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Abstract

Purpose: Corneal ulcers pose a significant threat to vision, with the need for prompt and precise
pathogen identification being critical to effective treatment. This study assesses the efficacy of
using next-generation portable sequencing (Nanopore Technology) to detect and identify
bacterial pathogens directly from tear samples, providing a non-invasive aternative to traditional
corneal scraping and culture, which are limited by high false-negative rates.

Design: Prospective observational study.
Participants: Ten participants diagnosed with corneal ulcers.

Methods: Tear samples were collected from the ocular surface using Schirmer strips. Corneal
scrapings and cultures were performed as medically indicated. The 16S rRNA gene was
amplified directly from the tear samples using polymerase chain reaction (PCR), and Nanopore
sequencing was used for bacterial species identification and taxonomic classification.
Comparative analysis was conducted to evaluate the concordance between Nanopore sequencing
results and traditional culture methods.

Main Outcome M easures. Comparison of bacterial species detected via Nanopore sequencing
with those identified through traditional culture methods.

Results: Bacterial DNA was identified in 8 of the 10 samples analyzed using the tear-based
sequencing method. Notably, Nanopore sequencing accurately identified the causative bacteriain
all 4 samples that exhibited bacterial growth on culture. Additionally, it detected bacterial
pathogensin 2 of the 4 ulcers that did not show bacterial growth on culture. In 2 cases where
cultures could not be obtained due to the small size of the ulcer, tear sequencing successfully
identified bacterial species, highlighting potentially overlooked pathogens in corneal ulcers.

Conclusions: PCR amplification of 16S RNA directly from tears followed by Nanopore
sequencing is an effective, non-invasive method to identify bacterial pathogensin corneal ulcers,
offering non-inferior results to traditional culture methods. This technique not only alows for the
detection of traditionally hard-to-culture organisms, providing immediate diagnostic value to
guide treatment, but also enhances our understanding of the microbiological landscape of corneal
ulcers, thereby informing more effective treatment strategies.
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69 Introduction
70
71  Corneal ulcers represent a significant ophthalmological emergency, often leading to irreversible
72  corneal damage and visual impairment. Globally, microbial keratitis, which is the primary cause
73 of corneal ulcers, is estimated to contribute to approximately 1.5 to 2 million cases of unilateral
74 blindness annually.! In the United States, bacterial infections are most frequently responsible for
75  these conditions.” Traditionally, the diagnosis of corneal ulcers has relied on corneal scraping to
76  collect samplesfor culturing and identifying the causative organism. This method, while
77  considered the gold standard, isinvasive, time-consuming, and exhibits variable sensitivity (38-
78  66%),’ largely dependent on the size of the ulcer and the type of organism. Culture results, which
79  can take several days to weeks, often delay the initiation of appropriate antimicrobial therapies,
80 thereby extending patient discomfort and increasing the risk of complications and vision loss.
81
82 In contrast, next-generation sequencing technologies, such as Nanopore sequencing, offer a
83  compelling alternative for microbial identification. This portable sequencing technology enables
84  real-time basecalling, which significantly accelerates the pathogen identification process. Prior
85 studies have validated the efficacy of Nanopore sequencing in various clinical scenarios,
86 demonstrating its capability not only to identify microbial agents but also to predict antibiotic
87 resistance.*® However, traditional approaches still require DNA extraction —and in the case of
88  corneal ulcersinvasive corneal scrapings — which necessitates specialized equipment and skills.
89
90 Tears possess arobust antimicrobial defense system which iscrucial for protecting the ocular
91 surface from infections. Factors such as Immunoglobulin A, which neutralizes and prevents
92  pathogen adhesion; lysozyme, an enzyme that breaks down bacterial cell walls; lactoferrin,
93  which possesses direct bactericidal effects; and enzymes like secretory Phospholipase A2 and
94  Betalysin, which disrupt bacterial membranes, all contribute to this protective mechanism.**
95 These antimicrobial agents not only protect the eye but also facilitate the lysis of microbial cells,
96 leading to the release of microbial DNA directly into the tears.
97
98  Under this premise, we hypothesized that it would be possible to detect microbial DNA directly
99  from tear samples obtained from eyes with corneal ulcers, thus éliminating the need for corneal
100 scrapings and DNA extraction. Thiswould provide a non-invasive, efficient method for
101 diagnosing ocular surface infections. Here, we conducted a prospective study on individuals
102  presenting with bacterial corneal ulcersto compare the diagnostic sensitivity and specificity of
103  thetear-based sequencing method to the traditional culture method.
104
105
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106 Methods

107

108  Study Design and Subjects Enrollment

109 Thisisaprospective observational cohort study that was conducted in accordance with the

110  principles of the Declaration of Helsinki and was approved by the Institutional Review Board of
111  YadeUniversity. Informed consent was obtained from all patients. Data on demographics,

112  medical history, and medication use were collected from the patients’ medical records at the time
113  of enrollment. Statistical analysis was performed using IBM SPSS Stati stics software (version
114 29).

115

116  Participantsincluded in the study were adults aged 18 years and older who had a clinical

117  diagnosis of microbial keratitis confirmed by an ophthalmologist. Eligible individuals presented
118  with symptoms consistent with corneal ulcers, such as eye redness, pain, and visual impairment,
119  and were able to provide informed consent. Exclusion criteriaincluded individuals with a history
120  of corneal transplantation within the prior 6 months. We also excluded those diagnosed with

121  viral or fungal keratitis based on preliminary clinical assessments, culture results, or prior

122  medical records.

123

124  Tear Collection

125 Tear samples were collected from the inferior fornix using a sterile Schirmer strip, avoiding

126  contact with the eyelashes. The strip was subsequently placed in a microcentrifuge tube. Tears
127  were collected following centrifugation for 2 minutes at 5000 RPM and stored at -80°C.

128

129 Corneal Scraping

130 Corneal scraping was performed as part of the standard of care for patients presenting with

131 symptomsindicative of microbial keratitis, in accordance with established clinical guidelines.
132 Thedecision to perform corneal scraping was made at the discretion of the treating physician
133  based on the severity of the ulcer, size, location, and clinical presentation of the infection. The
134  procedure was carried out using a dlit lamp for magnification. The patient’ s eye was anesthetized
135 with atopical anesthetic to ensure comfort during the procedure. Using a sterile blade, a small
136  sample of the epithelial tissue was carefully removed from the ulcer. The collected samples were
137 immediately placed in appropriate culture media or transport media to preserve microbial

138 viahility and transported to the laboratory for prompt culturing and analysis.

139

140

141  Nanopore 16SrRNA Amplification and Sequencing

142  Amplification and sequencing of the 16S rRNA gene, which isuniversal across bacterial species,
143  were performed using the Oxford Nanopore Technology 16S Barcoding Kit 1-24 (SQK-16S024).
144  The 16S rRNA gene was amplified using the LongAmp Hot Start Tag 2X Master Mix (New

145 England Biolabs, Massachusetts, USA). One uL of the tear sample was added to the master mix
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146  and barcoded primers in areaction mix volume of 50 uL. Polymerase chain reaction (PCR) was
147  performed at the following settings: an initial denaturation step at 95°C for 1 minute, followed by
148 50 cycles at 95°C for 20 seconds, 55°C for 30 seconds, and 65°C for 2 minutes, and afinal

149 extension step at 65°C for 5 minutes. Therest of the library preparation was performed using the
150 recommended protocol for ONT kit SQK-16S024 for compatibility with the Flongle flow cell.
151 PCR products were purified usng AMPure XP Beads (Beckman Coulter, USA) following the
152  Nanopore protocol. Sequencing runs were performed using the R9.4.1 Fongle flow cell (FLO-
153 FLGO001, Oxford Nanopore Technologies) on aMinlON Mk1B Nanopore sequencer. Sequencing
154  wasallowed to proceed until a plateau of reads was achieved, which generally took between 4
155 and 12 hours.

156

157 Analysisand Bacterial I dentification

158  Basecalling was performed using the built-in Guppy basecaller on MinKnow, which translates
159 theraw signal datafrom the Nanopore sequencer into nucleotide sequences. For species

160 identification, the cloud-based EPI2ZME FASTQ16S pipeline (v2023.04.21) provided by Oxford
161 Nanopore Technology was utilized. The pipeline classifies the results from each sequencing run
162  according to the NCBI 16S rRNA gene BLAST database. A minimum gscore of 7 was s&t,

163  which indicates the quality threshold for basecalling accuracy; a higher gscore represents a

164  higher confidence in the accuracy of the nucleotide base calls. In cases where multiple reads

165 wereidentified, the determination of the causative organism was based on the highest read count.
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166 Results

167

168 Demographicsof study participantsand clinical presentation
169

170  There were 10 subjects who were included after meeting the study criteria. The mean age was
171  50.2 years. There were 6 males and 4 females. The ulcer was present in the left eye of 5 subjects
172  andright eye of 5 subjects. Patient demographics are summarized in Table 1.

173

174  Symptoms at presentation included blurred vision, pain, pink eye, foreign body sensation,

175 discharge, tearing, and sengitivity to light. Time of symptom onset prior to presentation ranged
176  from 1 to 14 days with amean of 4.7 days. Risk factors for the development of corneal ulcer

177  included use of soft contact lenses (n = 6), history of long hospitalization with associated

178  bacteremia (n = 1), blepharitis (n = 1), status post superficial keratectomy 7 days prior to

179 diagnosis (n = 1), and loose suture in a patient with a penetrating keratoplasty (n = 1). Best

180 corrected or pinhole visual acuity at presentation ranged from 0 to 2.40 LogM AR with a mean of
181 1.07 LogMAR, and a standard deviation of 0.88 LogMAR.

182

183  On examination, 9 patients presented with a single corneal infiltrate while one patient had 2

184 infiltrates of comparable size. Corneal ulcers were centrally located in 50% of the cases, with the
185 remainder being peripheral. The average size of infiltrates measured 2.09 mm vertically (range, 1
186 mmto5 mm) and 2.20 mm horizontally (range, 1 mmto 5 mm). No ulcers extended to the sclera
187  or limbus. Two patients devel oped hypopyon.

188

189  Eight subjects underwent corneal scraping for culture, while 2 had ulcers considered too small
190 for scraping. A total of 10 tear samples were collected.

191

192 Summary of cultureresults

193  Of the 8 subjects who underwent corneal scraping and culture, 4 exhibited bacterial growth on
194  culture. The bacteriaidentified included coagulase negative Staphyl ococcus in broth (Subject 1),
195  Saphylococcus aureus (Subject 2), and Pseudomonas aeruginosa (Subjects 3 and 4), all

196 identified one day post-diagnosis. The remaining 4 subjects showed no bacterial growth on

197  culture mediaincluding blood agar, chocolate agar, and thioglycolate broth, which were

198  monitored for growth for 5 days. Results from culture are listed in Table 2.

199

200 Nanopore sequencing results

201  For the 4 subjects whose ulcer scrapings exhibited growth on culture, Nanopore sequencing

202  identified the predominant bacterial pathogensin each tear sample as follows: Staphylococcus
203  saccharolyticus, Staphylococcus roterodami, Pseudomonas aeruginosa, and again Pseudomonas
204  aeruginosa, respectively. Saphylococcus saccharolyticus is coagulase negative,** and

205  Saphylococcus roterodami is within the Staphylococcus aureus complex.'
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206

207  Among the 4 subjects whose ulcers did not exhibit growth on culture, Nanopore sequencing
208  detected no bacteriain 2 cases, while identifying Staphylococcus saccharolyticus and

209 Cutibacteriumacnesin the remaining 2.

210

211  For the 2 subjects with ulcerstoo small for culture, Nanopore sequencing identified

212  Saphyloccous saccharolyticus in one and Kocuria rhizophila in the other. Results from

213  Nanopore sequencing compared to results from culture are listed in Table 2. Detailed results
214  featuring taxonomic classification for each case along with a synopsis of the clinical presentation
215 areprovidedin Figures S1-S8.

216

217  Discussion

218

219  Our findings demonstrate the efficacy of PCR amplification of the 16S gene directly from tears,
220 followed by Nanopore sequencing, in identifying the causative bacterial agents of corneal ulcers.
221  This method demonstrated high sensitivity, successfully detecting bacterial pathogensin all

222  samplesthat were positive by traditional culture methods. Notably, it also identified bacterial
223  DNA in cases where traditional cultures failed, suggesting that tear-based Nanopore sequencing
224  may offer greater sensitivity compared to standard culture-based methods. This non-invasive
225  approach eliminates the need for DNA extraction and delivers results within hours, which is
226  crucial for the timely management of corneal ulcers.

227

228  Traditional culture-based diagnostics are often limited by high false-negative rates, which range
229  between 32.6-79.4%."3'* This limitation stems from several factors, including variability in

230 sample collection techniques and the fastidious nature of certain pathogens that do not grow
231  under standard culture conditions. In contrast, our tear-based sequencing approach, which relies
232  on detecting bacterial DNA, should in theory circumvent these hurdles. Expectedly, in our study,
233  thismethod identified bacterial readsin 2 of the 4 ulcers that did not exhibit growth on culture,
234  indicating higher sengtivity than traditional methods. Specifically, Nanopore sequencing

235 identified Staphylococcus saccharolyticus and Cutibacterium acnes as the predominant bacterial
236  speciesin culture-negative ulcers, both of which are known to be associated with corneal ulcers
237  or eyeinfections.™>*® Notably, Cutibacterium acnes, formerly known as Propionibacterium

238 acnes, is considered a fastidious organism due to its stringent growth requirements.*"*

239

240 Moreover, the tear-based approach could be particularly useful in clinical settings where access
241  toan ophthamologist is not feasible or laboratory resources are limited, asit requires no

242  specialized equipment or training for sample collection, compared with the traditional culture
243  techniques which require corneal scrapings by an ophthalmologist using adit-lamp. The

244 sequencing method offers significant benefits because it is non-invasive, eliminating the

245  discomfort and potential complications associated with corneal scrapings. Additionaly, its
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246  ability to bypass DNA extraction helps ddliver rapid results, meeting a critical clinical need for
247  quick and accurate diagnostics to guide treatment.

248

249  Another advantage of this sequencing-based method isits ability to detect low-abundance

250 pathogens and provide insights into the polymicrobial nature of corneal ulcers. In our study,

251  causative organismsidentified by Nanopore included pathogens commonly associated with

252  corneal ulcers such as Saphylococcus, Pseudomonas, and Cutibacterium acnes. Notably,

253  Kocuria rhizophila has not been previously reported as a cause of corneal ulcers. It belongsto
254  the Kocuria genus, agroup of gram-positive bacteriathat, in rare cases, can cause infectious

255  keratitisin immunocompromised patients.*>** Nanopore sequencing was particularly effective at
256  identifying causative bacterial agentsin corneal ulcersthat were too small for conventional

257  scraping and culture, highlighting its utility in detecting the polymicrobial etiology of these

258 infections. Of the 8 eyesthat yielded positive results on Nanopore, 7 showed reads from more
259 than one bacterial genus. Thisfinding aligns with previous reports on the polymicrobia nature of
260 infection-induced corneal ulcers. For instance, in one study, among 81 corneal ulcers analyzed
261  viaculture, 43% yielded more than one bacterial organism.? Other studies have estimated that
262  between 1.9% and 25% of corneal ulcers are polymicrobial in nature.”** Our findings suggest
263  that polymicrobial infections may be more common than previously recognized, possibly dueto
264  the enhanced detection capabilities of this new method. These findings also indicate that in

265 corneal ulcers, afavorable environment may be conducive to the growth of multiple bacterial
266  species.

267

268 Thisstudy islimited by its small sample size and the fact that it was conducted at a single center,
269  which may restrict the generalizability of the findings. Additionally, the risk of contamination
270  from eydid skin or during the tear collection and sequencing processes cannot be completely
271  ruled out. Some detected bacterial species might represent contaminants from the normal ocular
272 flora®? Furthermore, while Nanopore sequencing demonstrated high sensitivity and specificity,
273  itsaccuracy needs to be validated across a broader spectrum of bacterial, fungal, and viral

274 pathogens.® Future research should also explore integrating this technology with antibiotic

275  susceptibility testing to enhanceits clinical utility and inform more targeted treatment strategies.
276  Expanding the study to include more participants and multiple sites, along with testing for fungal
277 and vira pathogens and conducting real-time antimicrobial resistance profiling, are next stepsto
278  build on these novel findings.
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Table 1. Demographics and Clinical Characteristics of the Study Subjects

Subject ID | Sex Age | Laterality | Presenting symptoms | Risk factors
1 Male |70- | Right Eye pain, discharge History of long hospital
79 course with associated
bacteremia
2 Female | 60- | Right Eye pain, discharge, Superficial keratectomy
69 blurry vision, for removal of Salzman’s
conjunctival injection nodules 7 days prior to
presentation
3 Female | 40- | Left Eye pain, discharge, Contact lens user
49 blurry vision,
conjunctival injection,
tearing
4 Female | 70- | Left Eye pain, discharge, Contact lens user
79 foreign body sensation
5 Male |50- | Left Eye pain, discharge, Blepharitis
59 redness
6 Male | <30 | Left Eye pain, conjunctival Contact lens user
injection, blurry vision,
tearing, photosensitivity
7 Male |40- | Right Eye pain, conjunctival Contact lens user
49 injection, blurry vision,
tearing
8 Male | 60- | Left Blurry vision L oose suture following
69 penetrating keratoplasty
9 Female | 30- | Right Eye pain, conjunctival Contact lens user
39 injection, blurry vision,
photosensitivity
10 Mae | <30 | Right Eye pain, foreign body | Contact lens user
sensation
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Table 2. Summary of Culture Results and Nanopore Sequencing Results

Subject ID | Cultureresults Nanopore Concor dance
sequencing results
1 Coagulase-negative Staphylococcus Yes
Saphylococcus saccharolyticus
2 Staphylococcus Staphylococcus Yes
aureus roterodami
3 Pseudomonas Pseudomonas Yes
aeruginosa aeruginosa
4 Pseudomonas Pseudomonas Yes
aeruginosa aeruginosa
5 No growth Saphylococcus No
saccharolyticus
6 No growth Cutibacteriumacnes | No
7 No growth no bacteriadetected | Yes
8 No growth no bacteriadetected | Yes
9 Too small to culture | Staphylococcus Not applicable
saccharolyticus
10 Too small to culture | Kocuria rhizophila Not applicable



https://doi.org/10.1101/2024.09.26.24314375

