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ABSTRACT

K-mer counting is a requisite process for DNA assembly because it
speeds up its overall process. The frequency of K-mers is used for
estimating the parameters of DNA assembly, error correction, etc.
The process also provides a list of district K-mers which assist in
searching large databases and reducing the size of de Bruijn graphs.
Nonetheless, K-mer counting is a data and compute-intensive pro-
cess. Hence, it is crucial to implement a lightweight data structure
that occupies low memory but does fast processing of K-mers. We
proposed a lightweight K-mer counting technique, called KmerCo
that implements a potent counting Bloom Filter variant, called
countBF. KmerCo has two phases: insertion and classification. The
insertion phase inserts all K-mers into countBF and determines
distinct K-mers. The classification phase is responsible for the clas-
sification of distinct K-mers into trustworthy and erroneous K-mers
based on a user-provided threshold value. We also proposed a novel
benchmark performance metric. We used the Hadoop MapReduce
program to determine the frequency of K-mers. We have conducted
rigorous experiments to prove the dominion of KmerCo compared
to state-of-the-art K-mer counting techniques. The experiments are
conducted using DNA sequences of four organisms. The datasets
are pruned to generate four different size datasets. KmerCo is com-
pared with Squeakr, BFCounter, and Jellyfish. KmerCo took the
lowest memory, highest number of insertions per second, and a pos-
itive trustworthy rate as compared with the three above-mentioned
methods.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Gregor Mendel discovered the genes in peas [11] whereas rules of
genes were discovered in red bread mold [2]. DNA was discovered
in salmon [7] and some information regarding the encapsulation
of DNA was known from tardigrades [8]. Chromosomes were first
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noticed in mealworms, likewise, sex chromosomes were discovered
in beetles [4] whereas its function and replication were explored
in platypus and fish [40]. This illuminates the importance of DNA
sequencing of organisms. Genome sequencing enhances our un-
derstanding regarding the complexity of the evolution of life, its
functioning, and the protection of our biodiversity. The DNA se-
quencing of all organisms is essential because it helps to compare
the DNA sequences and some unique features of the organisms.
Although this may be important, DNA sequencing is a complex
process. The next generation sequencing is efficiently generating
genomic data by reading short reads. A read is a DNA subsequence
of length 20-30000 bases. The reads have many overlapping regions
with other reads. Moreover, errors are introduced in the reads dur-
ing the electrical and chemical processing. DNA assembler removes
errors and arranges the reads to obtain the DNA sequence. Hence,
the foremost tasks of DNA assembler are error removal and identi-
fication of distinct K-mers. A single process, i.e., K-mer counting
completes both tasks.

1.1 K-mer counting

K-mer: A substring of length K

GGCTCTAT =« DNA Segeunce

#K-mers= Sequence length-K+1
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K-mer Counting: Counting the frequency of the K-mers.
Figure 1: Graphical explanation of K-mer.

The “mer” is a Greek word that means “part”. K-mer means a
sub-string of length K. K-mers of a DNA sequence are all possible
consecutive K-mers of length K. Figure 1 illuminates an example for
better understanding. Suppose GGCTCTAT is a DNA sequence.
The left side of the figure represents the method to consider the
consecutive 3-mers and the right side of the figure lists the 3-mers.
The number of K-mers in a DNA sequence is sequence length-
K+1 where sequence length is the number of nucleotide present
in the DNA sequence. K-mer counting is a process of counting the
frequency of the K-mers in a DNA sequence [28]. This process takes
DNA files as input, extracts K-mers, and counts their frequency.
As output, it generates distinct K-mers and acts as a classifier to
eliminate the low-frequency K-mers.

Why do we count the K-mers? The answer is as follows- (a)
Speedup DNA Assembly: Some DNA assembly techniques speed
up the overall process using K-mer counting. For instance, overlap
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layout consensus (OLC) searches the read overlaps which is a slow
process. K-mer counting speeds up this process [21]. (b) Calculating
DNA Assembly parameters: The count of distinct and trustworthy
K-mers helps in determining the parameters required in the DNA
Assembly process. (c) Error correction: K-mers are highly repetitive
even in a small fragment of a DNA sequence [12]. For this reason,
a few times occurring K-mer is an error. An error occurs during
genomic data collection due to incorrect reading of a few bases, or
the addition or removal of a DNA fragment. (d) Metagenomics: It
identifies the K-mers present in the DNA sequence [19], for example,
verifying the presence of a protein in a sample DNA sequence. (e)
Searching in large datasets: The distinct K-mers generated by the
K-mer counting techniques are used to search in a DNA bank to
identify the DNA sequence having those K-mers. (f) Small size de
Bruijn graph: K-mer counting provides the distinct K-mers and their
frequency which helps in quick construction and size reduction of
the de Bruijn graph.

1.2 Bloom Filter
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Figure 2: Architecture of Standard Bloom Filter using three
hash functions.

Bloom Filter [3, 20] is a probabilistic simple bit array data struc-
ture used for determining the membership of an item. Bloom Filter
does not store the original data; rather the input item is mapped to
Bloom Filter bits which helps to store many items using a small-
sized bit array. Figure 2 illustrates the architecture and operation
of the standard Bloom Filter. Bloom Filter is a bit array where each
bit is set to either 0 or 1. Initially, all slots are set to 0. Bloom Filter
performs two operations: insertion and query. An input item is
hashed by the hash function(s), say k. The hashed value deter-
mines the slot location which is set to 1. The kj, slots are set to 1,
as illustrated by inserting items X and Y in Figure 2. The query
operation follows the same procedure as the insertion operation to
obtain the bit locations. If all slots are 1, then the item is present; if
at least one slot is 0, then the item is absent. In Figure 2, item X is
present whereas item Z is absent. The time complexity of insertion
and query operation is O(ky) ~ O(1). Consider the query of item
U in the figure, U is not inserted but during the query operation, all
slots are 1. This situation is created by the insertion of X and Y. The
slots obtained by the hashed values of U are colliding with the slots
of X and Y. The true response returned by Bloom Filter in such a
query operation is called a false positive. Therefore, the main aim
while proposing a new Bloom Filter variant is to reduce the false
positive probability (FPP). A variant of Bloom Filter is Counting
Bloom Filter (CBF) [22] which is proposed to reduce FPP. Each slot

is partitioned into a bit and a counter of a few bits. Initially, all slots
are set to 0. It follows the same procedure to obtain the slots, the bit
and counter are set to 1. Only the counter is incremented if a new
item is hashed to the same slot. The counter keeps the frequency
of the items. However, CBF has a counter overflow issue.

1.3 Challenges

K-mer counting is a data-intensive and compute-intensive task.
K-mer counting takes half of the total computation time in DNA
assembly techniques [5]. It is data-intensive because a genomic file
has millions or billions of K-mers. Each K-mer needs to be processed
to verify whether it is encountered for the first time to include in the
list of distinct K-mers; otherwise, increment the frequency of the
K-mer. The processing of such a huge volume of data is compute-
intensive. The hashtable-based techniques such as Jellyfish [23]
require a high memory footprint. Moreover, disk-based techniques
such as KMC2 [9] are inefficient as it takes huge time to process
as compared to lightweight ones. There is a requirement for a data
structure that is faster, has a low memory footprint, and is efficient.
One such data structure is Bloom Filter which is a solution to all
these issues.

There are many Bloom Filter-based K-mer counting techniques.
However, the Bloom Filter is not responsible for counting K-mers.
The Bloom Filter is used for membership checking or filtering of
the first encounter K-mers. The techniques maintain a hashtable
to keep the count of the K-mers. Hence, the techniques require
more memory because they maintain two data structures. However,
CBF and its variants can be implemented to keep the count of the
K-mers. These Bloom Filters do not provide exact K-mer count;
however, the main focus of the K-mer counting technique is the
identification of distinct K-mers, and the classification of K-mers
into trustworthy and erroneous K-mers rather than the exact count
of K-mers. The count of K-mer merely helps in classification. Thus,
a CBF or its variant is more efficient for a K-mer counting technique
because a single data structure is capable of both storing K-mers
and keeping the count of K-mers.

There is a lack of experimental benchmark that evaluates the
performance of the K-mer counting techniques. The state-of-the-art
research articles depict the experimental results in tabular form that
does not adduce performance. The listing of distinct, trustworthy,
and erroneous K-mers in a table does not convey any information
regarding the deviation of the presented techniques from the cor-
rect values. Notably, only the RAM usage and insertion time are
the measurements of performance. Regardless, accuracy is an im-
portant performance metric that is neglected due to the lack of an
experimental benchmark.

1.4 Contributions

We proposed a fast, efficient, and lightweight K-mer counting tech-
nique, called KmerCo, which implements a fast CBF variant called
countBF [29]. Furthermore, we have proposed a novel benchmark
performance metric for the K-mer counting technique. KmerCo
quickly processes the K-mers while maintaining a low memory
footprint. It processes millions of K-mers within a few seconds.
KmerCo classifies the K-mers based on the user input threshold
value. It provides countBF and three files, i.e., distinct, trustworthy,



and erroneous K-mers as output where countBF can be used for
querying K-mers and their frequency. The distinct file contains the
list of all distinct K-mers present in the input DNA file. The trust-
worthy file contains the list of all K-mers having a frequency more
than the user input threshold value. The erroneous file contains
the list of all K-mers having a frequency less than or equal to the
user input threshold value.

We have conducted extensive experiments on KmerCo using
four real datasets of different organisms to measure its various
performance parameters. We have trimmed the datasets to have
different-sized datasets to observe the change in KmerCo perfor-
mance with the change in dataset size. We have considered two
different K lengths: 28 and 55 to notice the efficiency of KmerCo
with different K-mer lengths. We have compared KmerCo with three
K-mer counting techniques: Squeakr (a Bloom Filter-based tech-
nique), BFCounter (implements both Bloom Filter and hashtable),
and Jellyfish (a hashtable-based technique). Our proposed K-mer
counting benchmark performance metric is the counting of the
K-mers using the Hadoop MapReduce program. The Hadoop pro-
vides zero error K-mer frequency counts and a list of distinct and
trustworthy K-mers. These values help to determine the deviation
of distinct and trustworthy K-mers generated by KmerCo and other
state-of-the-art techniques. The performance of KmerCo was com-
pared with other techniques based on data structure memory size,
insertion time, number of insertions, inserted-to-ignored K-mer ra-
tio, number of insertions per second, and trustworthy rate. KmerCo
requires the lowest memory which is 7.08x, 115.25%, and 8889.08%
less memory compared to Squeakr, BFCounter, and Jellyfish, re-
spectively, for the 28-mers Balaenoptera dataset. KmerCo took the
highest insertion time in the case of 55-mers because it inserted
all K-mers whereas other techniques inserted lesser K-mers. It is
important to notice that KmerCo has a zero inserted-to-ignored
ratio whereas other techniques have a non-zero ratio with a nega-
tive ratio in a few cases. Moreover, KmerCo is the second highest
number of insertions per second after Jellyfish which is due to
the Jellyfish’s lowest insertion time. Notable, Jellyfish requires the
highest memory footprint, i.e., it consumes a minimum of 2368
MB memory footprint in our experiment. Apart from all, KmerCo
has a positive trustworthy rate whereas others have a negative
one, which indicates that other techniques are classifying many
trustworthy K-mers as erroneous.

Finally, summarising the contributions of this paper as follows-

e Proposed technique, KmerCo, is a fast, efficacious, and light-
weight K-mer counting method.

e KmerCo implements a counting Bloom Filter which has a
low memory footprint and false positive probability, called
countBF.

o KmerCo provides a list of distinct K-mers using countBF.

e KmerCo classifies the K-mers based on a user-provided
threshold value.

o KmerCo gives countBF and three files, i.e, distinct, trustwor-
thy, and erroneous K-mers as output.

e Proposed a novel benchmark performance metric for K-mer
counting techniques.

o KmerCo has high performance compared to other state-of-
the-art K-mer counting techniques.

e KmerCo requires 7.08, 115.25, 8889.08 times less memory
compared to Squeakr, BFCounter, and Jellyfish for insertion
of 28-mers Balaenoptera dataset. KmerCo has a zero inserted-
to-ignored K-mer ratio. Moreover, KmerCo has a positive
trustworthy rate in all datasets whereas other techniques
have a negative trustworthy rate in the majority of datasets.

Why do we use Bloom Filter-based technique instead of a
Hadoop-based technique for K-mer counting?
The answer is as follows:

e Not an in-memory program: Hadoop program is a heavy-
weight program that requires many resources such as CPUs,
memory, HDD, etc. Contrary, Bloom Filter is implemented
for its low memory footprint. It is a lightweight data struc-
ture. Therefore, Bloom Filter is a suitable technique for K-mer
counting.

o Processing overhead: Hadoop requires network communica-
tion between the Map tasks and Reduce tasks which require
extra time to complete the entire process due to the network
latency. We know that Hadoop MapReduce is a distributed
computing platform, and therefore, it requires many com-
puting resources in cluster mode.

2 BACKGROUND
2.1 countBF
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Figure 3: Architecture of countBF with 8-bit counters

The countBF [29] is a CBF variant based on 2DBF [35] which is a
two-dimensional integer array. Each slot of countBF is f-bit length
which is partitioned into  number of counters of a-bit length. The
user can define the counter length. Figure 3 presents the archi-
tecture of countBF with an 8-bit counter. As shown in figure, Cy,
C, C3, etc are counters. Based on the counter length some bits
are unused. The countBF performs two operations: insertion and
query. Algorithm 3 depicts the insertion operation where K-mer
is the input item. Initially, all slots were set to 0. Let Q be an item



inserted into countBF as presented in Figure 3. The Q is hashed
by kj, hash functions. Line 8 of the Algorithm 3 is used to obtain
the slot and counter location. The countBF has two predefined
masks: extract mask and reset mask. The extract mask extracts
corresponding counter values using bit operations. The reset mask
helps to reset the corresponding counter value to zero. Let Mle be
the extract mask and M be the reset mask where e indicates the
extract mask, r indicates the reset mask and [ is the counter number.
The extract mask for the 1°¢ counter for an 8-bit counter (M3) is
0x00000000000000FF and the reset mask for the 15¢ counter M7
is OXxFFFFFFFFFFFFFF00. In Line 9 of the Algorithm 3, the AND
operation is performed between the corresponding slot and the cor-
responding extract mask to obtain the corresponding counter value
with rest bits zero. The counter value is right-shifted to generate
only the corresponding counter value. Then the counter value is
incremented and to avoid overflow of value to the adjacent counter
the new counter value is checked for maximum value. In case, the
counter value reaches the maximum value the insert operation is
terminated. To avoid the overflow issue applications having high
frequency should consider longer counters in countBF. Line 16 of
the Algorithm 3 indicates the left shifting of the new counter value
to the required location. Then, an AND operation between the cor-
responding slot and reset mask removes the old counter value. The
new counter value is reflected in the slot by performing OR opera-
tion between the slot and the new counter value. This procedure
is followed for kj, times. Algorithm 5 outlines the countBF query
operation which returns the frequency of the queried item. The
counter value is obtained following a similar procedure as in the
insertion operation. If the counter value is zero, then the item is
absent; otherwise, return the minimum counter value among the
ky, slots.

Let X and Y be countBF dimensions which are prime numbers,
n be the total number of input items, and FPP is the false positive
probability.
—nlog(FPP)

The standard Bloom Filter size (m)= Tog2)?

However, m is a large size for countBF
. —_ m
0= 128
X is the closest prime number more than v
Y is the third consecutive prime number from X if all prime numbers

are written sequentially.
Thus,

MeountBF = X X Y X B bits (1)

The countBF size depends on the number of input items, i.e., n.

2.2 Reverse complement

The complement of a DNA sequence is obtained by replacing each
nucleotide with its complement nucleotide. The nucleotides A, C,
G, and T are replaced with T, G, C, and A, respectively. The DNA
sequence has another symbol, i.e, N. The N symbol is used to in-
dicate any nucleotide but not a gap. The N remains the same in
the complement sequence. The complement sequence is a 3’ to 5’
representation, but DNA sequences are represented from 5’ to 3’.
Henceforth, the complement sequence is reversed which is called
the reverse complement of the forward/original DNA sequence [38].

l Terms/Notations[ Description
kp, Number of hash functions
K-mer Read of a DNA sequence having length K
K Length of read
. Threshold value for determining the trust-

worthy K-mers
Distinct K-mer present in the DNA sequence

Distinct K-mer

Trustworthy K- | K-mer having frequency more than ¢
mer

Erroneous K-mer having frequency less than or equal to
K-mer T

Table 1: Term/Notations used in the article and its descrip-
tion

Example: consider GGCTCTAT as the original DNA sequence, its
complement sequence is CCGAGATA and the reverse complement
is ATAGAGCC.

2.3 Canonical K-mer

It is the lexicographical smaller K-mer between the original (K-mer)
and the reverse complement (K-mergc) K-mer [6].

if h(K-mer) < h(K-mergc)
K-mergc  Otherwise

. K-mer
canonical K-mer =

Where k() is a hash function
Why is canonical K-mer considered in K-mer counting?

During sequencing of the double-stranded DNA sequence, first, the
two strands are separated and one is randomly selected to be de-
crypted by the machine. In other words, a DNA sequence has both
original or reverse complement K-mers in different locations. Both
are the same scientifically but different based on the nucleotide.
Considering both as different induces errors in the frequency cal-
culation of the K-mer counting process. Thus, the K-mer counting
technique tenacious uses the canonical K-mer.

3 METHODOLOGY

KmerCo is a fast approximate K-mer counting technique capable
of processing billions of K-mers quickly using a small-sized Bloom
Filter. It implements a CBF variant called countBF [29]. The countBF
is a two-dimensional CBF where each cell consists of many counters.
The countBF performs a few arithmetic operations for fast and high
performance. KmerCo takes a DNA sequence as input and produces
three files as output. All the K-mers present in the DNA sequence
are inserted into the countBF, hence, it can be used to determine
the presence of a K-mer in the DNA sequence. The three files
contain distinct, trustworthy, and erroneous K-mers. The distinct
file contains the list of all distinct K-mers present in the input DNA
sequence. The trustworthy file contains the list of all distinct K-
mers having a frequency of more than a threshold value, say 7.
Whereas the erroneous file contains the list of all distinct K-mers
having a frequency less than or equal to 7. This section explains the
working of KmerCo in detail. Table 1 lists the term and notation
used in the article for better understanding.
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Figure 4: Working of KmerCo

Figure 4 illustrates the working of KmerCo. KmerCo has two
phases: insertion and classification. The responsibilities of the in-
sertion phase are extraction of read from the DNA sequence file,
insertion of K-mers into countBF, and distinct file. The responsibil-
ity of the classification phase is the classification of distinct K-mers
into trustworthy and erroneous K-mers. In the insertion phase,
first, the Read of K length is extracted from the DNA sequence
and obtains its reverse complement. KmerCo is a canonical K-mer
counting technique which means it considers the canonical K-mers.
The Read and its reverse complement are hashed by a hash function,
we have considered the murmur hash function [1]. The canonical
K-mer is the Read or its reverse complement which has the small-
est hash value. The canonical K-mer is queried to the countBF. If
returns zero it means the K-mer is absent in countBF, then the K-
mer is inserted into countBF. Moreover, the K-mer is encountered
for the first time, hence, it is also inserted into the distinct file. If
countBF returns a non-zero value then increment the counter of the
K-mer. The insertion phase completes after processing all K-mers
of the DNA sequence. The output of this phase is countBF and
the distinct file which are forwarded to the classification phase. In
the classification phase, the K-mers are read from the distinct file
and queried to the countBF. The countBF returns the frequency
of the K-mer. If the frequency is more than z, then the K-mer is
classified as a trustworthy K-mer and written to the trustworthy file.
Otherwise, the K-mer is an erroneous K-mer and is written to the
erroneous file. The trustworthy and erroneous file can be replaced
with Bloom Filter, for instance, robustBF [30] for fast determination
of the status of the K-mer, i.e., trustworthy or erroneous.

Algorithm 1 presents the insertion phase of KmerCo. It requires
the DN Afile which is the DNA sequence file, K, and kj,. The Read of
K length is extracted from the DNAfile. Both Read and its reverse
complement are passed as an argument to the QcouNTBF-I() to
determine whether it is present in the countBF or not. The value of
the Result parameter of the QcouNTBF-I() indicates the canonical
K-mer. If both frequency and result are zero, then Read is inserted
into countBF and written to the distinct file. In case, the frequency
is zero and the Result parameter is 1, then the canonical K-mer is the
reverse complement of the Read, and it is inserted into countBF and
written to the distinct file. In case, the frequency is non-zero, then

Algorithm 1 Insertion phase of KmerCo.

: Input

: DNAfile: A DNA sequence file
: Cx,y: countBF

: K: Length of K-mer

: kp: Number of hash functions

1S I N I N

=

: Output

7: Distinct file: A file containing all the distinct K-mers present in
DNAfile

8: procedure INSERTKMERCO(DNAfile, Cy,y, K, kp)

9: while Read # EOF do > EOF: End of file

10: Read < K-mer of length K

11: Readpc < Reverse complement of Read

12: if QCOUNTBF-I(Cx’y, K, Read, Readpc, ky, Result) =
0 then

13: if Result=0 then

14: Insert Read into Distinct file

15: IcounTBF(Cy,y, Read, kp)

16: else

17: Insert Readpc into Distinct file

18: IcounTBF(Cy,y, Readge, kp)

19: end if

20: else

21: if Result=0 then

22 IcouNTBF(Cy,y, Read, ky)

23: else

24: IcouNTBF(Cy,y, Readgc, kp)

25: end if

26: end if

27: end while

28: end procedure

increment the counter of the canonical K-mer which is determined
by the Result parameter.

Algorithm 2 illustrates the classification phase of KmerCo. Its
inputs are Cy, ; the countBF containing all distinct K-mers present
in the DNA sequence inserted into it, kj,, and the distinct file con-
taining the list of all distinct K-mers. The K-mers are read from
the distinct file and queried to QcouNTBF-II(). The QcounTBEF-II()
returns the frequency of the K-mer. If the K-mer has a frequency
of more than 7 then it is a trustworthy K-mer; otherwise, erro-
neous K-mer. Based on the classification, the K-mer is written to
the trustworthy or erroneous file.

Algorithm 3 demonstrates the insertion operation of countBF.
The K-mer is hashed by a hash function. The modulo operation of
hash value with the dimension of Cy. ; and the number of counters
per cell provides the required cell and counter location. Then the
whole cell value is extracted by performing the AND operation
with the predefined extract mask, Mf The right shift operation is
performed to obtain only the required counter value. The counter
value is incremented and verified if the value is the MAX value
permitted in the counter. If yes, then the counter overflows; hence,
the operation is terminated. Otherwise, the incremented value is left
shifted and performs AND operation with the predefined reset mask
to obtain the new counter value with respect to the cell location.



Algorithm 2 Classification phase of KmerCo.

Algorithm 4 Query-I operations of countBF.

: Input

: Cx,y: countBF

: kp: Number of hash functions

. Distinct file: A file containing all the distinct K-mers present in
the input DNA sequence file.

W N =

5: Output

6: Trustworthy File: A file containing K-mers having frequency
more than 7

7: Erroneous File: A file containing K-mers having frequency less
than or equal to 7

8: procedure QUERYKMERCO(Cy, y, kp, Distinct file)
9 while Distinct file do

10: K-mer « K-mer read from Distinct file

1 if QcoUNTBF-II(Cy, 4, K-mer, ky) > 7 then
12: Insert into Trustworthy File

13: else

14: Insert into Erroneous File

15: end if

16: end while

17: end procedure

Algorithm 3 Insertion operation of countBF

1: Input

2: Cy,y: countBF

3: K-mer: A Read of length K

4: kp: Number of hash functions

5: procedure IcouNTBF(Cy, y, K-mer, kp,)

6: fora: 1toky, do

7: h «— H,(Read) > H, () is a hash function

8 i h%x,j < h%y,1 < h%n > n: number of counters in
each cell of Cy,y

9: value — Ci; A MJ > M is the extract mask
10: value « C; > (a * ) > a: counter bit length
11 value « value+1
12: if value=MAX then
13: Counter Overflow
14: return
15: end if
16: value « value < (a *1[) > Left-shift bit operation
17: value — C;; A M7 > MJ is the reset mask
18: Ci,j = Ci,j V value
19: end for

20: end procedure

Then the new cell value is inserted into the countBF using OR
operation with the old cell value. This whole procedure is repeated
for ky, times.

Noteworthy, the insertion operation causes an overflow issue in
some cases. However, it does not affect the classification of K-mers:
trustworthy and erroneous K-mers. On the contrary, it can affect
the classification process if 7 = 2% but we always choose 7 << 2¢.

We propose two variants of query operations for KmerCo to

optimize the execution time: QcouNTBF-I() and QcounTBF-II().

: Input

: Cx,y: countBF

: Read: Query K-mer

: Readpc: Reverse complement of Read
: kp: Number of hash functions

1S I N I N

=

: Output

7. Frequency

8: Result

0 if Read is selected

Result «
1 if Readgc is selected

9: procedure QcoUNTBF-I(Cy,y, Read, Readgc, kp, Result)
10: fora: 1toky do

11: h « H,(Read) > H,() is a hash function

12: h1 < Hg(Readgc)

13: if h < hy then

14: Result « 0

15: else

16: h«— hy

17: Result « 1

18: end if

19: i h%X,j < h%y, 1 < h%n > n: number of counters in
each cell

20: value — Cyy A M] > M7 is the extract mask

21: value « value > (a 1) > a: counter bit length

22: if value = 0 then

23: return 0

24: else

25: count, < value

26: end if

27: end for

28: return min(count,) > return minimum value within count

array
29: end procedure

Algorithm 4 presents the QcounTBF-I() which takes the Cy, ; the
countBF, Read, Readgc is the reverse complement of Read, and kj,
as inputs. First, it hashes both Read and Readpc to determine the
canonical K-mer. Among the two hash values, the K-mer having
the lowest hash value is the canonical K-mer which is queried
to the countBF. If Read is selected then the Result parameter is
set to zero; otherwise one. The IcOUNTBF() uses the value of the
Result parameter and directly inserts the Read or Readpc without
determining the canonical K-mer again. A similar procedure as in
IcounTBF() is followed to obtain the counter value. If the counter
value is zero, then it returns zero. Otherwise, save the counter
value in an array. This procedure is followed for k;, times. Then,
the QcouNTBF-I() returns the minimum value among the counter
values. Algorithm 5 presents the QcounTBF-II() which takes a
single K-mer as input. It returns the counter value of the K-mer. In
case, the ky, is greater than 1, then the QcouNTBF-II() returns the
minimum among the counter values.



Algorithm 5 Query-II operations of countBF.

: Input

: Cx,y: countBF

: K-mer: Query K-mer

: kp: Number of hash functions

W N =

5. Output

6: Return: Frequency

7: procedure QCcOUNTBF-II(Cy, y, K-mer, kp,)
8: fora: 1tokydo

9 h «— Hg(K — mer) > Hy () is a hash function

10: i h%x,j < h%y, 1 < h%7 > n: number of counters in
each cell

11: value < Cyy A M] > M7 is the extract mask

12: value « value >> (a =) > q: counter bit length

13: if value == 0 then

14: return 0

15: else

16: count, <« value

17: end if

18: end for

19: return MIN(count,) > return minimum value within count

array
20: end procedure

4 EXPERIMENTS

We have conducted rigorous experiments to prove the supremacy of
our proposed technique compared to other state-of-the-art K-mer
counting techniques. KmerCo is a fast K-mer counting technique
with the best performance. KmerCo takes less time for the con-
struction of its countBF which is a classifier to classify the K-mers
into trustworthy and erroneous K-mers. We have used four real
datasets of different organisms of different sizes for the experiments.
We have trimmed some DNA sequences from the real dataset to
construct different size datasets. It helps in determining the perfor-
mance of the KmerCo with big-sized datasets. We have considered
two K values for experimentation: 28 and 55. This helps in show-
casing the best performance of KmerCo in varying scenarios of
different K length Reads. Other K-mer counting techniques evalu-
ate their performance using the number of identified distinct and
trustworthy K-mers which is merely a tabulation of information
without any benchmark for comparison. In this paper, we have pro-
posed a new benchmark for comparison to determine the accuracy
and performance of the K-mer counting techniques. We used the
Hadoop MapReduce program to determine the exact number of
distinct, trustworthy, and erroneous K-mers of the datasets. We
have compared KmerCo with Squeakr, BFCounter, and Jellyfish
K-mer counting techniques. We have measured the performance
of the techniques using data structure size, insertion time, number
of insertions, inserted-to-ignored K-mer ratio, number of inser-
tions/second, and trustworthy rate. This section provides detailed
information regarding the dataset and experimentation. We have
also conducted some experiments on the countBF of KmerCo to
determine the counter length per cell and the number of input
items for the construction of the Bloom Filter. This information
is presented in the supplementary document. We have conducted

Species Down- | SRA Acces- | #Sequences | File
load sion Size
link

Loxodonta [14] SRR12606482 | 550262 100 MB

cyclotis

Galeopterus | [13] SRR3683902 | 1622500 200 MB

variegatus

Microcebus [16] SRR20563527 | 866250 300.1

murinus MB

Balaenoptera | [15] SRR17322416 | 748250 400.4

acutoros- MB

trata

Table 2: Dataset Details. #Sequences: Number of sequences
present initially in the downloaded file. File Size is in
megabytes (MB) after trimming the dataset.

the experiments in a low-cost Ubuntu-Desktop computer with 4GB
RAM and a Core-i7 processor.

4.1 Dataset Description

We have used four real datasets of different organisms, specifically
mammals in our experimentation. The organisms are Loxodonta
cyclotis (common name: Elephant, downloaded from [14]), Gale-
opterus variegatus (common name: Sunda flying lemur, downloaded
from [13]), Microcebus murinus (common name: grey mouse lemur,
downloaded from [16]), and Balaenoptera acutorostrata (common
name: minke whale, downloaded from [15]). Table 2 provides other
details regarding the datasets. We have trimmed the real dataset
to have four different size datasets. The aim is to observe the per-
formance of KmerCo and other K-mer counting techniques in the
case of different-size datasets. We have used the first word of the
organism’s scientific name in the rest of the article.

4.2 Frequency counting using Hadoop
MapReduce

The other K-mer counting techniques present only the number of
distinct and trustworthy K-mers. However, these numbers do not
provide any comparison of performance between the techniques.
Hence, we have used the Hadoop MapReduce program for deter-
mining the exact number of distinct, trustworthy, and erroneous
K-mers in the datasets. We generated K-mers of lengths 28 and 55
of the four real datasets separately in different files. These files are
input into the Hadoop MapReduce program [10]. After execution
of the program, the output file gives the list of distinct K-mers
along with their frequency. Using the frequency, we determined the
trustworthy and erroneous K-mers. This program gives no errors,
thus, we can confidently use this information for comparing the
performance between KmerCo and other techniques. Table 3 and
Table 4 exhibit the total, distinct, and trustworthy 28-mers and 55-
mers, respectively. The erroneous K-mers is the difference between
the distinct and trustworthy K-mers, hence, it is excluded from the
tables.



Dataset #28-mers #Distinct #Trustworthjr
Loxodonta 41013058 32512928 185770
Galeopterus 74824972 42294113 581671
Microcebus 130803722 43261507 6205318
Balaenoptera | 163872472 38775701 2701406

Table 3: Details of 28-mers determined by the Hadoop
MapReduce program. #28-mers: Total number of 28-mers,
#Distinct: Number of distinct 28-mers, and #Trustworthy:
Number of trustworthy 28-mers having frequency more
than r =5.

Dataset [ #55-mers #Distinct #Trustworthjr
Loxodonta 41013031 40198219 24629
Galeopterus 74824945 62985971 334397
Microcebus 130803695 65779817 4633902
Balaenoptera | 163872444 79374926 2030213

Table 4: Details of 55-mers determined by the Hadoop
MapReduce program. #55-mers: Total number of 55-mers,
#Distinct: Number of distinct 55-mers, and #Trustworthy:
Number of trustworthy 55-mers having frequency more
than 7 =5.

4.3 Dataset Analysis
This section provides the analysis of the datasets based on the ratio
of the number of distinct, trustworthy, and erroneous K-mers to
total K-mers as illustrated by Figure 5.
. |Distinct K-mers |
Distinct K-mer rate = —————
|Total K-mers |

|Trustworthy K-mers |

Trustworthy K-mer rate =
|Total K-mers|

|Erroneous K-mers|

|Total K-mers |

Figure 5a presents the Distinct 28-mer rate where the rate de-
creases with an increase in dataset size. The Loxodonta dataset
has the highest rate whereas the Balaenoptera dataset has the least
rate which is obvious as the dataset being the lowest and highest
size, respectively. Figure 5b highlights the Trustworthy 28-mer rate
where the rate increases with an increase in dataset size with the ex-
ception of the Microcebus dataset. The Microcebus has the highest
ratio whereas Loxodonta has the least ratio. Obviously, the con-
trary pattern will be followed in the case of an Erroneous 28-mer
rate as shown in Figure 5c. The Loxodonta dataset has the highest
rate whereas the Microcebus dataset has the least rate. Figure 5d,
Figure 5e, and Figure 5f illustrate the Distinct, Trustworthy, and
Erroneous 55-mer rate, respectively. The 55-mer dataset follows
the same pattern as observed in the case of the 28-mer dataset.
Overall, it is observed that the Loxodonta dataset has the highest
distinct and erroneous K-mers with the least trustworthy K-mers.
The Balaenoptera dataset has the lowest distinct K-mers in spite
of having the highest dataset size. The Microcebus dataset has the
highest trustworthy and least erroneous K-mers.

Erroneous K-mer rate =

4.4 Experimental Results

This section provides details regarding the experimentation per-
formed on KmerCo. The KmerCo is compared with other K-
mer counting techniques: Squeakr, BFCounter, and Jellyfish. The
Squeakr [33] (code downloaded from [34]) is a Bloom Filter-based
technique, specifically, it implements Counting Quotient Filter
(CQF) [32]. The BFCounter [26] (code downloaded from [27]) im-
plements both standard Bloom Filter and hashtable. Jellyfish2 [23]
(code downloaded from [24]) is a hashtable-based K-mer counting
technique.

The data structure size of KmerCo is the size of countBF. Using
Equation 1, we get mcountBr = X X Y X ff where = 64 as each
cell of countBF is unsigned long int, FPP=0.001 and n=|total K-
mers|. In the case of Squeaksr, it provides the log of estimated CQF
size (say s) as output. Squeakr uses two CQFs: global and local.
Therefore, msgyeakr = 2 X 2°. The memory size of Squeakr also
depends on the total K-mers present in the dataset. It gives an
option to provide the memory size, however, instead of using the
provided value Squeakr calculates the memory size from the given
file. Hence, it does not provide the freedom to use a large CQF
to reduce the FPP. Furthermore, providing a higher memory size
than the estimated value reduces the performance of Squeakr. It
reduces the number of distinct, total, and trustworthy K-mers with
increasing memory size which is observed during experimentation.
On the contrary, if less memory size is provided than the estimated
value then it causes segmentation faults. Overall, Squeakr gives
optimal performance only in the case of the estimated memory
size. BFCounter uses two data structures: standard Bloom Filter
and hashtable. The Bloom Filter size is the total K-mers multiplied
by the number of bits per K-mer. The default value of the number
of bits per K-mer is 4 but the value can be provided by the user. We
have provided 8 because the countBF counter length is 8 bits. The
Bloom Filter size is 8x|total K-mers| bits. The size of the hashtable is
the number of slots multiplied by the counter length per hashtable
slot. The number of slots is provided as output. Thus, mprcounter =
(|total K-mers|) + (8 X |slots|) bytes. In the case of Jellyfish, one
hashtable entry size is 2K —d+r +1 bits. The number of entries is 2¢
where d = [(+4/|total K-mers|)] and r is calculated from reprobe (for
detail refer [23]). Each entry has a counter whose length is provided
by the user, we have considered 8 bytes. Therefore, mjejyyfish =
29(2K — d +r + 1) bytes.

Figure 6 depicts the comparison of KmerCo with other tech-
niques based on data structure memory size for 28-mers (Figure
6a) and 55-mers (Figure 6b) using various datasets. The memory
increases with an increase in dataset size as all techniques depend
on the number of K-mers for the construction of their data structure.
Jellyfish have the highest memory. KmerCo has more memory com-
pared to Squeakr only in the case of 28-mer and 55-mer Loxodonta
and Galeopterus datasets. Otherwise, it has less memory compared
to other techniques for other datasets. In the case of the 28-mer
Loxodonta dataset, KmerCo has 10 times more memory compared
to Squeakr, and 28.92 and 2350 times less memory compared to
BFCounter and Jellyfish, respectively. In the case of the 28-mer
Balaenoptera dataset, KmerCo has 57.08, 115.25, and 8889.08 times
less memory compared to Squeakr, BFCounter, and Jellyfish, respec-
tively. Similarly, KmerCo is 18 times more compared to Squeakr,
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Figure 5: Analysis of various datasets based on (a) Distinct 28-mer

rate, (b) Trustworthy 28-mer rate, (c) Erroneous 28-mer rate,

(d) Distinct 55-mer rate, (e) Trustworthy 55-mers rate, and (f) Erroneous 55-mer rate.
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Figure 6: Comparison of the memory footprint of the
data structure in megabytes among KmerCo, Squeakr, BF-
Counter, and Jellyfish using (a) 28-mers and (b) 55-mers of
various datasets. Lower is better.

and 23.79 and 2350 times less memory compared to BFCounter and
Jellyfish, respectively for the 55-mer Loxodonta dataset. In the case
of the 55-mer Balaenoptera dataset, KmerCo has 57.08, 105.92, and
8889.08 times less memory compared to Squeakr, BFCounter, and
Jellyfish, respectively.

Figure 7 elucidates the comparison of KmerCo with other tech-
niques using insertion time for 28-mers (Figure 7a) and 55-mers
(Figure 7b) using various datasets. The insertion time of KmerCo
excludes file writing time. In the case of 28-mers, BFCounter took
the highest time whereas KmerCo took the second highest time.
Whereas, KmerCo took higher time than other techniques in 55-mer

Figure 7: Comparison of insertion time in second among
KmerCo, Squeakr, BFCounter, and Jellyfish using (a) 28-
mers and (b) 55-mers of various dataset. Lower is better.

datasets. For the 28-mer Loxodonta dataset, KmerCo took 6.518 sec
and 1.96 sec less time compared to Squeakr and BFCounter, respec-
tively, but 0.2 sec more than Jellyfish. For the 28-mer Balaenoptera
dataset, KmerCo took 10.87 sec and 16.03 sec more time compared
to Squeakr and Jellyfish, respectively, but 21.83 sec less than BF-
Counter. In the case of the 55-mer Loxodonta dataset, KmerCo took
4.49 sec, 7.67 sec, and 7.79 sec more than Squeakr, BFCounter, and
Jellyfish, respectively; for the 55-mer Balaenoptera dataset, KmerCo
took 40.6 sec, 16.26 sec, and 36.43 sec more than Squeakr, BFCounter,
and Jellyfish, respectively. Overall, BFCounter and KmerCo took



the highest time in the case of 28-mer and 55-mer datasets, respec-
tively. On the contrary, Jellyfish took the lowest time in all datasets.
The reason for KmerCo taking higher time is it inserts all K-mers
whereas other techniques insert fewer K-mers as shown in Figure
8. Another reason is that others are compromising and occupying
large memory to have low insertion time as adduced by Figure 6.
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Figure 8: Comparison of the number of insertions among
KmerCo, Squeakr, BFCounter, and Jellyfish using (a) 28-
mers and (b) 55-mers of various datasets. Closer to the
Hadoop bar (black bar) is better.

Figure 8 interprets the number of insertions of 28-mers (Figure
8a) and 55-mers (Figure 8b) of the datasets by the techniques. The
Hadoop (black bar) represents the total number of K-mers in the
dataset as determined by the Hadoop MapReduce program. Hence,
a bar closer to the Hadoop bar is better. KmerCo is the same as
Hadoop in all datasets; whereas other techniques are less than
Hadoop. Squeakr, BFCounter, and Jellyfish insert approximately 35
million, 15 million, and 15 million, respectively, fewer 28-mers in the
Loxodonta dataset. As BFCounter, and Jellyfish are both hashtable-
based K-mer counting techniques they insert the same number of
K-mers. Similarly, Squeakr, BFCounter, and Jellyfish insert approx-
imately 54 million, 44 million, and 44 million, respectively, fewer
28-mers in the Balaenoptera dataset. The Squeakr, BFCounter, and
Jellyfish insert approximately 40 million, 30 million, and 30 mil-
lion fewer 55-mers of the Loxodonta dataset. In the case of the
Balaenoptera dataset, Squeakr, BFCounter, and Jellyfish insert 94
million, 88 million, and 88 million fewer 55-mers, respectively.

Figure 9 explicates the comparison of KmerCo with other tech-
niques based on inserted-to-ignored K-mer ratio of 28-mers (Fig-
ure 9a) and 55-mers (Figure 9b) of the datasets. The ratio is

|Inserted K-mers|
|Ignored K-mers|
pared to inserted K-mers. KmerCo inserts all K-mers in all datasets,

hence, the ratio is 0 in all datasets. Squeakr ignored the highest
number of 28-mers and 55-mers of the Loxodonta dataset compared
to others. Squeakr has ignored more 28-mers of the Loxodonta
and Galeopterus datasets and ignored more 55-mers of all datasets

. More than 1 means more K-mers are ignored com-
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Figure 9: Comparison of inserted-to-ignored K-mer ratio
among Squeakr, BFCounter, and Jellyfish using (a) 28-mers
and (b) 55-mers of various datasets. KmerCo has zero ratios
in all datasets. Positive and close to zero is better.

compared to the inserted K-mers. Considering the BFCounter and
Jellyfish, they have more ignored 55-mers in all datasets.
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Figure 10: Comparison of the number of (a) 28-mers and (b)
55-mers inserted per second among KmerCo, Squeakr, BF-
Counter, and Jellyfish using various datasets. Higher is bet-
ter. #Insertion: Number of insertions.

Figure 10 represents the number of insertions per second for
28-mers (Figure 10a) and 55-mers (Figure 10b) of the datasets. As
presented in Figure 7 although KmerCo took more insertion time,
it has more insertions per second than Squeakr and BFCounter.
KmerCo has the highest number of insertions per second in the
case of both 28-mer and 55-mer of the Loxodonta and Galeopterus
dataset; while Squeakr has the lowest. Jellyfish have the highest
number of insertions per second in both 28-mer and 55-mer of
Microcebus and 55-mer of Balaenoptera dataset; albeit KmerCo is
the second highest in these datasets. Overall, KmerCo has a good
performance with respect to the number of insertions per second.
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Figure 11: Comparison of trustworthy rate among KmerCo,
Squeakr, BFCounter, and Jellyfish using (a) 28-mers and (b)
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ter.

Figure 11 adduce the performance of KmerCo compared with
other techniques based on the trustworthy rate of 28-mers (Figure
11a) and 55-mers (Figure 11b) of the datasets.

Trustworthy rate =
|Trustworthy K-mers| — |[Hadoop Trustworthy K-mers|
|Total K-mers|

where |Trustworthy K-mers| is the trustworthy K-mers generated
by the respective technique and |Hadoop Trustworthy K-mers| is
the trustworthy K-mers generated by the Hadoop MapReduce pro-
gram. In the figure, close to zero means the technique correctly
identifies trustworthy K-mers. More than zero, i.e., a positive trust-
worthy rate means the technique identifies some erroneous K-mers
as trustworthy K-mer. On the contrary, less than zero, i.e., a negative
trustworthy rate means some trustworthy K-mers are identified as
erroneous K-mers. A positive trustworthy rate is better because the
DNA assembly process ignores erroneous K-mers, hence, identify-
ing some trustworthy K-mers as erroneous leads to loss of infor-
mation. BFCounter and Jellyfish have the same trustworthy rate
because they have the same number of inserted and trustworthy
K-mers. In all datasets, KmerCo has a positive trustworthy rate;
whereas none of the other techniques has a positive trustworthy
rate in any dataset. Squeakr, BFCounter, and Jellyfish have very near
to zero trustworthy rates for both 28-mer and 55-mer Loxodonta
datasets. Whereas KmerCo is very close to zero trustworthy rates
for both 28-mer and 55-mer Balaenoptera datasets. KmerCo has the
more positive trustworthy rate in the 55-mer dataset compared to
28-mer datasets.

5 RELATED WORK

The K-mer counting techniques can be broadly classified into shared
and distributed memory based. The shared memory tools are further
classified into hashtable-based, disk-based, and Bloom Filter-based
techniques. The hashtable-based techniques use hashtable(s) to

keep the counts of K-mers, for example, Jellyfish [23]. The disk-
based techniques have a low memory footprint but perform huge
data processing using disk partitioning techniques, for example,
KMC2 [9], MSPKmerCounter [21], and DSK [37]. The Bloom Filter-
based technique uses Bloom Filter as the data structure for filtering
or counting K-mers, for example, KCOSS [39], Squeakr [33], and
SWAPCounter [18]. The distributed memory tools use many sys-
tems for distributed computing, for example, Kmerind [31], and
Bloomfish [17]. Our proposed KmerCo is a Bloom Filter-based K-
mer counting technique. Hence, this section provides a review of
only Bloom Filter-based K-mer counting techniques.

Jellyfish [23] is a lightweight, multi-threaded lock-free hashtable-
based K-mer counting technique. The hashtable keeps the count
of the K-mers. The lock-free scheme enables parallel processing
of K-mers. Each entry of the hashtable has two values: K-mer and
its frequency. When the hashtable becomes saturated the data is
written to disk in the form of K-mer and frequency record instead
of increasing the hashtable size.

BFCounter [26] is both a Bloom Filter and hashtable-based K-mer
counting technique. The hashtable keeps the count of the K-mers. It
implements a standard Bloom Filter. The DNA sequence is traversed
twice. In the first traversal, the K-mers are queried to the Bloom
Filter, if absent it is inserted into Bloom Filter; otherwise into the
hashtable. If K-mer is absent in the hashtable, insert it; otherwise,
increment the counter. The second traversal is used to determine
the exact frequency of the K-mers. Finally, delete all unique K-mers.
The second traversal takes half the time of the first traversal as the
hashtable lookup operation is faster than the insertion operation.
Overall, BFCounter is slow for large datasets and the twice traversal
increases the processing time.

Mcvicar et. al. [25] proposed a field programmable gate array
(FPGA) and Bloom Filter-based K-mer counting technique. Bloom
Filter generates small operations ideal for execution by FPGA. The
CBF keeps the count of the K-mers. The technique uses 4 FPGAs
and each has a Bloom Filter. The Bloom Filter implemented is CBF.
The Reads are parsed to generate K-mers which are saved in small-
size blocks and saved in a queue. From the queue, the K-mers of the
blocks are hashed by the Shift-And-Xor (SAX) [36] hash function.
The hash value is forwarded to a selector which selects the FPGA
that processes the K-mers. Each FPGA also has a queue which stores
the K-mers which are forwarded for processing by CBF. All CBF
work in parallel. The performance of the technique is independent
of K. In case one hybrid memory cube (HMC) receives many opera-
tions the performance reduces due to the lack of parallel processing.
This technique is best applicable in a small DNA sequence.

Squeakr [33] is an in-memory Bloom Filter-based K-mer count-
ing technique which implements the CQF [32]. The CQF keep the
frequency of K-mers. It is a thread-based technique having two
types of CQF: global and local. There is a single global CQF and
each thread has a local CQF. The threads try to acquire a lock on the
global CQF. The thread having the lock inserts the K-mer directly
into the global CQF and others insert into the local CQF. When
a local CQF becomes saturated, it is written to the global CQF. It
performs a lock-free queue and implements thread-safe CQF to par-
allelise file parsing which enhances its ability to scale more threads.
The CQF does not scale efficiently in the case of large highly skewed
datasets because such datasets contain high-frequency hot-spots,



i.e., regions in the sequence having many repetitive K-mers which
causes excess lock contention among threads.

SWAPCounter [18] is a distributed Bloom Filter-based K-mer
counting technique. A hashtable keeps the count of the K-mers.
It implements CBF having each slot counter length log(0) where
0 is the maximum frequency among the K-mers. CBF performs
the counting of K-mers. It has four components: parallel sequence
I/O, K-mer extraction and distribution, K-mer filtering, and count-
ing and statistics. The first three components are the most time-
intensive tasks and the time is reduced by implementing pipelines.
The first component, i.e., parallel sequence I/O, partitions the DNA
sequence. In the K-mer extraction step, the DNA sequence is parsed
to generate K-mers which are packed in a block. In K-mer distribu-
tion, first, the K-mer is hashed twice to determine a process and a
memory location, respectively. The process is responsible for the
processing of the K-mer and the K-mer is stored in the memory
location. The process then queries the K-mer into the CBF. The
trustworthy K-mers are stored in a K-mer container. After filtering,
a hashtable is constructed and inserts trustworthy K-mers. The
message-passing interface I/O module does caching and data pool-
ing to achieve maximum I/O performance. The technique utilises
non-blocking all-to-all communication for overlapping computa-
tion and communication to enhance performance and efficacy. The
computation of K-mer extraction and distribution are performed
in parallel. SWAPCounter reduces the computation time by per-
forming data compression and instruction-level optimisation to the
K-mer extraction phase. Maintaining many CBFs decreases memory
footprint efficiency.

KCOSS [39] is a Bloom Filter-based K-mer counting technique
which implements a segmented standard Bloom. The counting of
K-mer is performed by a hashtable. The segmented standard Bloom
Filter is constructed by partitioning a single array into multiple
Bloom Filters. The number of hash functions in KCOSS is kp+1 be-
cause the first hash function determines the corresponding Bloom
Filter where the K-mer is inserted or queried. KCOSS uses a shared
hashtable or Bloom Filter based on K. In case 0 < K < 14, then
KCOSS uses a shared hashtable; otherwise, i.e., K > 14 uses Bloom
Filter. Along with Bloom Filter KCOSS implements two hashtables:
fixed hashtable and elastic hashtable. The fixed hashtable is large
in size whereas the elastic hashtable is small. The elastic hashtable
is a cuckoo hashtable. The DNA sequence is partitioned into blocks
and inserted into a lock-free queue. From the queue, K-mers are
extracted and converted into binary format. In case k > 14, the
K-mer is queried to Bloom Filter. If the K-mer is the first occurrence,
then it is stored in an overlapping sequence set. If a non-first oc-
currence K-mer, then it is stored in a hashtable and elastic cuckoo
hashtable. When Bloom Filter returns true, then K-mer is checked
in the fixed hashtable, if present then increment counter. Otherwise,
check the K-mer in the cuckoo hashtable. Finally, all distinct K-mers,
i.e., overlapping sequence set and the hashtables write the K-mer
with its frequency to a file. The FPP of a segmented Bloom Filter is
the same as a standard Bloom Filter. KCOSS maintains many data
structures; which increases the overall memory footprint. The size
of the overlapping sequence set depends on the DNA sequence size,
number of distinct K-mers, and number of unique K-mers. KCOSS
implements shared hashtable or Bloom Filter based on K value
because it believes a lower K value has fewer K-mers; however, the

contrary is true, with the increase in K value the number of K-mers
decreases.

6 CONCLUSION

In this paper, we proposed, KmerCo, a new efficacious and potent
K-mer counting technique. It implements a low memory footprint
counting Bloom Filter called countBF for low FPP and high effi-
ciency. KmerCo has two phases: insertion and classification. In the
insertion phase, countBF is constructed, i.e., K-mers are inserted into
countBF and recognize distinct K-mers. In the classification phase,
the distinct K-mers are queried to countBF to classify between trust-
worthy and erroneous K-mers. The classification is based on the
user-provided threshold value. The output of KmerCo is countBF
with inserted K-mers, and three files: distinct, trustworthy, and
erroneous.

We conducted a myriad of experiments to prove the dominance
of KmerCo with other state-of-the-art techniques in terms of per-
formance. The experiments are conducted using DNA sequence
datasets of four different organisms, specifically mammals. The
dataset was cropped to construct four different size datasets to
showcase the performance with an increase in dataset size. The
KmerCo was compared with Squeakr, BFCounter, and Jellyfish.
KmerCo took the least memory footprint because usage of a single
counting Bloom Filter, i.e., countBF, was sufficient for better and
faster operation whereas other techniques implemented multiple
data structures except for Jellyfish. Moreover, Jellyfish requires a
large-sized hashtable for good performance. The state-of-the-art
techniques sacrifice memory to lessen the insertion time. On the
contrary, KmerCo maintains both the lowest memory and less inser-
tion time. KmerCo has 57.08, 105.92, and 8889.08 times less memory
compared to Squeakr, BFCounter, and Jellyfish, respectively in the
55-mers Balaenoptera dataset; whereas KmerCo took 40.6 sec, 16.26
sec, and 36.43 sec more than Squeakr, BFCounter, and Jellyfish, re-
spectively. Another contributing factor for KmerCo’s high insertion
time is the insertion of all K-mers while others have inserted fewer
K-mers. In the 55-mers Balaenoptera dataset, Squeakr, BFCounter,
and Jellyfish inserted approximately 94 million, 88 million, and 88
million fewer 55-mers. This leads to another comparison based on
the number of K-mers inserted to the number of K-mers ignored
ratio. KmerCo has a zero ratio whereas others have ignored more
55-mers in all datasets. KmerCo is the second largest in the number
of insertions per second after Jellyfish as Jellyfish has the lowest
insertion time but requires the largest memory compared to oth-
ers. Another comparison parameter is the trustworthy rate which
indicates the deviation of trustworthy K-mers identified by the
state-of-the-art techniques compared to trustworthy K-mers recog-
nized by Hadoop. KmerCo has a positive trustworthy rate whereas
others have a negative rate in all datasets. A positive trustworthy
rate represents that KmerCo is classifying some erroneous K-mer
as trustworthy. On the other hand, a negative trustworthy rate
displays that the K-mer counting technique fails to recognise some
K-mers as trustworthy. It leads to an issue as trustworthy K-mers
are only considered in further processing by the DNA assembly.
Overall, the rigorous experiments and experimental analysis prove
the dominance of KmerCo over other state-of-the-art techniques.
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