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DeterminaƟon of thresholds for calling posiƟve viral species 

IdenƟficaƟon of false posiƟve species is common in metagenomics analysis, with contaminaƟon 
arising at various stages of the laboratory and bioinformaƟcs protocols (1). Therefore, approaches to 
disƟnguish true and false posiƟves post-analysis are required. Most metagenomics protocols for 
clinical diagnosƟcs implement thresholds based on read counts (2,3) or genome coverage (4).  

We iniƟally tested the classifiers with no thresholds applied. Some classifiers detected a high number 
of false posiƟve species, mainly bacteria and fungi (SI Figure 1A). There were few false posiƟve viral 
species detected by ONT sequencing by any classifier (SI Figure 1B), meaning that it may be possible 
to only perform a comparison with the negaƟve control for these samples. metaMix and Bracken 
generally idenƟfied a low number of false posiƟve viral species for the Illumina data, with other 
classifiers finding more (SI Figure 1B). For some classifiers, use of thresholds might reduce the 
number of false posiƟve species whilst retaining sensiƟvity. 

 

  

SI Figure 1: False posiƟve species without thresholds 

Number of false posiƟve species, defined as a species that is classified as posiƟve but not present in the 
mock community, for different taxonomic classifiers, by untargeted Illumina and ONT sequencing and capture 
probe enrichment with the Twist Biosciences Comprehensive Viral Research Panel followed by Illumina 
sequencing. A all species. B viruses only. Genome copy numbers refer to an average across the viral species – 
see Supplementary Table 3. Each bar shows the mean of at least two technical replicates. 



Approaches used previously include raw read thresholds (2), proporƟon of total or microbial reads 
(2,5) and measures based on reads per million raƟos (3). Whilst thresholds based on genome 
coverage may be informaƟve, they are difficult to implement in an automated way for most of the 
classifiers tested here, which do not output genome alignments by default. Raw read thresholds, 
while simple to implement, may not be robust to differences in sequencing depth and host content, 
meaning that it may be preferable to use normalized measures such as reads per million (RPM). 
Comparison with the species in the negaƟve control is important, but completely disregarding any 
species present at any in the negaƟve control may be misleading, parƟcularly if there have been low 
levels of cross-contaminaƟon between samples, which is common when viral loads are high. Reads 
per million raƟos (RPMR) can be used to disregard species that are found at similar levels in the 
controls (3). ProporƟon of microbial reads (PMR) can be used to reject low level species that may be 
predicted due to misclassificaƟon, as well as being a more robust way of rejecƟng low-level species 
than raw read thresholds. Since we only had known true posiƟves for viruses in this study, we used 
an RPMR of 10 and PMR of 0.01 for bacteria, fungi and other eukaryotes, which are thresholds that 
have been used in previous studies (2,4,6,7).  

To determine the value of the thresholds for viruses, we first used all the data from all the 
nucleoƟde-based classifiers and sequencing runs (excluding the Twist VRP data with the standard 
One Codex database, which is not recommended and has low sensiƟvity when no thresholds are 
applied) tested to construct a receiver-operator characterisƟc (ROC) curve for RPMR, choosing the 
value where sensiƟvity was as close to specificity as possible (5.0, sensiƟvity = 86.0, specificity = 
83.8%) (SI Figure 2). AŌer implemenƟng this threshold (accepƟng as posiƟve any species that had no 
reads in the corresponding control) we then repeated this process to determine a threshold for PMR 
(0.00025). These thresholds resulted in a specificity and sensiƟvity of 87.4%. In our context, we 
would prefer to have beƩer sensiƟvity, parƟcularly as some false posiƟve species are not clinically 
relevant or may be excluded using genome coverage thresholds. We therefore tested slightly 
decreased thresholds of RPMR = 5 and PMR = 0.0001, which provided a sensiƟvity of 91.7% and a 
specificity of 76.6% (SI Figure 3). We considered this to be a good balance between sensiƟvity and 
specificity for all classifiers except Dragen and One Codex for untargeted Illumina data. Use of RPMR 
= 5 and accepƟng any species that had no reads in the posiƟve control gave a sensiƟvity of 99.5% but 
a specificity of only 28.6%, highlighƟng the benefit of using both measures. We also tested a logisƟc 
regression model to disƟnguish true posiƟves. We used the same dataset to construct a model using 
RPMR and PMR. Seƫng the threshold to achieve a specificity of 91.7% resulted in a sensiƟvity of 
77.4%, similar to use of combined RPMR and PMR thresholds as described above. 

We also tested the published tool decontam (8) to help idenƟfy true posiƟve species. Decontam uses 
the principle that contaminants are more abundant in negaƟve controls (prevalence) and low 
concentraƟon samples (frequency) (8). Since our negaƟve controls consisted of human DNA and 
RNA, the input nucleic acid concentraƟon was equal across all samples, meaning that frequency-
based classificaƟon is not viable. We therefore used only the prevalence method, using the same 
input data as above, and produced a ROC curve of the threshold parameter. SensiƟvity changed from 
0 to 1 with the same specificity, 49.3% (SI Figure 2), making it slightly worse on our data than the 
method described above, which is to be expected since it is not designed to be used on our data 
type. 

We therefore recommend using a combinaƟon of reads per million raƟo and proporƟon of microbial 
reads to idenƟfy false posiƟves for Illumina sequencing with tools that give a high number of false 
posiƟves, such as Kraken2 and Illumina’s Dragen Metagenomics pipeline. Exact thresholds used may 
vary between experimental setups and sample types but will usually need to be lower for viruses 



Figure 1 

than for other organisms. ONT sequencing and Illumina sequencing with certain tools, such as 
metaMix, may be able to be used with only a simple comparison with the negaƟve control, perhaps 
using RPMR alone. 

 

 

 

  

SI Figure 2: Receiver operator characterisƟc curves 

ROC curves for the different sets of thresholds and models tested. The data used to generate Figure 1 was 
used for tesƟng. 

 



 

SI Figure 3: SensiƟvity and specificity with our suggested thresholds 

A SensiƟvity to the species in the mock community before and aŌer the applicaƟon of thresholds, for 
different taxonomic classifiers, by untargeted Illumina and ONT sequencing and capture probe enrichment 
with the Twist Biosciences Comprehensive Viral Research Panel followed by Illumina sequencing. MEGAN-LR 
is only designed for ONT sequencing so was only run for this plaƞorm. B,C Number of false posiƟve species, 
defined as a species that is classified as posiƟve but not present in the mock community B False posiƟve 
species from the raw output of the taxonomic classifiers with our thresholds applied. C Comparison of the 
numbers of viral posiƟve species idenƟfied before and aŌer the applicaƟon of thresholds. Genome copy 
numbers refer to an average across the viral species – see Supplementary Table 3. Each bar shows the mean 
of at least two technical replicates. 
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