]

(c) Write the unmodified input into to b2.

6. Solve bin packing problem to calculate the number of bins to process in each loop using the histogram.
Get the upper bound of those bins, then pick the first value u. [expand, cumulativeSumByKey, expand,
maxByKey]

7. Start stream S3 from b2.

(a) Group all pairs by k and obtain the offset of each group. [uniqueCount, cumulativeSum]
(b) For each group, generate all pairs of neighboring AIRs (i, j) where min(i, j) ≤ u. [map, cumulativeSum,

expand]
(c) Save (i, j) pairs to b3 in equal bins specified by min(i, j). [sort, histogram]
(d) Remove all key value pairs (k, v) from the stream where v ≤ u. [map, if]
(e) Save the remaining (k, v) pairs to b2.
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Figure 8. Process-diagram of the k-d tree bag-of-amino-acid algorithm.

8. Solve bin packing problem to optimize the reading of b3. [expand, cumulativeSumByKey, expand, maxByKey]

9. Start stream S4 from b3.

(a) Remove the duplicates. [sort, unique]

(b) Calculate Levenshtein/Hamming distance d for each (i, j) pair. [map]

(c) Verify Levenshtein distance, then immediately return the (i, j, d) triplets. [if]

10. Continue the loop in step 4 with the next upper bound until all items are processed.

4. Compression of TCR sequences in XTNeighbor

String representations of the CDR3 region of the TCRs are not memory-optimal since there are only 20 amino
acids but each character in C++ is stored using 8 bits. To optimize the encoding of short amino acid sequences,
our GPU implementation of XTNeighbor uses a 12 byte representation of CDR3s by simple binary assignment
allowing the representation of up to 18 amino acid long sequences where each amino acid requires 5 bits.

Appendix B: A sequence representation that lower-bounds edit distance

Converting sequences to vectors opens up applications of highly-optimized algorithms for vector-based similarity
search. We here illustrate this approach by using the k-d tree algorithm [40] on a vector representation of the
AIR sequence. To ensure comparable output, we propose a "bag-of-amino-acids" representation that allows us to
upper bound sequence edit distance by the Euclidean distance in representation space (see proof below).

The representation is a 20-dimensional vector, where each element records the number of amino acids of each
type in the sequence. In this space, we can show that whenever two sequences have an edit distance of d, their
vector counterparts have an Euclidean distance ≤

√
2d. Using this property, we can utilize k-d tree to identify

nearest neighbors within a
√
2d radius in representation space and then filter any false positives (which is the

consequence of bag-of-amino-acids discarding all positional information) as a post-processing step. An overall
schematic of this approach is provided in Fig. 8.

Theorem (Lower-bound inequality). Let x be the bag-of-amino-acids vector representation of a sequence, and yd
the bag-of-amino-acids vector representation of a sequence that differs from x by d edits.
Then: ||x− yd|| ≤

√
2d

This theorem can be proved by induction. Let i, j be any two orthogonal unit vectors in 20 dimensions
representing an addition or deletion of an amino acid.
Initial Case (d = 1):
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y1 =


x+ i for insertion
x− i for deletion
x+ i− j for substitution

∥x− y1∥ =

{
∥x− (x± i)∥ = ∥±i∥ = 1 ≤

√
2 for insertion and deletion

∥x− (x+ i− j)∥ = ∥j − i∥ =
√
2 for substitution

Induction Step:

yd+1 =


yd + i for insertion
yd − i for deletion
yd + i− j for substitution

∥x− yd+1∥ =

{
∥x− (yd ± i)∥ for insertion and deletion
∥x− (yd + i− j)∥ for substitution

From the triangle inequality it follows:

∥x− yd+1∥ ≤

{
∥x− yd∥+ ∥±i∥ ≤

√
2d+ 1 <

√
2(d+ 1) for insertion and deletion

∥x− yd∥+ ∥j − i∥ ≤
√
2d+

√
2 =

√
2(d+ 1) for substitution
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