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Background
Historically, ancient DNA (aDNA) studies have focused on human and faunal evolu-
tion and demography, extracting and analyzing predominantly eukaryotic aDNA [1–3]. 
With the development of next-generation sequencing (NGS) technologies, it was dem-
onstrated that host-associated microbial aDNA from eukaryotic remains, which was 
previously treated as a sequencing by-product, can provide valuable information about 
ancient pandemics, lifestyle, and population migrations in the past [4–6]. Modern tech-
nologies have made it possible to study not only ancient microbiomes populating eukar-
yotic hosts, but also sedimentary ancient DNA (sedaDNA), which has rapidly become 
an independent branch of palaeogenetics, delivering unprecedented information about 
hominin and animal evolution without the need to analyze historical bones and teeth 
[7–12]. Previously available in microbial ecology, meta-barcoding methods lack valida-
tion and authentication power, and therefore, shotgun metagenomics has become the 
de facto standard in ancient microbiome research [13]. However, accurate detection, 
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abundance quantification, and authentication analysis of microbial organisms in ancient 
metagenomic samples remain challenging [14]. This is due to the limited amount of 
microbial aDNA and the exceptional variety of both host-associated and invasive micro-
bial communities that have been populating ancient samples when living and post-mor-
tem. In particular, the presence of modern contamination can introduce biases in the 
analysis of aDNA data. All of these technical and biological factors can lead to a high 
rate of false-positive and false-negative microbial identifications in ancient metagenomic 
studies [15].

When screening for the presence of microbial organisms with available reference 
genomes, we aim to assign a taxonomic label to each aDNA sequence. For this purpose, 
there are two dominant approaches: composition, aka k-mer taxonomic classification, 
and alignment-based methods. For the former, the Kraken family of tools [16, 17] is one 
of the most popular in ancient metagenomics, while for the latter, general purpose align-
ers such as BWA [18] and Bowtie2 [19], but also aligners specifically designed for the 
analysis of metagenomic data, such as MALT [20], are among the most commonly used.

Unlike the alignment approach, where each aDNA sequence is positioned along the 
reference genome based on its similarity to it, the k-mer taxonomic classification uses 
a lookup database containing k-mers and Lowest Common Ancestor (LCA) informa-
tion for all organisms with available reference genomes. DNA sequences are classified 
by searching the database for each k-mer in a sequence and then by using the LCA 
information to determine the most specific taxonomic level for the sequence. Advan-
tages of the classification-based approach are high speed and a wide range of candidates 
(database size), while disadvantages include difficulty in validation and authentication 
which can often lead to a high error rate in the classification-based approach. In con-
trast, the alignment-based approach with, for example, MALT provides more means of 
validation and authentication, while being relatively slow, more resource-demanding, 
and heavily dependent on the selection of reference sequences included in the database. 
Technical limitations such as computer memory (RAM) often hinder the inclusion of 
a large amount of reference sequences into the database, which might result in a high 
false-negative rate of microbial detection. In practice, due to the very different nature of 
the analyses and reference databases used, the outputs from classification and alignment 
approaches often contradict each other, bringing additional confusion to the ancient 
metagenomics research community. In fact, both approaches have strengths but also 
profound weaknesses that can lead to substantial analysis error, if not properly taken 
into account.

Here, we define two types of errors common to ancient metagenomics: (1) the detec-
tion error and (2) the authentication error. The detection error comes from the difficulty 
to correctly identify microbial presence or absence irrespective of ancient status. This 
can happen due to many reasons such as overly relaxed or too conservative filtering. 
This error is not specific to ancient metagenomics but represents a general challenge 
that is also valid for the field of modern metagenomics. In contrast, the authentica-
tion error in our case is mainly related to the ancient status of detected organisms and 
caused by modern contamination that is typically present in archaeological samples. 
Often, inaccurate data processing and handling can lead to the erroneous discovery of 
a modern contaminant as being of ancient origin, and vice versa, of an ancient microbe 
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as being modern. Therefore, the major goals of an ancient microbiome reconstruction 
are to establish accurate evidence that a microbe (a) truly exists in a sample and (b) is of 
ancient origin.

Here, we aim to combine the strengths of both classification- and alignment-based 
approaches to develop an ancient metagenomic profiling workflow, aMeta, with low 
detection and authentication errors. For this purpose, we use KrakenUniq [21, 22] — 
which is suitable for working in low-memory computational environments — for initial 
taxonomic profiling of metagenomic samples and informing MALT reference database 
construction, followed by LCA-based MALT alignments, and a comprehensive valida-
tion and authentication analysis based on the alignments. We report that a KrakenUniq-
based selection of microbial candidates for inclusion in the MALT database dramatically 
reduces resource usage of aMeta compared to metagenomic profiling with MALT alone. 
We evaluated our workflow using simulated ancient metagenomic data and bench-
marked it against Heuristic Operations for Pathogen Screening (HOPS) [23], which is 
probably the most popular and de facto standard ancient metagenomic pipeline cur-
rently. We demonstrate that due to its additional breadth/evenness of coverage filter-
ing, greater database size, and flexible authentication scoring system, the combination of 
KrakenUniq and MALT implemented in our workflow results in a higher sensitivity vs. 
specificity balance for the detection and authentication of ancient microbes compared 
to HOPS, given identical computer memory available. Importantly, aMeta consumed 
nearly half as much computer memory as HOPS on a benchmark simulated ancient 
metagenomic dataset.

Results
The aMeta workflow overview is shown in Fig. 1. It represents an end-to-end processing 
and analysis framework implemented in Snakemake [24] that accepts raw sequencing 
data as a set of files, usually belonging to a common project, and outputs a ranked list of 

Fig. 1  aMeta: ancient metagenomic profiling workflow overview. The workflow represents a combination 
of taxonomic classification + filtering steps with KrakenUniq that allows to establish a list of microbial 
candidates for further dynamic building of a MALT database, running LCA-based alignments with MALT 
against the database, and performing validation + authentication analysis based on the alignments
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detected ancient microbial species together with their abundances for each sample, as 
well as a number of validation and authentication plots for each identified microorgan-
ism in each sample. In other words, the workflow leverages a convenient high-level sum-
mary of several authentication and validation metrics that evaluate detected microbes 
based on the evidence of their presence and ancient status.

Here, we provide a detailed description of each step implemented in aMeta. The work-
flow accepts raw metagenomic data in a standard fastq format containing sequenced 
DNA reads, removes sequencing adapters with Cutadapt [25], and selects reads of length 
above 31 bp which have a good taxonomic specificity. Next, the workflow runs KrakenU-
niq [21, 22] (we refer to this step as “pre-screening”), a fast and accurate k-mer-based 
tool which is capable of operating in low-memory computational environments [22]. 
KrakenUniq performs a taxonomic classification of the aDNA sequences and reports a 
number of k-mers unique within each taxon’s reference genome, which can be consid-
ered as a good approximation to the breadth of coverage information; see Additional 
file 1: Fig. S1. Indeed, a greater number of unique k-mers implies a broader breadth of 
coverage since reads span more unique regions, distribute across the reference genome, 
and encompass more base pairs of the reference. The number of unique k-mers is an 
essential filter of aMeta which significantly improves its accuracy (default: 1000 unique 
k-mers, can be configured by the user). Generally, breadth of coverage information is 
obtained through alignments; therefore, the advantage of KrakenUniq is that it is capa-
ble of providing an estimate of the breadth of coverage via k-mer-based read classifica-
tion without the need for explicit alignments.

Figure  2 schematically demonstrates why detection of microbial organisms based 
solely on depth of coverage, sometimes referred to as “coverage” in the literature, might 
lead to false-positive identifications. Depth of coverage is equivalent to the total number 
of mapped reads, normalized by the length of the reference genome. Suppose we have a 
toy example with a reference genome of length 4 ∗ L and 4 reads of length L mapping to 
the reference genome. When a microbe is truly detected, the reads should map evenly, 
which means they should be distributed randomly and hence in a relatively even manner 

Fig. 2  Schematic demonstration of the difference between depth and breadth/evenness of coverage 
concepts. Two read alignment scenarios, A and B, have an identical depth of coverage of Nreads* Lread / 
Lgenome = 4 * Lread / 4 * Lread = 1X. However, the reads are spread unevenly in case A and evenly in case B. The 
latter has a higher breadth of coverage (100% in contrast to 25% for the former) and evenness of coverage. 
Scenario B corresponds to a true-positive hit, while scenario A is typical of a false-positive microbial detection
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across the reference genome; see Fig. 2B. In this case, the mapped reads have satisfactory 
breadth of coverage (fraction of covered reference nucleotides) and evenness of coverage 
(uniformness or consistency with which sequenced reads are distributed across the ref-
erence genome). In the toy example in Fig. 2B, all 4 reads map at unique positions and 
such alignments provide a perfect breadth of coverage of 100%. In contrast, in case of 
misaligned reads, where reads originating from species A are incorrectly mapped to the 
reference genome of species B, it is common to observe read stacking in regions of high 
sequence conservation, which is the case in Fig. 2A where all 4 reads align at the same 
position (see also Additional file  1, Fig. S2 for a real data example, where reads from 
unknown microbial organisms are deliberately forced to map exclusively to the Yers-
inia pestis reference genome). In the toy example in Fig. 2A, the read alignments have a 
rather poor breadth of coverage of 25%. Note that the non-overlapping reads in Fig. 2B 
will likely cover more unique k-mers (providing large enough k) compared to the stacked 
reads in Fig. 2A. Therefore, we consider the breadth of coverage, which is conceptually 
related to the number of unique k-mers delivered by KrakenUniq, to be of crucial impor-
tance for robust filtering in our workflow.

In addition to the breadth of coverage filtering, low-abundance microbes are removed 
in aMeta based on their depth of coverage, which is estimated by the number of reads 
assigned to each taxon (default: 200 reads, which can be adapted by the user). Filtering 
by the depth of coverage is also important for subsequent validation and authentication 
steps, as some of these may not be statistically robust enough when performed on low-
abundant microbes. Therefore, aMeta uses a rather conservative approach and focuses 
on reasonably abundant species with even coverage which are more likely to actually be 
present in the samples (Fig. 3).

For pre-screening with KrakenUniq, we built two different databases of refer-
ence sequences: (1) a complete NCBI non-redundant NT database (referred to as full 
NCBI NT), currently used by default in BLASTN [26], that included all eukaryotic and 
prokaryotic genomes available at NCBI, December 2020; (2) a microbial version of the 
full NCBI NT database (referred to as Microbial NCBI NT), consisting of all microbial 
genomic sequences (bacteria, viruses, archaea, fungi, protozoa and parasitic worms) as 
well as the human genome and complete eukaryotic genomes from NCBI. The former 
database can be used for comprehensive screening of both eukaryotic (mammals, plants, 
etc.) and microbial organisms, while the latter is more than half the size, and is sufficient 
for microbial profiling only. Both databases are publicly available to the wider scientific 
community through the SciLifeLab Figshare at https://​doi.​org/​10.​17044/​scili​felab.​20205​
504 and https://​doi.​org/​10.​17044/​scili​felab.​20518​251.

When comparing different KrakenUniq databases, we found that database size played 
an important role in robust microbial identification. Specifically, small databases tended 
to have higher false-positive and false-negative rates for two reasons. First, microbes 
present in a sample whose reference genomes were not included in the KrakenUniq 
database could obviously not be identified, hence the high rate of false negatives of 
smaller databases. Second, microbes in the database that were genetically similar to the 
ones in a sample appeared to be more often erroneously identified, which contributed to 
the high rate of false positives of smaller databases. For more details, see the sub-section 
“Effect of database size” of the “Results” section.

https://doi.org/10.17044/scilifelab.20205504
https://doi.org/10.17044/scilifelab.20205504
https://doi.org/10.17044/scilifelab.20518251
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Although the technique of filtering the KrakenUniq output by depth and breadth of 
coverage is reliable for establishing the presence of an organism in a sample, the findings 
of KrakenUniq have to be authenticated, i.e., their ancient status needs to be confirmed, 
which is impossible to do with the taxonomic classification approach alone. Indeed, even 
if KrakenUniq has a fairly low detection error (see the “Background” section), it cannot 
provide any information about the ancient status of the detected microbes. Furthermore, 
additional validation based on the alignment summary statistics such as evenness of 
coverage and edit distance can enhance the detection accuracy of aMeta beyond the pri-
mary hard thresholds of breadth and depth of coverage applied to KrakenUniq output.

To validate the results from the KrakenUniq pre-screening step and further elimi-
nate potential false-positive microbial identifications, aMeta performs alignments with 
the MALT aligner [20]. The main advantage of MALT and motivation for us to use it in 
aMeta was that MALT is a metagenomic-specific aligner which applies the Lowest Com-
mon Ancestor (LCA) algorithm in contrast to other traditional genomic aligners such as 
BWA [18] and Bowtie2 [19]. The LCA algorithm is particularly important when working 
with heterogeneous metagenomic sequencing data. More specifically, when performing 
competitive mapping to multiple reference genomes, it is important to correctly handle 
the reads mapping with the same affinity to several references (multi-mapping reads). 
Traditional genomic aligners would disregard the multi-mapping reads as ambiguous 
and non-informative. In contrast, the LCA algorithm in MALT keeps the multi-mapping 
reads within the taxonomic tree of related organisms and assigns the reads to the lower 
ancestor node in the tree. For example, if a read maps with the same number of mis-
matches to two species, the read will be assigned to their common genus and kept for 

Fig. 3  Depth (number of reads specific to a taxon) and breadth (number of unique k-mers) of coverage 
reported by KrakenUniq for microbial taxa in a metagenomic sample. Taxa with large amounts of unevenly 
mapped reads, and hence low breadth of coverage, are considered to be false-positive identifications (left 
upper corner). Red solid horizontal and vertical lines mark optional depth (~ 100 reads) and breadth (~ 1000 
unique k-mers) of coverage filters applied to the KrakenUniq output
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downstream analysis. Alternatively, aMeta users can also select Bowtie2 for faster and 
more memory-efficient alignments; see Additional file  2: S1. Indeed, Bowtie2 may be 
preferred by users because MALT is very resource-demanding. However, since Bowtie2 
lacks LCA handling of multi-mapping reads, MALT is more suitable for metagenomic 
analysis.

In practice, only reference databases of limited size can be afforded when perform-
ing analysis with MALT, which might potentially compromise the accuracy of micro-
bial detection; see Additional file 2: S2 for more details. In consequence, we aim to link 
the unique capacity of KrakenUniq to work with large databases with the advantages 
of MALT for the validation of results via an LCA alignment. For this purpose, aMeta 
dynamically builds a project-specific MALT database, based on a filtered list of micro-
bial species identified by KrakenUniq. In other words, the combination of microbes 
across the samples, remaining after depth and breadth of coverage filtering of the Krak-
enUniq outputs, is used to build a MALT database, which allows the running of LCA-
based MALT alignments using realistic computational resources.

The analysis strategy applied in the aMeta workflow is two-step. First, we pre-screen 
and classify microbial organisms in aDNA samples with KrakenUniq against the full NT 
or microbial NT database, a step that can be performed virtually on any computer, even 
a laptop. Second, we validate the findings by performing MALT LCA-based alignments 
against a project-specific database comprising microbial species identified at the first 
step by KrakenUniq. This two-step strategy provides a good balance between sensitivity 
and specificity of both microbial detection and authentication in aDNA metagenomic 
samples without imposing a large computational resource burden. On the one hand, the 
KrakenUniq step optimizes the sensitivity of microbial detection by using a large data-
base that would otherwise be likely technically impossible for MALT to handle. On the 
other hand, the MALT step optimizes the specificity of microbial detection and authen-
tication by performing LCA-based alignments suitable for computing various quality 
metrics. Note that the two-step design of aMeta minimizes potential conflicts between 
classification (KrakenUniq) and alignment (MALT) approaches by ensuring consistent 
use of the reference database.

As previously emphasized, microbial organisms identified by KrakenUniq and MALT 
in metagenomic samples need to be checked for their ancient status, i.e., authentica-
tion analysis is needed in order to discriminate truly ancient organisms from modern 
contaminants. For authentication of microbial organisms found in metagenomic aDNA 
samples, we applied the MaltExtract tool [23] to the LCA-based alignments produced by 
MALT and computed the deamination pattern [27, 28], read length distribution, average 
nucleotide identity (ANI) via percent identity to the reference, and edit distance (amount 
of mismatches) [23] metrics. Next, the breadth and evenness of coverage of reads aligned 
to each microbial reference genome were generated using SAMtools [29]; see the “Meth-
ods” section and Additional file 2: S3. In addition, the workflow automatically extracts 
alignments and the corresponding reference genome sequence for each identified micro-
bial organism in each sample, allowing users to visually inspect the alignments, e.g., in 
the Integrative Genomics Viewer (IGV) [30], which provides intuitive interpretation 
of the quality metrics reported by aMeta. Finally, histograms of postmortem damage 
scores (PMD) are computed using PMDtools [31], which features a unique option of 
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likelihood-based inference of ancient status with a single read resolution. All the men-
tioned quality metrics are complementary and serve for more informed decisions about 
the presence and ancient status of microorganisms in metagenomic samples. A typical 
graphical output from aMeta is demonstrated in Fig.  4, which summarizes authenti-
cation and validation information for Yersinia pestis, the pathogen responsible for the 
plague, previously reported for the Gökhem2 (Gok2) individual [5]; see also Additional 
file 1: Fig. S3 for the Gökhem4 (Gok4) individual [5].

In addition to the graphical summary of quality metrics, aMeta delivers a table of 
microbial abundances quantified from both rma6- and SAM-alignments available from 
MALT. The alignments in rma6 format are quantified using the rma2info wrapper script 
from the MEGAN tool [32]; see Additional file 2: S7, while a custom awk script is used 
for quantifying microbial abundance from SAM-alignments. A disadvantage of rma6, 
which is a primary MALT alignment format, is that it cannot be easily handled by typi-
cal bioinformatics software such as SAMtools. However, we found that the alternative 
alignments in SAM format delivered by MALT lack LCA information and therefore are 
not optimal either, since they essentially resemble the Bowtie2 alignments. Nevertheless, 
we believe the two ways of abundance quantification are complementary to each other. 
The LCA-based quantification from the rma6 output of MALT might underestimate the 
true per-species microbial abundance, since many short conserved aDNA sequences 
originating from a species are assigned to higher taxonomic levels, e.g., genus level, and 
thus do not contribute to the species abundance. In contrast, the LCA-unaware quan-
tification from the SAM output of MALT seems to overestimate the true per-species 

Fig. 4  Authentication output of aMeta. Panels from left to right, top to bottom: a edit distance computed 
on all assigned reads, b edit distance computed on damaged reads, c evenness/breadth of coverage, d 
deamination pattern, e read length distribution, f PMD scores distribution, g number of reads assigned 
with an identity to a reference, h candidate reference sequences with percentages of mapped reads, and i 
MaltExtract statistics
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microbial abundance since it counts absolutely all reads assigned to a species, including 
the non-specific multi-mapping reads, i.e., the ones that map with the same affinity to 
multiple homologous microbial organisms.

Within the aMeta workflow, we constructed and implemented a special authentica-
tion scoring system that should facilitate getting a quick user-friendly overview of 
potentially present ancient microbes; see "Methods" section and Additional file 2: S5 for 
more details. The score is computed per microbe per sample and represents a quantity 
that combines the eight validation and authentication metrics presented graphically in 
Fig. 4, more specifically (1) deamination profile, (2) evenness of coverage, (3) edit dis-
tance (amount of mismatches) for all reads, (4) edit distance (amount of mismatches) 
for damaged reads, (5) read length distribution, (6) PMD scores distribution, (7) number 
of assigned reads (depth of coverage), and (8) average nucleotide identity (ANI) via per-
cent identity to the reference. The scoring system assigns heavier weights to evenness of 
coverage as an ultimate criterion for the true presence of a microbe, and deamination 
profile as the most important evidence of its ancient origin.

As one of the main outputs, aMeta delivers a heatmap summary of authentication 
scores for each detected microbe in each sample (Additional file 1: Fig. S4). The heatmap 
of scores, ranging from 0 (either not present or modern contaminant) to 10 (present and 
ancient), provides a quick and easy way for users to summarize the results of the ancient 
metagenomic analysis and make more informed decisions about hits to follow-up.

Benchmarking aMeta on simulated data

We benchmarked aMeta against HOPS [23] which is one of the most widely used pipe-
lines in the field of ancient metagenomics. Another popular general-purpose aDNA 
pipeline, nf-core/eager [33], implements HOPS as an ancient microbiome profiling 
module within the pipeline; therefore, we do not specifically compare our workflow 
with nf-core/eager but concentrate on differences between aMeta and HOPS in terms of 
computational resources and accuracy.

For robust comparison of the two approaches, we built a ground truth dataset which 
represents 10 ancient human metagenomic samples with various microbial composi-
tions simulated with the gargammel tool [34]. To mimic potential contamination  sce-
nario, we simulated reads that were both host-associated (ancient) and contaminant 
(ancient and modern). We selected 35 microbial species that are commonly found across 
our aDNA projects [35, 36], and simulated their fragmented and damaged reads. In 
addition, Illumina adapters and sequencing errors were added to mimic typical ancient 
DNA raw genomic sequencing data; see the “Methods” section for details. To better 
resemble a typical situation in our ancient metagenomic studies [35, 36], we simulated 
bacterial reads of both modern and ancient origin. For example, when working with 
ancient dental calculus [35], one may often observe host-associated Streptococcus pyo-
genes or Parvimonas micra, which were simulated here as being of ancient origin. One 
can also find ancient exogenous bacteria of environmental origin,  such as Mycobacte-
rium avium and Ralstonia solanacearum, which were also simulated as ancient. In total, 
18 out of 35 microbial species were simulated as ancient. We also added a number of 
modern bacterial contaminants, such as a few species from the Burkholderia and Pseu-
domonas genera, that are typically found on (blank) negative controls in our aDNA lab. 
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The contaminants were simulated with a moderate fragmentation level and no clear 
deamination or damage pattern. In total, 17 out of 35 microbial species were simulated 
as modern. In summary, the simulated ground truth dataset included both human and 
microbial DNA reads of ancient and modern origin, present at various ratios with vary-
ing levels of damage and fragmentation. We believe that this closely mimics a typical 
metagenomic composition scenario that we observe in various aDNA metagenomic pro-
jects [35, 36]; see the “Methods” section for more details.

Using this simulated ground truth dataset, we first aimed at comparing computer 
memory resources required by aMeta and HOPS. For this purpose, we ran aMeta on the 
simulated data using default settings and the Microbial NCBI NT database, which was 
the second largest among our pre-built databases; see the “Effect of database size” sub-
section for more details. For comparison, we also ran HOPS with default configuration 
parameters on our smallest database, the NCBI RefSeq database with complete micro-
bial genomes, which however could only be used by HOPS on a computer node with at 
least 1 TB of RAM. In our computer resource benchmarking, we found that the design 
of aMeta (pre-screening with KrakenUniq followed by the dynamic construction of the 
MALT database) reduces computer memory load (RAM) by approximately two times 
compared to the resources required to accommodate the MALT database in the HOPS 
pipeline, as shown in Fig. 5. More specifically, aMeta used at most 353 GB of RAM on 
20 threads, while HOPS required at most 685 GB of RAM on 1 thread, and 720 GB on 
20 threads. This memory reduction in aMeta became possible due to two factors: (1) 
the recent low-memory development of KrakenUniq [22] and (2) the dynamic building 
of the MALT database after pre-screening with KrakenUniq. Moreover, the peak mem-
ory load of aMeta can be further reduced from 353 GB to approximately 140–150 GB 

Fig. 5  Comparison of aMeta vs. HOPS computer memory (RAM) usage. Peak memory load of aMeta on a 
benchmark dataset was approximately twice lower compared to peak memory load of HOPS
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(a memory reduction of about 5 times compared to HOPS) for our benchmark dataset. 
This is because, when running aMeta, the irreducible memory consumption of MALT 
was only 138  GB, while the memory peak of 353  GB was observed on the KrakenU-
niq step, which in fact could be executed with even less available memory [22]. This, 
however, would lead to a longer computation time. Nevertheless, according to our tests 
(Additional file 1: Fig. S16), the new KrakenUniq development enables up to 10 times 
faster classification using a 450 GB reference database than with the previous versions, 
even on a computer cluster node with 128 GB of RAM, which was previously impossible 
without a node with at least 512 GB of RAM.

We conclude that aMeta is a more memory-efficient ancient metagenomic workflow 
compared to HOPS. However, one might be concerned that this superior computational 
efficiency can come at the price of reduced accuracy of metagenomic analysis, which 
would be undesirable. To address this, we computed microbial detection and authenti-
cation errors using the simulated ancient metagenomic dataset with the known ground 
truth described above.

We first sought to quantify the detection error of aMeta and HOPS, i.e., when a tool 
falsely reports the presence or absence of a microbe in a metagenomic sample, regardless 
of its ancient status. For this purpose, aMeta with default settings was run on the simu-
lated dataset, and the microbial abundance matrix was computed by KrakenUniq after 
filtering for a breadth of coverage using the Microbial NCBI NT database. For compari-
son, HOPS with default configuration parameters was run using the complete microbial 
genomes NCBI RefSeq database, which was the largest database that was feasible to use 
for HOPS on a 1 TB of RAM computer cluster node. We quantified the abundance of 
microbial organisms detected by HOPS using MEGAN [32]. Next, both KrakenUniq and 
HOPS microbial abundance matrices were filtered using gradually increasing thresholds 
for the number of assigned reads, which is equivalent to filtering by depth of coverage. 
For each depth of coverage threshold applied to the abundance matrices, we compared 
microbial organisms identified by KrakenUniq and HOPS against the true list of organ-
isms simulated by gargammel. As a criterion of overlap between the prediction and 
ground truth, we used two metrics: Intersection over Union (IoU), aka Jaccard similar-
ity, and F1 score, which both quantify the balance between sensitivity and specificity of 
microbial detection by KrakenUniq and HOPS (Fig. 6). Illustrated by the solid lines in 
Fig. 6, it is demonstrated how Jaccard similarity and F1 score change at different depth of 
coverage thresholds applied to the KrakenUniq and HOPS microbial abundance matri-
ces. The dashed horizontal line in Fig.  6 corresponds to the Jaccard similarity and F1 
score computed using the depth and breadth of coverage thresholds set by default in 
aMeta, which can however be modified by the users. More specifically, by default, aMeta 
uses 1000 unique k-mers and 200 reads assigned to the taxon (taxReads) for filtering 
by depth and breadth of coverage, respectively. The default aMeta filtering thresholds 
were previously empirically determined from the analysis of over 1200 ancient metagen-
omic libraries [35, 36]. Nevertheless, the users are encouraged to experiment with the 
number of assigned reads threshold in the range of ~ 100–300 reads, and unique k-mers 
threshold in the range of ~ 500–1500 k-mers for their particular projects depending on 
sequencing depth and organism interest. As Fig. 6 shows, the default settings of aMeta 
result in nearly optimal Jaccard similarity and F1 score values obtained from filtering 
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the KrakenUniq abundance matrix. Importantly, in Fig. 6, one can observe that irrespec-
tive of the depth of coverage threshold applied to the KrakenUniq and HOPS abundance 
matrices, the Jaccard similarity and F1 score for HOPS are always below the sensitiv-
ity vs. specificity level provided by KrakenUniq and aMeta. This conclusion is also con-
firmed by inspecting the accuracy of microbial composition reconstruction, as well as 
the numbers of false-positive and false-negative counts, at different read number thresh-
olds (Additional file 1: Fig. S10).

The greater detection accuracy of aMeta is explained by two factors. First, since it is 
computationally feasible to use very large and phylogenetically diverse databases for 
taxonomic profiling with KrakenUniq and hence aMeta, this allows for the detection of 
microbial organisms that might be missed by HOPS due to their potential absence in 
the HOPS database (since it was not technically feasible to build and use as large and 
diverse HOPS database as it was possible for aMeta). Therefore, KrakenUniq and aMeta 
have a higher sensitivity for microbial detection. This conclusion is confirmed by Addi-
tional file 1: Fig. S5-S10, where the ground truth for the microbial presence-absence per 
sample is compared against the one reconstructed by aMeta and HOPS. For example, 
such simulated species as Campylobacter rectus, Fusarium fujikuroi, Methylobacterium 
bullatum, Micromonas commoda, Micromonospora echinospora, Mycobacterium riyad-
hense, Nonomuraea gerenzanensis, Pseudomonas psychrophila, and Pseudomonas thiv-
ervalensis were correctly identified by aMeta as present in the dataset, but not detected 
by HOPS in any simulated sample. Interestingly, Campylobacter showae was detected 
by HOPS instead of Campylobacter rectus because only the former was included in the 
HOPS database. This shows how a limited database size can impact not only the sensi-
tivity (missed microbes) but also the specificity (falsely identified microbes) of microbial 

Fig. 6  Microbial detection sensitivity vs. specificity comparison between KrakenUniq, HOPS, and aMeta 
(default settings), at different assigned reads thresholds: A Jaccard similarity and B F1 score, are computed 
with respect to the simulated microbial abundance ground truth
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detection. In total, HOPS missed 16 out of 35 simulated microbial species in all samples, 
while aMeta completely missed only 9 out of 35 microbes.

The second factor for increased accuracy of microbial detection by aMeta comes 
from the fact that, while the HOPS microbial abundance matrix can only be filtered by 
depth of coverage (readDis reported by HOPS is not used for filtering and cannot be 
considered as an optimal proxy for breadth of coverage), an additional breadth of cover-
age filter is available in KrakenUniq, and applied by aMeta, improving the robustness 
of microbial detection. Therefore, KrakenUniq and aMeta tend to have overall higher 
specificity for microbial detection. For example, such microbial species as Mycobacte-
rium avium, Nocardia brasiliensis, Rhodopseudomonas palustris, Sorangium cellulosum, 
and Streptosporangium roseum were incorrectly identified by HOPS as present in at least 
one simulated metagenomic sample, while they did not pass aMeta filtering and were 
correctly excluded from the resulting output for these samples.

Additionally, we evaluated the performance of aMeta vs. HOPS on a read level (Addi-
tional file  1: Fig. S11), by comparing the ground truth and reconstructed read counts 
for each microbe in each sample. In contrast to HOPS that has a high dropout rate 
(high false-positive and false-negative counts) and therefore is sensitive to read number 
threshold (lowering the ~ 100–300 reads threshold results in a higher number of false-
positives), aMeta is more robust in a wide range of read number thresholds due to the 
additional breadth of coverage filter that reduces the dropout effect. In other words, low-
ering the ~ 100–300 reads detection threshold down to ~ 10–50 reads slightly improves 
the agreement of aMeta with the ground truth without bringing too many false-posi-
tive hits; see Additional file 1: Fig. S11. However, it is important to keep in mind that 
a microbial hit with only ~ 10–50 reads (and even higher, up to ~ 100 reads) would be 
problematic to authenticate since current gold standard authentication tools such as 
mapDamage [27] and MaltExtract [23] can reliably operate only on a substantially higher 
number of reads (at least 200 reads to our experience). Therefore, while specifying more 
permissive detection thresholds in aMeta might be beneficial for reducing the false-neg-
ative rate, it is not recommended due to potential authentication problems. However, if 
the intent of the user is first to detect a potential organism, before aiming at sequencing 
more data, then the reduced dropout effect in aMeta compared to HOPS can be taken 
advantage of. Overall, we conclude that aMeta has a lower detection error compared to 
HOPS; see Additional file 1: Fig. S5-S11 and Additional file 2: S4 for more details.

Further, we addressed the authentication error of aMeta and HOPS, that is, when a 
tool, e.g., wrongly reports a microbe as ancient that was actually not simulated to be 
ancient. For this purpose, we used the authentication scoring systems implemented in 
aMeta and HOPS. The scoring systems of both tools not only provide a useful ranking 
of microbial organisms, but can also be used for computing sensitivity and specificity of 
microbial validation and authentication for benchmarking purposes. We ran aMeta and 
HOPS with default settings on the simulated ground truth dataset and obtained lists of 
microbial organisms ranked by the scoring system of aMeta and HOPS, where likely pre-
sent and ancient microbes received higher scores. Upon visual examination of the native 
heatmap output generated by HOPS, it became evident that its authentication perfor-
mance was not optimal (Additional file 1: Fig. S12). More specifically, a few bacteria such 
as Rhodopseudomonas palustris, Rhodococcus hoagii, Lactococcus lactis, Brevibacterium 
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aurantiacum, and Burkholderia mallei were mistakenly reported by HOPS to be ancient 
(as they got the highest scores) in several samples, while they were supposed to be mod-
ern according to the simulation’s design. The native scoring system of HOPS is based on 
3 metrics only (edit distance of all and damaged reads + deamination profile). For more 
quantitative comparison, it was carefully generalized to match the scoring system of 
aMeta (see Additional file 2: S5).

Further, we used the scoring systems of aMeta and HOPS to compute receiver operat-
ing characteristic (ROC) curves, reflecting the sensitivity vs. specificity of microbial vali-
dation and authentication of both tools. The comparison of ROC curves between aMeta 
and HOPS computed on the simulated ancient metagenomic dataset is presented in 
Fig. 7. One can observe that for the simulated ground truth dataset, aMeta demonstrates 
overall higher sensitivity vs. specificity of ancient microbial identification compared to 
HOPS. This is mainly due to the contribution from the additional evenness of coverage 
metric (Fig. 4), and better-tuned deamination profile score, which both help aMeta to 
establish a more informed decision about the microbial presence and ancient status. For 
example, the species Burkholderia mallei, Brevibacterium aurantiacum, and Lactococ-
cus lactis, which were simulated as modern, obtained high authentication scores from 
HOPS in some samples, implying they were predicted to be present and ancient. They 
were, however, correctly ranked low as potential modern contaminants by aMeta. In 
contrast, the simulated ancient Salmonella enterica genome was ranked low by HOPS 
due to read misalignment (Additional file 1: Fig. S13), while it obtained high scores from 
aMeta correctly indicating its presence and ancient status; see Additional file 1: Fig. S14. 
Overall, we conclude that aMeta has a lower authentication error compared to HOPS; 
see Additional file 2: S5 for more details.

Fig. 7  Receiver operating characteristic (ROC) curve comparison of authentication scores computed by 
aMeta and HOPS on simulated dataset
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Effect of database size

An advantage of the full NCBI NT compared to other nucleotide databases is that it 
provides perhaps the most diverse representation of organisms (both prokaryotic and 
eukaryotic) across the tree of life. However, due to its large size, it can be memory-
demanding for any metagenomic workflow to use this reference database. Therefore, we 
aimed to investigate to what extent one can reduce the size of the full NCBI NT with-
out compromising the accuracy of organism detection in a metagenomic sample. For 
this purpose, we first built a few KrakenUniq reference databases (with k-mer length 31) 
varying in size and then used the simulated ancient metagenomic dataset with known 
microbial composition in order to assess how well KrakenUniq can reconstruct the 
ground truth depending on the database size.

We found a strong effect of KrakenUniq database size on robustness of microbial 
detection (Fig.  8). Specifically, after the simulated ancient metagenomic samples have 
been profiled with KrakenUniq, we filtered the results by depth and breadth of coverage 
using default thresholds in aMeta: 200 assigned reads and 1000 unique k-mers. Next, we 
computed the Jaccard similarity (intersection over union) between the species detected 
by KrakenUniq in each database and the ground truth species. We used in total four 
databases varying in size and content. The smallest database used was the NCBI Ref-
Seq complete microbial genomes, which included 43,767 reference sequences (9155 
viral, 440 archaeal, and 34,172 bacterial sequences) comprising nearly 70 billion nucleo-
tide characters. The database can be accessed via https://​doi.​org/​10.​17044/​scili​felab.​
21299​541. The largest database was the full NCBI NT, which included 60,179,710 refer-
ence sequences containing approximately 230 billion nucleotide characters. This data-
base is available at https://​doi.​org/​10.​17044/​scili​felab.​20205​504. The intermediate-size 

Fig. 8  Effect of database size on microbial identification with KrakenUniq: Jaccard similarity (intersection over 
union) metric was computed with respect to a simulated ground truth. Larger databases tend to provide 
better overlap with the ground truth

https://doi.org/10.17044/scilifelab.21299541
https://doi.org/10.17044/scilifelab.21299541
https://doi.org/10.17044/scilifelab.20205504
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databases included the Standard Kraken database (default for both Kraken1 [16] and 
Kraken2 [17]), and the microbial subset of the full NCBI NT, i.e., Microbial NCBI NT. 
The Standard Kraken databases included 53,693 reference sequences (11,956 viral, 553 
archaeal, and 41,184 bacterial sequences) that together contained nearly 80 billion char-
acters, while the Microbial NCBI NT database included 11,840,243 reference sequences 
(2,465,945 viral, 17,519 archaeal, 1,737,968 bacterial, 4,530,716 fungal, 1,689,877 proto-
zoa, and 1,398,218 parasitic worms sequences) comprising 110 billion characters.

The smallest NCBI RefSeq complete genomes database gave the lowest Jaccard simi-
larity to the simulated ground truth, just below 0.2, which suggests that this database 
suffers from low sensitivity of microbial detection which may potentially bias taxonomic 
profiling of metagenomic samples. We found that increasing the database size resulted 
in gradual growth of Jaccard similarity, i.e., a better overlap of detected microbial spe-
cies with the ground truth species. Starting with the Microbial NCBI NT database com-
prising approximately 110 billion characters, the Jaccard similarity reached a plateau 
at around 0.75. Although the complete NCBI NT, that included both prokaryotic and 
eukaryotic reference genomes, was able to further increase the Jaccard similarity metric, 
the effect was rather marginal (Fig. 8). This database, however, demanded substantially 
greater RAM resources. Therefore, we concluded that the Microbial NCBI NT pro-
vides sufficient accuracy when performing microbial profiling, i.e., including eukaryotic 
organisms into the database (as it is the case for the full NCBI NT) does not significantly 
affect the accuracy of microbial detection. Despite the large variation of Jaccard simi-
larity in Fig. 8 indicated by large error bars, which were computed by averaging across 
samples, the increasing profile of Jaccard similarity as a function of database size is quite 
clear. Therefore, based on our simulation work, we concluded that larger databases pro-
vide higher accuracy of microbial detection, while smaller databases suffer from low sen-
sitivity and may introduce biases into microbial identification in metagenomic samples.

Further, to demonstrate how spurious misalignments may arise when working with 
small reference databases, we used a random metagenomic stool sample G69146 from a 
modern infant from the DIABIMMUNE metagenomic database, Three Country Cohort 
[37], and aligned it to the Yersinia pestis (Y. pestis) CO92 reference genome alone. 
We discovered that nearly 22,000 reads mapped uniquely, i.e., with mapping quality 
MAPQ > 0 (Fig.  9). Since the sample was from a modern infant who unlikely suffered 
from the plague, the mapped reads cannot be used as evidence of the presence of Y. pes-
tis in the infant’s stool sample. Further, visually inspecting the alignments in Integrative 
Genomics Viewer (IGV) [30], we confirmed that the reads aligned unevenly and demon-
strated a high number of multi-allelic single nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs) implying 
Y. pestis was not a right reference genome for the reads; see Additional file 1: Fig. S2. 
Assuming that a large fraction of the aligned reads might be of human rather than bacte-
rial origin, and thus misaligned to the Y. pestis reference genome due to the absence of 
a human reference genome in the reference database, we concatenated the hg38 human 
reference genome with the Y. pestis reference genome and proceeded with competitive 
mapping. We found, however, that adding the human reference genome to the database 
did not change the number of reads mapped uniquely to the Y. pestis reference genome. 
Next, we assumed that the ~ 22,000 misaligned reads originated from microbial organ-
isms, other than Y. pestis, that were phylogenetically closer to Y. pestis than to humans. 
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We therefore used sequentially (a) 10 random bacterial reference genomes from the 
NCBI RefSeq database, (b) 100 random bacterial reference genomes, (c) 1000 random 
bacterial reference genomes, (d) 10,000 random bacterial reference genomes, and finally 
(e) all 28,898 bacterial genomes available from NCBI RefSeq for September 2022; con-
catenated them with Y. pestis + hg38; and performed alignments with Bowtie2 to this 
concatenated reference. We observed a gradual decrease in the number of reads aligned 
uniquely to Y. pestis: from ~ 8500 reads at 10 random bacteria down to only 11 reads at 
28,898 bacteria (Fig. 9). This was a substantial decrease compared to the initial ~ 22,000 
reads; nevertheless, we still had a few misaligned reads while our expectation was to 
observe near-zero reads aligning uniquely to the Y. pestis reference genome. We believe 
that the ~ 10 aligned reads can be treated as a noise level and therefore should not be 
considered as evidence of microbial presence in a metagenomic sample. Thus, the 
increase in database size, i.e., the number of reference genomes in the database, allowed 
us to correctly confirm that Y. pestis was not present in the modern infant stool sample.

Moreover, we replicated the decreasing profile for the number of (misaligned) reads 
mapped uniquely to Y. pestis by random sampling of bacterial genomes from the Micro-
bial NCBI NT database, this time without the hg38 human reference genome, and 
for a greater number, i.e., up to 117,000 random reference genomes (Additional file 1: 
Fig. S15). When sampling reference genomes from the Microbial NCBI NT database, 
we observed not only a very similar qualitative behavior as in Fig. 9 for genomes from 
NCBI RefSeq, i.e., bigger databases result in lower numbers of misaligned reads, but also 

Fig. 9  Effect of database size on the number of modern metagenomic reads uniquely mapped to Yersinia 
pestis CO92 reference genome. Starting with Y. pestis alone, ~ 22,000 reads map uniquely. This number 
gradually decreases down to only a few reads with the growth of the database, i.e., when the human hg38 
reference genome is added, followed by adding 10, 100, 1000, and 10,000 random bacteria, and finally, all 
available 28898 bacteria from the NCBI RefSeq database. The axes of the plot are log10-scaled
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quantitatively very similar, however slightly higher, numbers as in Fig. 9. We assume that 
the slightly higher counts of misaligned reads observed for Microbial NCBI NT com-
pared to NCBI RefSeq are related to the difference in the quality of reference genomes 
in the two databases, i.e., the same number but better quality reference genomes from 
NCBI RefSeq can “attract” more non-Yersinia reads, and thus result in fewer reads mis-
aligned to Y. pestis reference genome.

Overall, we conclude that the database size plays a major role in the robustness of 
microbial identification in metagenomic analysis. A sufficiently small database, while 
computationally easier to process, may jeopardize the accuracy of metagenomic analy-
sis and lead to high false-positive and false-negative rates for the detection of microbial 
species.

Replication on pathogen‑enriched simulated and real datasets

Given the significant interest for pathogen detection in the field of ancient metagenom-
ics, we aimed to replicate the comparison of aMeta and HOPS on another simulated 
dataset enriched with pathogens, as well as on real ancient metagenomic samples where 
the presence of microbial pathogens had been previously reported [38].

First, we simulated ten new samples with 5 pathogenic bacteria that were not previ-
ously included in the in silico dataset, i.e., Brucella melitensis, Mycobacterium leprae, 
Mycobacterium tuberculosis, Treponema pallidum, and Vibrio cholerae. In addition, 3 
pathogenic viruses, Hepatitis B virus, Human parvovirus B19, and Variola virus, and 
one eukaryotic pathogen, Plasmodium vivax, were added. All 9 pathogens had been 
successfully found in aDNA studies [38] and were therefore simulated as ancient, 
according to the same procedure as described in the “Methods” section (see also 
Additional file  2: S7). To mimic a typical contamination scenario, we also added 4 
modern microbial species from the Burkholderi and Pseudomonas genera. Moreover, 
we specifically addressed the limitation of very low pathogen abundance by signifi-
cantly restricting the number of microbial reads to just 100,000 to 300,000 reads (for 
comparison, in the main analysis, this number varied from 300,000 to 700,000 reads); 
see Additional file 2: S7. The simulated dataset enriched for microbial pathogenic spe-
cies is available at https://​doi.​org/​10.​17044/​scili​felab.​24211​584. Additional file 1: Fig. 
S18 displays the ground truth design of the replication pathogen-enriched dataset, 
which was subsequently processed using aMeta and HOPS with their default settings. 
The detection and authentication outcomes from aMeta and HOPS are presented in 
Additional file  1: Fig. S19 and S20, respectively. While aMeta was able to correctly 
detect and authenticate all 9 pathogenic species in most of the samples where they 
were simulated as present (Additional file 1: Fig. S19), HOPS completely missed Plas-
modium vivax and failed to authenticate Hepatitis B virus and Treponema pallidum 
in all simulated samples (Additional file 1: Fig. S20). An example of an authentication 
plot produced by aMeta for Plasmodium vivax correctly detected and authenticated 
in sample 6 is demonstrated in Additional file 1: Fig. S21. Further, while the authen-
tication scores computed by aMeta and HOPS were broadly comparable, HOPS as 
in the main analysis tended to designate samples as ancient more readily. For exam-
ple, a modern contaminant Burkholderia mallei erroneously obtained the highest 
authentication scores from HOPS while it was correctly ranked low by the aMeta 

https://doi.org/10.17044/scilifelab.24211584
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scoring system. Interestingly, we discovered that the Variola virus was highly ranked 
by HOPS in a few samples despite its rather inconclusive deamination profile; see 
Additional file  1: Fig. S22. In contrast, aMeta assigned relatively low authentication 
scores to the Variola virus in all samples due to the lack of clear enrichment of C/T 
polymorphisms at the end of the metagenomic reads. We assume that the consistently 
unconvincing deamination profile for the ancient-simulated Variola virus pathogen 
is related to the poor quality of its reference genome. Finally, to check how sensitive 
aMeta and HOPS can be when working on a very low coverage data, we compared 
the numbers of detected reads per simulated pathogen per sample as a function of 
sequencing depth (Additional file 1: Fig. S23). Both workflows tended to have lower 
missingness at higher sequencing depth. In other words, aMeta missed 4 pathogens 
at the total number of microbial reads of 100,000 and 200,000, and 1 pathogen at 
300,000, while HOPS missed 4 pathogens at 100,000, 6 at 200,000, and 3 at 300,000 
microbial reads. Nevertheless, aMeta demonstrated lower pathogen missingness 
compared to HOPS, i.e., missed 9 pathogens vs. 13 by HOPS. Overall, we can con-
clude that aMeta provides satisfactory performance in terms of pathogen detection 
and authentication even when dealing with low pathogen abundance.

In addition to the simulated pathogen-enriched dataset, we tested the performance of 
aMeta on real microbial pathogens from 4 ancient metagenomic studies: Helicobacter 
pylori [39], Borrelia recurrentis [40], Brucella melitensis [41], and Tannerella forsythia 
[42]. In total, metagenomic sequencing data from 36 libraries were tested. Although 
no ground truth information was available for the tested libraries, we assumed patho-
gen presence in all of them. aMeta was successful in detecting the reported pathogens 
in all but 4 tested libraries (Additional file 3: Table S1 and Additional file 1: Fig. S24), 
which did not pass the default thresholds of aMeta: 200 assigned reads and 1000 unique 
k-mers. Nevertheless, we discovered that two of them, i.e., the libraries ERR1094778 and 
ERR1094779 [39], had extremely low and uncommon sequencing depth, i.e., approxi-
mately 500,000 reads, and that the libraries ERR1094791 and ERR1094792 from the same 
study corresponded to muscle tissue, where, in fact, no evidence of Helicobacter pylori 
had been found in the original study [39]. Further, we found that Borrelia recurrentis was 
discovered by aMeta in all libraries from the study [40]; however, very few reads were 
assigned to the species rank implemented by default in aMeta. In fact, the vast majority 
of reads were assigned to Borrelia recurrentis A1, complete genome, GeneBank acces-
sion number CP000993.1, which had a sequence rank in the NCBI taxonomy used in this 
study. This suggests that rank filters of aMeta can be improved by adding sequence and 
possibly no rank categories. On the other hand, this also shows the importance of large 
and diverse databases used by aMeta, where inclusion of all available microbial strains 
can be critical for the detection of a rare pathogen. Importantly, as it is demonstrated 
in Additional file 1: Fig. S24, the default thresholds for depth and breadth of coverage 
of aMeta provide fair sensitivity of pathogen discovery in a wide range of library sizes. 
More specifically, aMeta is capable of recovering pathogens even in libraries sequenced 
at depth as low as 8 mln reads and potentially even lower. Overall, we conclude that 
aMeta successfully confirmed the presence and absence of corresponding pathogens in 
34 out of 36 analyzed libraries from 4 different shotgun metagenomic studies [39–42], 
which implies a satisfactory accuracy of performance on real data.
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Discussion
While the methodology of traditional ancient genomics reached maturity some time 
ago, there still does not seem to be a profusion of analytical tools to perform ancient 
microbiome analysis, presumably because the latter is a much younger field. Currently 
available ancient metagenomics workflows such as MALT [20], HOPS [23], and nf-core/
eager [33]—the latter internally using HOPS—are sensitive to the choice of reference 
database and are therefore not always optimal in terms of sensitivity vs. specificity bal-
ance of microbial detection. Furthermore, when performing reference-based micro-
biome profiling, the size of a reference database becomes an important factor as large 
databases should provide more unbiased identification of present microbes. If the refer-
ence database is not large enough, there is a risk, first, of not identifying a microorgan-
ism that is not present in the database (Fig. 8), and second, of erroneously identifying 
a microorganism in the database that happens to be phylogenetically close to another 
microbe truly present in the sample but not included in the database; see the example 
in Fig. 9. However, current analytical tools such as MALT [20], HOPS [23], and nf-core/
eager [33] can only be run on reference databases of limited size; see Additional file 2: S2 
for more details. There is, therefore, a current need for alternative, more accurate, and 
memory-efficient ancient metagenomics profiling workflows that can query metagen-
omic samples against large reference databases.

In this study, we proposed a novel ancient Metagenomic workflow, aMeta, which has 
a number of advantages over other analytical frameworks in the field. The workflow is 
based on recent advances in the field of metagenomics and provides a list of ancient 
microbes robustly detected and authenticated based on multiple quality metrics with 
minimal interference from the user. Unlike other typical workflows that often merely 
combine heterogeneous bioinformatic tools, aMeta was designed to answer a specific 
research question, which is the robust identification of ancient microbial organisms with 
optimal sensitivity and specificity of detection and authentication. Therefore, while at 
first glance our workflow can be seen as a combination of k-mer-based classification 
of microbial DNA fragments via KrakenUniq and LCA-based alignment via MALT, it 
implements in fact a number of additional features that (1) harmonize the outputs of 
KrakenUniq and MALT and make them work coherently, (2) minimize the amount of 
manual post-processing work, (3) optimize memory usage, and (4) ensure users obtain 
an easy to grasp and highly accurate overview of the microbial composition of the query 
samples.

More specifically, aMeta uses taxonomic pre-screening with KrakenUniq against a 
large reference database to inform LCA-based alignment analysis with MALT. Initial 
unbiased pre-screening against large databases becomes computationally feasible thanks 
to the recent low-memory development of KrakenUniq [22]; meaning, provided that a 
reference database has been already built and is of a reasonable size, taxonomic clas-
sification can be performed on virtually any computer, even a laptop, irrespective of the 
database size. This new development opens up exciting opportunities for truly unbiased 
pre-screening with KrakenUniq, followed by alignment, validation, and authentica-
tion with MALT, as implemented in our workflow. This approach reduces the memory 
requirements for MALT during the follow-up step, as MALT’s memory usage can be 
minimized by selecting likely present microbial organisms detected by KrakenUniq in 
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the initial pre-screening step. This substantially reduces the memory consumption of 
MALT.

Effectively, our computer memory benchmarking shows that aMeta consumed barely 
half the RAM compared to HOPS when processing 10 simulated ancient metagenomic 
samples (Fig. 5). The memory gain can be explained by two factors. First, despite a larger 
database used by aMeta (microbial version of NCBI NT + human + complete eukary-
otic genomes, the reference sequences occupy ~ 300  GB of disk space) than by HOPS 
(complete microbial genomes from NCBI RefSeq database, the reference sequences 
occupy ~ 60 GB of disk space), the recent fast and low-memory development of Krak-
enUniq [22] was able to handle the larger database more efficiently and to use less mem-
ory compared to MALT, which is the implicit engine of HOPS. Second, as a result of 
pre-screening with KrakenUniq, the dynamically built MALT database had a reduced 
size compared to the MALT database used for HOPS. In other words, the MALT step in 
aMeta is not a screening per se but a follow-up after a KrakenUniq pre-screening. Thus, 
it can be performed using a reduced database, unlike HOPS, which is a screening pipe-
line by design, where in order to obtain an unbiased microbial detection, one has to use 
a large MALT database which imposes a hard computational resource burden as indi-
cated in Fig. 5. More specifically, we were able to run HOPS with our smallest database 
(NCBI RefSeq complete microbial genomes) only on computer nodes with at least 1 TB 
of RAM. In contrast, aMeta was capable of running on 512 GB, and even 256 GB nodes, 
despite using a much larger (Microbial NCBI NT) reference database. Thus, aMeta dem-
onstrates a substantial reduction in memory load.

Importantly, the memory gain of our workflow does not compromise the accuracy of 
microbial detection and authentication. Instead, as shown in Figs. 6 and 7, aMeta has a 
better sensitivity vs. specificity balance for both microbial detection and authentication 
compared to HOPS in a wide range of target reads thresholds. On the one hand, the 
superior sensitivity of aMeta comes from a larger reference database used by KrakenU-
niq compared to the one used by HOPS. In essence, including more microbial organisms 
into the reference database enables their discovery in query samples. On the other hand, 
the superior specificity of aMeta is primarily due to robust filtering based on the even-
ness of coverage applied to candidate microbes. In other words, aMeta does not only 
rely on the number of reads mapped to a reference genome of a microbial candidate, as 
does essentially HOPS, but considers the spread of aligned reads across the reference 
genome as an ultimate criterion of microbial presence. While the evenness of coverage 
is a crucial metric, aMeta also generates a few other quality metrics such as deamination 
pattern, edit distance, PMD scores, read length distribution, average nucleotide identity 
(ANI), and depth of coverage (see Fig. 4) and combines them into a score that can be 
used to rank microbial candidates to get a robust overview of the ancient microbiome. 
A graphical overview of the scores per sample and per microbial candidate (Additional 
file 1: Fig. S4) allows users to quickly understand the ancient microbial composition of 
the query samples and make informed decisions about further sequencing or targeted 
enrichment strategies.

Furthermore, unlike HOPS, aMeta was not designed to serve solely for patho-
gen screening, but can very well operate as a general ancient microbiome profiling 
framework, i.e., covering a much broader spectrum of microbial organisms. However, 
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screening for pathogen DNA in archaeological remains can be one possible application 
of aMeta, which utilizes for this purpose a comprehensive list of microbial pathogens 
that was custom built based on literature. Since screening for microbial pathogens is typ-
ically performed on a very limited number of target reads, the outcome of aMeta might 
be sensitive to the filtering thresholds applied. The major filter of aMeta is the breadth 
of coverage, which is approximated via the number of unique k-mers (Additional file 1: 
Fig. S1). By default, aMeta requires at least 1000 unique k-mers per taxon for detection. 
The number of this order of magnitude was recommended in the original KrakenUniq 
publication [21] and corresponds to approximately ~ 50 non-overlapping reads mapping 
to the taxon reference. Indeed, since our KrakenUniq databases were built with a length 
of k-mer equal to k = 31, and provided that a typical length of a fragmented aDNA would 
be L ~ 50 bp, this would result in L − k + 1 = 50 − 31 + 1 = 20 k-mers. If all the k-mers are 
unique, i.e., they correspond to non-overlapping reads, there should be at most 50 non-
overlapping reads, which would provide 50 × 20 = 1000 unique k-mers. Therefore, in a 
broad sense, the breadth of coverage of 1000 unique k-mers indirectly requires a depth 
of coverage of at least 50 assigned reads for a typical aDNA fragmentation. However, 
it is important to keep in mind that although 50–100 assigned (non-overlapping) reads 
would be enough for detection, this small number of reads would be problematic to 
authenticate with, e.g., mapDamage [27]. Taking into account this limitation, we chose 
to use 200 assigned reads specific to a taxon as a default threshold for depth of coverage 
in aMeta. The choice of 200 assigned reads and 1000 unique k-mers as defaults was justi-
fied from different angles by (1) simulation benchmarking (Fig. 6, Additional file 1: Fig. 
S10 and Additional file 1: Fig. S11) and (2) 36 real ancient shotgun metagenomic libraries 
from 4 different studies reporting pathogens (Additional file 1: Fig. S24, and 3) exhaus-
tive empirical testing in a large dataset of over 1200 ancient metagenomic libraries [35, 
36]. Nevertheless, it is important to emphasize that the depth and breadth of coverage 
thresholds are optional in aMeta and can be adjusted depending on the project goals and 
data quality. For our ancient metagenomic profiling projects, we typically use ~ 100–300 
assigned reads and ~ 500–1500 unique k-mers, and we encourage the users of aMeta to 
experiment with the depth and breadth of coverage filters, and tune them for their par-
ticular projects.

Despite the memory efficiency of aMeta for running ancient metagenomic analysis, it 
assumes that the KrakenUniq database and Bowtie2 index have been built prior to the 
analysis, which is a computer memory-demanding process. For example, building a full 
NCBI NT, KrakenUniq database (with k-mer length 31) in December 2020, required up 
to 4 TB of RAM. Therefore, with the aMeta release, we make a few large pre-built Krak-
enUniq databases and Bowtie2 indexes publicly available for the community; see the 
“Availability of data and materials” section. Currently, aMeta users do not have to build 
their own databases and indexes, which is a time- and memory-consuming process, but 
can freely download the large pre-built databases and use them for their analysis.

Finally, it is important to mention that our workflow follows the standards of repro-
ducible data analysis via the workflow management system, Snakemake [24]. The Snake-
make implementation of aMeta not only facilitates reproducibility and scalability of the 
data analysis, but also allows for seamless integration in high-performance computer 
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(HPC) cluster and cloud environments; see the “Methods” section and Additional file 2: 
S6.

Limitations and planned extensions of aMeta

Despite offering advantages in terms of accuracy and resource usage, aMeta has a few 
limitations which are worth mentioning.

First, aMeta uses a reference-based approach for the discovery of microbial organisms 
in metagenomic samples. This implies that only organisms included in a reference data-
base can be found in a sample. Therefore, a current disadvantage of aMeta is that it is not 
able to discover unknown microbial organisms for which there is no reference genome 
generated yet. This problem, however, is not specific to aMeta but rather to the approach 
as it is also valid for other tools following reference-based strategy such as MALT [20], 
HOPS [23], and nf-core/eager [33].

An alternative approach widely used in modern metagenomics [43–46], and reaching 
maturity in ancient metagenomics [47], is the de novo assembly of microbial contigs. 
With this method, no prior information about potential microbial candidates is required, 
and reference genomes can be reconstructed virtually for any microbe present in a sam-
ple. This process however typically requires high coverage, i.e., deep sequenced samples, 
which might be problematic for palaeogenetics where usually a very limited amount of 
ancient DNA can be extracted from archaeological artifacts. Another difficulty comes 
from the ancient DNA damage [28] that, in addition to sequencing errors, complicates 
the de novo assembly process and can lead to the formation of chimeric contigs [48] 
which could greatly influence the downstream analysis.

A de novo assembly module (not presented in this article) written in Snakemake is 
currently being tested in our lab, and we plan to add it to the workflow in a future release 
of aMeta. This way, aMeta will leverage the power of classification, alignment, and de 
novo assembly which can complement each other and provide a more informative over-
view of microbial composition in ancient metagenomics samples.

Another planned extension of the aMeta workflow is a special mode for working with 
ancient environmental and sedimentary DNA, an area of palaeogenetics that has expe-
rienced a rapid growth [49]. One challenge here to overcome is the fine-tuning of the 
aMeta workflow to deal with large eukaryotic reference genomes such as plant and ani-
mal genomes. For this purpose, using the non-redundant NCBI NT database may not be 
optimal as it contains eukaryotic reference genomes, which are typically of poor quality 
and far from complete. Our preliminary testing shows that the large variation in quality 
of reference genomes across eukaryotic organisms in the NCBI NT database can lead to 
severe biases in taxonomic assignment of metagenomic reads, where spurious taxa can 
be detected merely because they have better quality (more complete) reference genomes 
compared to homologous taxa that are in fact present in the sample.

Further, although the internal default filters used by aMeta are well-tuned and seem 
to demonstrate good performance for a vast majority of aDNA samples [35, 36], we 
are working on developing a strategy for self-adjusting the filters depending on the 
nature and quality of aDNA samples. For example, viruses have typically small ref-
erence genomes, and hence, very few aDNA reads aligned to them. Therefore, hard 
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filtering thresholds that are currently implemented in aMeta might miss rare mem-
bers of the microbial community and need further tuning.

Next, although the pre-screening step with KrakenUniq implemented in aMeta sub-
stantially reduces the amount of memory needed for performing MALT alignments, 
we found that large input fastq-files (> 500 million sequenced reads) from deeply 
sequenced samples, or alternatively, a large number (> 1000) of medium-size input 
fastq-files can still result in a severe memory burden for the MALT step that might 
consume over 1 TB of RAM, even though KrakenUniq is rather insensitive toward the 
input file size. Therefore, we do not currently recommend merging fastq-files from 
different sequencing libraries corresponding to the same sample as it is often done 
in genomics projects, but we advise processing fastq-files individually unless one has 
access to very large computer nodes.

Finally, aMeta may currently not be as fast as HOPS when extensive multi-threading 
is available. Indeed, in our benchmarking (Fig. 5), HOPS was nearly twice faster than 
aMeta, i.e., 250 min vs. 500 min, when both were using 20 threads. Note that HOPS 
was however slower on 1 thread, i.e., 650 min. The advantage of HOPS in speed is not 
surprising because it uses a pre-built MALT database (based on NCBI RefSeq com-
plete microbial genomes), while the time-consuming dynamic building of a MALT 
database is a part of the aMeta run. In addition, a few other essential but time-con-
suming modules of aMeta such as KrakenUniq, Bowtie2, and mapDamage are not 
part of the HOPS pipeline, which gives an additional speed advantage to HOPS. Nev-
ertheless, we are currently developing several optimization schemes that can poten-
tially improve the speed of aMeta in the future release. We are also communicating 
with the nf-core developer team and planning to integrate aMeta to nf-core/eager for 
better versatility, maintenance, and efficiency.

Nevertheless, already in the current state, the aMeta workflow gives clear advan-
tages compared to the state-of-the-art HOPS in terms of accuracy and computer 
memory usage, which can potentially improve the quality of computational analysis in 
the ancient metagenomics field and which we hope will be appreciated by the ancient 
DNA research community.

Conclusions
aMeta is a novel computational workflow for ancient metagenomics that aims at 
improving analysis accuracy and optimization of computational resources. aMeta 
combines the advantages of a k-mer-based taxonomic classification approach in sen-
sitivity and of a Lowest Common Ancestor (LCA) alignment approach in specific-
ity of microbial discovery and authentication. On our simulation benchmark, aMeta 
demonstrated better performance in terms of accuracy and memory load compared 
to HOPS which is currently a gold standard approach in the area of ancient metagen-
omics. We also evaluated aMeta on data from a few ancient shotgun metagenomics 
studies, as well as previously in multiple aDNA projects in our lab, where aMeta con-
sistently demonstrated accurate and computationally feasible performance. Therefore, 
aMeta is likely to be of broad utility for the ancient metagenomics field and aDNA 
research community.
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Methods
Snakemake implementation of aMeta

aMeta was written using the Snakemake language for workflow management [24] which 
ensures reproducibility of the ancient metagenomic data analysis performed by aMeta. 
The workflow together with installation instructions, examples of command lines, docu-
mentation, vignettes, and test dataset can be accessed from GitHub https://​github.​com/​
NBISw​eden/​aMeta [50] and Zenodo https://​zenodo.​org/​record/​83549​33 [51]. aMeta 
was developed as a collection of Snakemake rules listed in a Snakefile according to the 
Snakemake best practices (https://​snake​make.​readt​hedocs.​io/​en/​stable/​snake​files/​best_​
pract​ices.​html#​snake​files-​best-​pract​ices)  and workflow template (https://​github.​com/​
snake​make-​workf​lows/​snake​make-​workf​low-​templ​ate). Snakemake automatically deter-
mines the execution order of the rules following a Directed Acyclic Graph (DAG) of jobs 
that can be automatically parallelized (Additional file 1: Fig. S17). The workflow and each 
separate rule can be installed via conda, a package manager (https://​conda.​pydata.​org/). 
Main configuration options of aMeta, for example KrakenUniq filtering thresholds, can 
be specified for a particular dataset in the config.yaml file located within the config direc-
tory. The Snakemake configuration of aMeta can be easily adapted to both local comput-
ers and high-performance computers (HPC).

Quantifying authentication information via aMeta’s authentication scores

The scoring system of aMeta was developed for user convenience as a fast visual over-
view of ancient microbial species present in each metagenomic sample. Since it may be 
time-consuming, and sometimes not even feasible to visually inspect all the quality met-
rics presented in Fig. 4 for each sample and each detected microbe, aMeta implements a 
special scoring system to quantify the authentication and validation metrics. The scoring 
system of aMeta represents a sum of eight validation and authentication metrics com-
puted on the LCA alignments delivered by MALT: (1) deamination profile, (2) evenness 
of coverage, (3) edit distance for all reads, (4) edit distance for damaged reads, (5) read 
length distribution, (6) PMD scores distribution, (7) number of assigned reads (provid-
ing information on the depth of coverage), and (8) average nucleotide identity (ANI). 
Each metric can add + 1 to the total sum except for the evenness of coverage that can 
add + 2, as aMeta considers it to be the most crucial to validate microbial presence, and 
for the deamination profile, which can add up to + 2 (both 5′ and 3′ ends count inde-
pendently), as we assume it to be the ultimate criterion of ancient status of a microbe. 
Therefore, the range of authentication scores a microbe can obtain varies from a mini-
mum of 0 to a maximum value of 10; see Additional file 2: S5 for more details.

Simulation of ancient metagenomic data

We used the gargammel tool [34] to simulate 10 metagenomic samples with varying 
human and microbial composition. Both host-associated and contaminant reads were 
present in the simulated samples. In total, 35 microbial species (31 bacteria, 2 amoeba, 1 
fungus, and 1 algae) commonly found in our ancient metagenomic projects [35, 36] were 
simulated with varying abundance across the samples. The abundance of each microbe 

https://github.com/NBISweden/aMeta
https://github.com/NBISweden/aMeta
https://zenodo.org/record/8354933
https://snakemake.readthedocs.io/en/stable/snakefiles/best_practices.html#snakefiles-best-practices
https://snakemake.readthedocs.io/en/stable/snakefiles/best_practices.html#snakefiles-best-practices
https://github.com/snakemake-workflows/snakemake-workflow-template
https://github.com/snakemake-workflows/snakemake-workflow-template
https://conda.pydata.org/
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in a metagenomic sample was set randomly, and the addition of host-associated and con-
taminant fractions sums up to 1 per sample. We simulated reads belonging to 18 ancient 
and 17 modern microbes. The list of simulated microbial organisms is shown below:

Ancient: Campylobacter rectus, Clostridium botulinum, Enterococcus faecalis, 
Fusarium fujikuroi, Mycobacterium avium, Mycolicibacterium aurum, Neisseria 
meningitidis, Nocardia brasiliensis, Parvimonas micra, Prosthecobacter vanneer-
venii, Ralstonia solanacearum, Rothia dentocariosa, Salmonella enterica, Soran-
gium cellulosum, Streptococcus pyogenes, Streptosporangium roseum, Yersinia pestis, 
Bradyrhizobium erythrophlei
Modern: Acanthamoeba castellanii, Aspergillus flavus, Brevibacterium aurantiacum, 
Burkholderia mallei, Lactococcus lactis, Methylobacterium bullatum, Micromonas 
commoda, Micromonospora echinospora, Nonomuraea gerenzanensis, Pseudomonas 
caeni, Pseudomonas psychrophila, Pseudomonas thivervalensis, Vermamoeba ver-
miformis, Rhodococcus hoagii, Rhodopseudomonas palustris, Mycobacterium riyad-
hense, Planobispora rosea

For ancient microbial reads, we implemented deamination/damage pattern with the 
following Briggs parameters [27, 28] in gargammel: -damage 0.03,0.4,0.01,0.3. The sim-
ulated ancient reads were fragmented and followed a log-normal distribution with the 
following parameters –loc 3.7424069808 –scale 0.2795148843, which were empirically 
determined from the Y. pestis reads in another project [35]. Illumina sequencing errors 
were added with the ART module of gargammel to both modern and ancient reads. 
Finally, Illumina universal sequencing adapters were used, which resulted in 125 bp long 
paired-end reads. Each simulated metagenomic sample contained 500,000 ancient and 
500,000 modern DNA fragments. The total microbial DNA fraction varied as 0.7, 0.7, 
0.7, 0.5, 0.5, 0.5, 0.4, 0.3, 0.3, 0.3 between samples 1 and 10, i.e., the microbial DNA per-
centage varied between 30 and 70% per sample, with the remainder of the reads belong-
ing to human DNA. The codes used for generating ground truth microbial abundances 
as well as simulating ancient metagenomic reads are available on GitHub: https://​github.​
com/​Nikol​ayOsk​olkov/​aMeta via Zenodo https://​doi.​org/​10.​5281/​zenodo.​81308​19.

Computation of evenness of coverage

The evenness of coverage plot in Fig. 4 is computed by aMeta from BAM alignments, 
produced by MALT or Bowtie2, by splitting the reference genome in 100 bins, counting 
the number of reference positions covered by at least one aligned read within each bin, 
and normalizing this count by the total number of genomic positions in each bin. Tech-
nically, this procedure is performed via the samtools depth command from SAMtools 
with -a flag [29]. This command produces a file reporting the number of reads cover-
ing all positions of the reference genome. By definition, the number of genomic posi-
tions covered at least once and normalized by the total number of genomic positions 
represents the breadth of coverage. Therefore, the evenness of coverage plot produced 
by aMeta in Fig. 4 can be considered as a local breadth of coverage computed in each 
bin across the reference genome. It is expected that a good evenness of coverage has few 
or no bins with a value of zero. Therefore, although the genome-wide average breadth 

https://github.com/NikolayOskolkov/aMeta
https://github.com/NikolayOskolkov/aMeta
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8130819
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of coverage can be very low in shotgun ancient metagenomic studies due to overall low 
sequencing depth, an even distribution of the reads provides a good hint of microbial 
presence in a sample, which can be followed up by deeper sequencing or target enrich-
ment (capture) experiments. See Additional file 2: S3 for more details.

Supplementary Information
The online version contains supplementary material available at https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​s13059-​023-​03083-9.

Additional file 1: Supplementary figures Fig. S1-24, additional figures with technical information not included in 
the main text.

Additional file 2: Supplementary information S1-S7, other technical details not included in the main text and 
Methods section [52–56].

Additional file 3: Supplementary Table S1. summary statistics of pathogen detection by aMeta in 4 real datasets.

Additional file 4. Review history.

Acknowledgements
James A. Fellows Yates, Alexander Herbig, Felix Key, Nicolás Rascovan, Maxime Borry, Alexander Hübner, Irina M. Velsko, 
Alina Hiss, Gunnar Neumann, and Christina Warinner are greatly acknowledged for providing valuable feedback on the 
design and technical details of the workflow. We thank Åke Sandgren at SNIC for his assistance with cluster implementa-
tion aspects, which was made possible through application support provided by SNIC. We also thank Stephan Nylinder 
and SciLifeLab Data Centre for their help with depositing data and codes in public repositories.

Review history
The review history is available as Additional file 4.

Peer review information
Kevin Pang was the primary editor of this article and managed its editorial process and peer review in collaboration with 
the rest of the editorial team.

Authors’ contributions
NO, PU, CM, and ZP designed and developed the workflow. TN, EK, NB, MV, MK, and EA extensively tested the workflow 
and suggested improvements. TvdV, LD, and AG discussed the results. NO, NB, and ZP wrote the manuscript. All authors 
read and approved the final manuscript.

Authors’ Twitter handles
Twitter handles: @ZoePochon (Zoé Pochon), @nora_bergfeldt (Nora Bergfeldt), @emrahkirdok (Emrah Kırdök), @T_vd_
Valk (Tom van der Valk), @ezgimou (Ezgi Altınışık), @love_dalen (Love Dalén), @AndersGother (Anders Götherström), @
clamirabello (Claudio Mirabello), @unnebe (Per Unneberg), @NikolayOskolkov (Nikolay Oskolkov).

Funding
Open access funding provided by Lund University. NO, PU, and CM are financially supported by Knut and Alice Wallen-
berg Foundation as part of the National Bioinformatics Infrastructure Sweden at SciLifeLab. The computations were ena-
bled by resources provided by the Swedish National Infrastructure for Computing (SNIC), partially funded by the Swedish 
Research Council through grant agreement no. 2018–05973, in particular projects: SNIC 2021/5–335, SNIC 2021/6–260, 
SNIC 2022/5–100, SNIC 2022/6–46, SNIC 2022/22–507, SNIC 2022/23–275, and Mersin University BAP project 2019–3-
AP3-3729. AG is financially supported by the Swedish Research Council (VR; 2019–00849).

Availability of data and materials
The workflow is publicly available at https://​github.​com/​NBISw​eden/​aMeta[50] and also deposited in a Zenodo reposi-
tory https://​zenodo.​org/​record/​83549​33[51]. The non-redundant NCBI NT KrakenUniq database can be accessed at the 
SciLifeLab Figshare following the address: https://​doi.​org/​10.​17044/​scili​felab.​20205​504, and the microbial version of 
NCBI NT combined with human and complete eukaryotic reference genomes can be accessed via SciLifeLab Figshare at 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​17044/​scili​felab.​20518​251. Next, the smallest KrakenUniq database used in this study, i.e., the KrakenU-
niq database based on complete genomes of microbial NCBI RefSeq, is available at https://​doi.​org/​10.​17044/​scili​felab.​
21299​541. Further, the Bowtie2 index of NCBI NT is publicly available through SciLifeLab Figshare at https://​doi.​org/​10.​
17044/​scili​felab.​21070​063, and the pathogenic microbial subset of this index can be accessed via the SciLifeLab Figshare 
at https://​doi.​org/​10.​17044/​scili​felab.​21185​887. Codes for computer simulations and other scripts used for this article 
can be accessed at https://​github.​com/​Nikol​ayOsk​olkov/​aMeta and via Zenodo https://​doi.​org/​10.​5281/​zenodo.​81308​
19. Finally, the simulated metagenomic dataset with known ground truth used for benchmarking aMeta against HOPS is 
accessible via SciLifeLab Figshare link https://​doi.​org/​10.​17044/​scili​felab.​21261​405, and the simulated dataset enriched 
for microbial pathogenic species is available at https://​doi.​org/​10.​17044/​scili​felab.​24211​584.

Declarations

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

https://doi.org/10.1186/s13059-023-03083-9
https://github.com/NBISweden/aMeta
https://zenodo.org/record/8354933
https://doi.org/10.17044/scilifelab.20205504
https://doi.org/10.17044/scilifelab.20518251
https://doi.org/10.17044/scilifelab.21299541
https://doi.org/10.17044/scilifelab.21299541
https://doi.org/10.17044/scilifelab.21070063
https://doi.org/10.17044/scilifelab.21070063
https://doi.org/10.17044/scilifelab.21185887
https://github.com/NikolayOskolkov/aMeta
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8130819
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.8130819
https://doi.org/10.17044/scilifelab.21261405
https://doi.org/10.17044/scilifelab.24211584


Page 28 of 30Pochon et al. Genome Biology          (2023) 24:242 

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

Competing interests
The authors declare that they have no competing interests.

Author details
1 Centre for Palaeogenetics, Stockholm, Sweden. 2 Department of Archaeology and Classical Studies, Stockholm 
University, Stockholm, Sweden. 3 Department of Zoology, Stockholm University, Stockholm, Sweden. 4 Department 
of Bioinformatics and Genetics, Swedish Museum of Natural History, Stockholm, Sweden. 5 Department of Biotechnology, 
Faculty of Science, Mersin University, Mersin, Turkey. 6 Ancient DNA Unit, Science for Life Laboratory, Stockholm, Sweden. 
7 Ancient DNA Unit, Science for Life Laboratory, Uppsala, Sweden. 8 Human‑G Laboratory, Department of Anthropology, 
Hacettepe University, 06800 Beytepe, Ankara, Turkey. 9 Department of Physics, Chemistry and Biology, Science for Life 
Laboratory, National Bioinformatics Infrastructure Sweden, Linköping University, Linköping, Sweden. 10 Department 
of Cell and Molecular Biology, Science for Life Laboratory, National Bioinformatics Infrastructure Sweden, Uppsala 
University, Uppsala, Sweden. 11 Department of Biology, Science for Life Laboratory, National Bioinformatics Infrastructure 
Sweden, Lund University, Lund, Sweden. 

Received: 5 October 2022   Accepted: 6 October 2023

References
	1.	 Allentoft M, Sikora M, Sjögren KG, et al. Population genomics of Bronze Age Eurasia. Nature. 2015;522:167–72.
	2.	 van der Valk T, Pečnerová P, Díez-del-Molino D, et al. Million-year-old DNA sheds light on the genomic history of 

mammoths. Nature. 2021;591:265–9.
	3.	 Skoglund P, Ersmark E, Palkopoulou E, Dalén L. Ancient wolf genome reveals an early divergence of domestic dog 

ancestors and admixture into high-latitude breeds. Curr Biol. 2015;25(11):1515–9. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​cub.​2015.​
04.​019. Epub 2015 May 21 PMID: 26004765.

	4.	 Rasmussen S, Allentoft ME, Nielsen K, Orlando L, Sikora M, Sjögren KG, Pedersen AG, Schubert M, Van Dam A, Kapel 
CM, Nielsen HB, Brunak S, Avetisyan P, Epimakhov A, Khalyapin MV, Gnuni A, Kriiska A, Lasak I, Metspalu M, Moiseyev 
V, Gromov A, Pokutta D, Saag L, Varul L, Yepiskoposyan L, Sicheritz-Pontén T, Foley RA, Lahr MM, Nielsen R, Kris-
tiansen K, Willerslev E. Early divergent strains of Yersinia pestis in Eurasia 5,000 years ago. Cell. 2015;163(3):571–82. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​cell.​2015.​10.​009. Epub 2015 Oct 22. PMID: 26496604; PMCID: PMC4644222.

	5.	 Rascovan N, Sjögren KG, Kristiansen K, Nielsen R, Willerslev E, Desnues C, Rasmussen S. Emergence and spread of 
basal lineages of Yersinia pestis during the Neolithic decline. Cell. 2019;176(1–2):295-305.e10. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1016/j.​cell.​2018.​11.​005. Epub 2018 Dec 6 PMID: 30528431.

	6.	 Mühlemann B, Jones TC, Damgaard P, et al. Ancient hepatitis B viruses from the Bronze Age to the Medieval period. 
Nature. 2018;557:418–23.

	7.	 Slon V, Hopfe C, Weiß CL, Mafessoni F, de la Rasilla M, Lalueza-Fox C, Rosas A, Soressi M, Knul MV, Miller R, Stewart 
JR, Derevianko AP, Jacobs Z, Li B, Roberts RG, Shunkov MV, de Lumley H, Perrenoud C, Gušić I, Kućan Ž, Rudan P, 
Aximu-Petri A, Essel E, Nagel S, Nickel B, Schmidt A, Prüfer K, Kelso J, Burbano HA, Pääbo S, Meyer M. Neandertal and 
Denisovan DNA from Pleistocene sediments. Science. 2017;356(6338):605–8.

	8.	 Zavala EI, Jacobs Z, Vernot B, Shunkov MV, Kozlikin MB, Derevianko AP, Essel E, de Fillipo C, Nagel S, Richter J, Roma-
gné F, Schmidt A, Li B, O’Gorman K, Slon V, Kelso J, Pääbo S, Roberts RG, Meyer M. Pleistocene sediment DNA reveals 
hominin and faunal turnovers at Denisova Cave. Nature. 2021;595(7867):399–403.

	9.	 Vernot B, Zavala EI, Gómez-Olivencia A, Jacobs Z, Slon V, Mafessoni F, Romagné F, Pearson A, Petr M, Sala N, Pablos 
A, Aranburu A, de Castro JMB, Carbonell E, Li B, Krajcarz MT, Krivoshapkin AI, Kolobova KA, Kozlikin MB, Shunkov MV, 
Derevianko AP, Viola B, Grote S, Essel E, Herráez DL, Nagel S, Nickel B, Richter J, Schmidt A, Peter B, Kelso J, Roberts 
RG, Arsuaga JL, Meyer M. Unearthing Neanderthal population history using nuclear and mitochondrial DNA from 
cave sediments. Science. 2021;372(6542):eabf1667.

	10.	 Pedersen MW, De Sanctis B, Saremi NF, Sikora M, Puckett EE, Gu Z, Moon KL, Kapp JD, Vinner L, Vardanyan Z, 
Ardelean CF, Arroyo-Cabrales J, Cahill JA, Heintzman PD, Zazula G, MacPhee RDE, Shapiro B, Durbin R, Willerslev E. 
Environmental genomics of Late Pleistocene black bears and giant short-faced bears. Curr Biol. 2021;31(12):2728-
2736.e8. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​cub.​2021.​04.​027. Epub 2021 Apr 19 PMID: 33878301.

	11.	 Gelabert P, Sawyer S, Bergström A, Margaryan A, Collin TC, Meshveliani T, Belfer-Cohen A, Lordkipanidze D, Jakeli 
N, Matskevich Z, Bar-Oz G, Fernandes DM, Cheronet O, Özdoğan KT, Oberreiter V, Feeney RNM, Stahlschmidt MC, 
Skoglund P, Pinhasi R. Genome-scale sequencing and analysis of human, wolf, and bison DNA from 25,000-year-old 
sediment. Curr Biol. 2021;31(16):3564-3574.e9. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​cub.​2021.​06.​023. Epub 2021 Jul 12.

	12.	 Wang Y, Pedersen MW, Alsos IG, De Sanctis B, Racimo F, Prohaska A, Coissac E, Owens HL, Merkel MKF, Fernandez-
Guerra A, Rouillard A, Lammers Y, Alberti A, Denoeud F, Money D, Ruter AH, McColl H, Larsen NK, Cherezova AA, 
Edwards ME, Fedorov GB, Haile J, Orlando L, Vinner L, Korneliussen TS, Beilman DW, Bjørk AA, Cao J, Dockter C, 
Esdale J, Gusarova G, Kjeldsen KK, Mangerud J, Rasic JT, Skadhauge B, Svendsen JI, Tikhonov A, Wincker P, Xing Y, 
Zhang Y, Froese DG, Rahbek C, Bravo DN, Holden PB, Edwards NR, Durbin R, Meltzer DJ, Kjær KH, Möller P, Willerslev 
E. Late Quaternary dynamics of Arctic biota from ancient environmental genomics. Nature. 2021;600(7887):86–92. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1038/​s41586-​021-​04016-x. Epub 2021 Oct 20. Erratum in: Nature. 2022 Mar;603(7903):E31. PMID: 
34671161; PMCID: PMC8636272.

	13.	 Orlando L, Allaby R, Skoglund P, et al. Ancient DNA analysis. Nat Rev Methods Primers. 2021;1:14. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1038/​s43586-​020-​00011-0.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2015.04.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2015.04.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2015.10.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2018.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2018.11.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2021.04.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2021.06.023
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-021-04016-x
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43586-020-00011-0
https://doi.org/10.1038/s43586-020-00011-0


Page 29 of 30Pochon et al. Genome Biology          (2023) 24:242 	

	14.	 Der Sarkissian C, Velsko IM, Fotakis AK, Vågene AJ, Hübner A, Fellows Yates JA. Ancient metagenomic studies: consid-
erations for the wider scientific community. MSystems. 2021;6(6):e01315-21.

	15.	 Campana MG, Robles García N, Rühli FJ, Tuross N. False positives complicate ancient pathogen identifications using 
high-throughput shotgun sequencing. BMC Res Notes. 2014;25(7):111. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​1756-​0500-7-​111. 
PMID:24568097;PMCID:PMC3938818.

	16.	 Wood DE, Salzberg SL. Kraken: ultrafast metagenomic sequence classification using exact alignments. Genome Biol. 
2014;15:R46. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​gb-​2014-​15-3-​r46.

	17.	 Wood DE, Lu J, Langmead B. Improved metagenomic analysis with Kraken 2. Genome Biol. 2019;20:257. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1186/​s13059-​019-​1891-0.

	18.	 Li H, Durbin R. Fast and accurate short read alignment with Burrows-Wheeler transform. Bioinformatics. 
2009;25(14):1754–60. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​bioin​forma​tics/​btp324.

	19.	 Langmead B, Salzberg S. Fast gapped-read alignment with Bowtie 2. Nat Methods. 2012;9:357–9. https://doi.
org/10.1038/nmeth.1923.

	20.	 Alexander Herbig, Frank Maixner, Kirsten I. Bos, Albert Zink, Johannes Krause, Daniel H. Huson, MALT: Fast alignment 
and analysis of metagenomic DNA sequence data applied to the Tyrolean Iceman, https://​doi.​org/​10.​1101/​05055​
9v1

	21.	 Breitwieser FP, Baker DN, Salzberg SL. KrakenUniq: confident and fast metagenomics classification using unique 
k-mer counts. Genome Biol. 2018;19(1):1–10 (http://www.ec.gc.ca/education/default.asp?lang=En&n=44E5E9BB-1).

	22.	 C. Pockrandt, A. V. Zimin, S. L. Salzberg. Metagenomic classification with KrakenUniq on low-memory computers. 
https://doi.org/10.1101/2022.06.01.494344v1.

	23.	 Hübler R, Key FM, Warinner C, et al. HOPS: automated detection and authentication of pathogen DNA in archaeo-
logical remains. Genome Biol. 2019;20:280. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​s13059-​019-​1903-0.

	24.	 Mölder F, Jablonski KP, Letcher B, Hall MB, Tomkins-Tinch CH, Sochat V, Forster J, Lee S, Twardziok SO, Kanitz A, Wilm 
A, Holtgrewe M, Rahmann S, Nahnsen S, Köster J. Sustainable data analysis with Snakemake. F1000Res. 2021;10:33.

	25.	 Martin M. Cutadapt removes adapter sequences from high-throughput sequencing reads. EMBnet.journal. 
2011;17(1):10–2. https://doi.org/10.14806/ej.17.1.200.

	26.	 Altschul SF, Gish W, Miller W, Myers EW, Lipman DJ. Basic local alignment search tool. J Mol Biol. 1990;215(3):403–10. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/​S0022-​2836(05)​80360-2. PMID: 2231712.

	27.	 Jónsson H, Ginolhac A, Schubert M, Johnson PLF, Orlando L. mapDamage2.0: fast approximate Bayesian estimates 
of ancient DNA damage parameters. Bioinformatics. 2013;9(13):682–1684. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​bioin​forma​tics/​
btt193.

	28.	 Briggs AW, Stenzel U, Johnson PL, Green RE, Kelso J, Prüfer K, Meyer M, Krause J, Ronan MT, Lachmann M, Pääbo S. 
Patterns of damage in genomic DNA sequences from a Neandertal. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2007;104(37):14616–
21. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1073/​pnas.​07046​65104. Epub 2007 Aug 21. PMID: 17715061; PMCID: PMC1976210.

	29.	 Li H, Handsaker B, Wysoker A, Fennell T, Ruan J, Homer N, Marth G, Abecasis G, Durbin R. 1000 Genome Project Data 
Processing Subgroup, The Sequence Alignment/Map format and SAMtools. Bioinformatics. 2009;25(16):2078–9. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​bioin​forma​tics/​btp352.

	30.	 Thorvaldsdóttir H, Robinson JT, Mesirov JP. Integrative Genomics Viewer (IGV): high-performance genomics data 
visualization and exploration. Brief Bioinform. 2013;14(2):178–92. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​bib/​bbs017.

	31.	 Skoglund P, Northoff BH, Shunkov MV, Derevianko AP, Pääbo S, Krause J, Jakobsson M. Separating endogenous 
ancient DNA from modern day contamination in a Siberian Neandertal. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2014;111(6):2229–
34. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1073/​pnas.​13189​34111. Epub 2014 Jan 27. PMID: 24469802; PMCID: PMC3926038.

	32.	 Huson DH, Auch AF, Qi J, Schuster SC. MEGAN analysis of metagenomic data. Genome Res. 2007;17(3):377–86. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1101/​gr.​59691​07.

	33.	 Fellows Yates JA, Lamnidis TC, Borry M, Andrades Valtueña A, Fagernäs Z, Clayton S, Garcia MU, Neukamm J, Peltzer 
A. Reproducible, portable, and efficient ancient genome reconstruction with nf-core/eager. PeerJ. 2021;9: e10947. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​7717/​peerj.​10947.

	34.	 Renaud G, Hanghøj K, Willerslev E, Orlando L. gargammel: a sequence simulator for ancient DNA. Bioinformatics. 
2017;33(4):577–9. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​bioin​forma​tics/​btw670. PMID:27794556;PMCID:PMC5408798.

	35.	 Nora B, Emrah K, Nikolay O, Claudio M, Per U, Helena M, et al. Identification of microbial pathogens in Neolithic Scan-
dinavian humans; 2023. under review.

	36.	 Zoé P, Nikolay O, Emrah K, Maja K, Anna K, Claudio M, et al. Infectious diseases in the late Viking Age and Middle Age 
town of Sigtuna; 2023. manuscript in preparation.

	37.	 Vatanen T, Kostic A, d’Hennezel E, et al. Variation in Microbiome LPS Immunogenicity Contributes to Autoimmunity 
in Humans, Cell. 2016. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​cell.​2016.​04.​007

	38.	 Spyrou MA, Bos KI, Herbig A, Krause J. Ancient pathogen genomics as an emerging tool for infectious disease 
research. Nat Rev Genet. 2019;20(6):323–40. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1038/​s41576-​019-​0119-1.​PMID:​30953​039;​PMCID:​
PMC70​97038.

	39.	 Maixner F, Krause-Kyora B, Turaev D, Herbig A, Hoopmann MR, Hallows JL, Kusebauch U, Vigl EE, Malfertheiner 
P, Megraud F, O’Sullivan N, Cipollini G, Coia V, Samadelli M, Engstrand L, Linz B, Moritz RL, Grimm R, Krause J, 
Nebel A, Moodley Y, Rattei T, Zink A. The 5300-year-old Helicobacter pylori genome of the Iceman. Science. 
2016;351(6269):162–5. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1126/​scien​ce.​aad25​45. PMID:26744403;PMCID:PMC4775254.

	40.	 Guellil M, Kersten O, Namouchi A, Bauer EL, Derrick M, Jensen AØ, Stenseth NC, Bramanti B. Genomic blueprint of a 
relapsing fever pathogen in 15th century Scandinavia. Proc Natl Acad Sci U S A. 2018;115(41):10422–7. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1073/​pnas.​18072​66115. Epub 2018 Sep 24. PMID: 30249639; PMCID: PMC6187149.

	41.	 Kay GL, Sergeant MJ, Giuffra V, Bandiera P, Milanese M, Bramanti B, Bianucci R, Pallen MJ. Recovery of a medieval 
Brucella melitensis genome using shotgun metagenomics. mBio. 2014;5(4):e01337-14. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1128/​
mBio.​01337-​14. PMID: 25028426; PMCID: PMC4161259.

	42.	 Warinner C, Rodrigues JF, Vyas R, Trachsel C, Shved N, Grossmann J, Radini A, Hancock Y, Tito RY, Fiddyment S, Speller 
C, Hendy J, Charlton S, Luder HU, Salazar-García DC, Eppler E, Seiler R, Hansen LH, Castruita JA, Barkow-Oesterreicher 
S, Teoh KY, Kelstrup CD, Olsen JV, Nanni P, Kawai T, Willerslev E, von Mering C, Lewis CM Jr, Collins MJ, Gilbert MT, 

https://doi.org/10.1186/1756-0500-7-111
https://doi.org/10.1186/gb-2014-15-3-r46
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13059-019-1891-0
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13059-019-1891-0
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btp324
https://doi.org/10.1101/050559v1
https://doi.org/10.1101/050559v1
https://doi.org/10.1186/s13059-019-1903-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-2836(05)80360-2
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btt193
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btt193
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0704665104
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btp352
https://doi.org/10.1093/bib/bbs017
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1318934111
https://doi.org/10.1101/gr.5969107
https://doi.org/10.7717/peerj.10947
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btw670
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cell.2016.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41576-019-0119-1.PMID:30953039;PMCID:PMC7097038
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41576-019-0119-1.PMID:30953039;PMCID:PMC7097038
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aad2545
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1807266115
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1807266115
https://doi.org/10.1128/mBio.01337-14
https://doi.org/10.1128/mBio.01337-14


Page 30 of 30Pochon et al. Genome Biology          (2023) 24:242 

•
 
fast, convenient online submission

 •
  

thorough peer review by experienced researchers in your field

• 
 
rapid publication on acceptance

• 
 
support for research data, including large and complex data types

•
  

gold Open Access which fosters wider collaboration and increased citations 

 
maximum visibility for your research: over 100M website views per year •

  At BMC, research is always in progress.

Learn more biomedcentral.com/submissions

Ready to submit your researchReady to submit your research  ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: ?  Choose BMC and benefit from: 

Rühli F, Cappellini E. Pathogens and host immunity in the ancient human oral cavity. Nat Genet. 2014;46(4):336–44. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1038/​ng.​2906. Epub 2014 Feb 23. PMID: 24562188; PMCID: PMC3969750.

	43.	 Krakau S, Straub D, Gourlé H, Gabernet G, Nahnsen S. nf-core/mag: a best-practice pipeline for metagenome hybrid 
assembly and binning. NAR Genom Bioinform. 2022;4(1):lqac007. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​nargab/​lqac0​07.

	44.	 Uritskiy GV, DiRuggiero J, Taylor J. MetaWRAP-a flexible pipeline for genome-resolved metagenomic data analysis. 
Microbiome. 2018;6(1):158. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1186/​s40168-​018-​0541-1.​PMID:​30219​103;​PMCID:​PMC61​38922.

	45.	 Mirdita M, et al. Fast and sensitive taxonomic assignment to metagenomic contigs. Bioinformatics. 
2021;37(18):3029–31. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​bioin​forma​tics/​btab1​84.

	46.	 Li D, et al. MEGAHIT: an ultra-fast single-node solution for large and complex metagenomics assembly via succinct 
de Bruijn graph. Bioinformatics. 2015;31(10):674–1676. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​bioin​forma​tics/​btv033.

	47.	 Klapper M, Hübner A, Ibrahim A, Wasmuth I, Borry M, Haensch VG, Zhang S, Al-Jammal WK, Suma H, Fellows Yates 
JA, Frangenberg J, Velsko IM, Chowdhury S, Herbst R, Bratovanov EV, Dahse HM, Horch T, Hertweck C, González 
Morales MR, Straus LG, Vilotijevic I, Warinner C, Stallforth P. Natural products from reconstructed bacterial genomes 
of the Middle and Upper Paleolithic. Science. 2023;380(6645):619–24. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1126/​scien​ce.​adf53​00. Epub 
2023 May 4 PMID: 37141315.

	48.	 Pan W, Lonardi S. Accurate detection of chimeric contigs via Bionano optical maps. Bioinformatics. 
2019;35(10):1760–2. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​bioin​forma​tics/​bty850. PMID: 30295726.

	49.	 Capo E, Monchamp ME, Coolen MJL, Domaizon I, Armbrecht L, Bertilsson S. Environmental paleomicrobiology: 
using DNA preserved in aquatic sediments to its full potential. Environ Microbiol. 2022;24(5):2201–9. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1111/​1462-​2920.​15913. Epub 2022 Feb 7 PMID: 35049133.

	50.	 Pochon, Zoé; Bergfeldt, Nora; Kırdök, Emrah; Vicente, Mário; Naidoo, Thijessen; van der Valk, Tom; Altınışık, N. Ezgi; 
Krzewińska, Maja; Dalen, Love; Götherström, Anders; Mirabello, Claudio; Unneberg, Per; Oskolkov, Nikolay. aMeta: an 
accurate and memory-efficient ancient Metagenomic profiling workflow. 2023. Github. https://​github.​com/​NBISw​
eden/​aMeta .

	51.	 Pochon, Zoé; Bergfeldt, Nora; Kırdök, Emrah; Vicente, Mário; Naidoo, Thijessen; van der Valk, Tom; Altınışık, N. Ezgi; 
Krzewińska, Maja; Dalen, Love; Götherström, Anders; Mirabello, Claudio; Unneberg, Per; Oskolkov, Nikolay. NBISwe-
den / aMeta Version 1.0.0. 2023. Zenodo. https://​zenodo.​org/​record/​83549​33 .

	52.	 Borry M, et al. sam2lca: lowest common ancestor for SAM/BAM/CRAM alignment files. J Open Source Softw. 
2022;7(74):4360. https://​doi.​org/​10.​21105/​joss.​04360.

	53.	 Richter M, Rosselló-Móra R. Shifting the genomic gold standard for the prokaryotic species definition. Proc Natl 
Acad Sci U S A. 2009;106(45):19126–31. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1073/​pnas.​09064​12106. Epub 2009 Oct 23. PMID: 
19855009; PMCID: PMC2776425.

	54.	 GitHub. “Snakemake-Profiles.” Accessed 22 Jan 2022. https://​github.​com/​snake​make-​profi​les
	55.	 James A. Fellows Yates, rma-tabuliser 0.1.1, https://​doi.​org/​10.​5281/​zenodo.​50181​40 and https://​github.​com/​jfy133/​

rma-​tabul​iser
	56.	 O. Tange (2018): GNU Parallel 2018, March 2018, https://​doi.​org/​10.​5281/​zenodo.​11460​14.

Publisher’s Note
Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1038/ng.2906
https://doi.org/10.1093/nargab/lqac007
https://doi.org/10.1186/s40168-018-0541-1.PMID:30219103;PMCID:PMC6138922
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btab184
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/btv033
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.adf5300
https://doi.org/10.1093/bioinformatics/bty850
https://doi.org/10.1111/1462-2920.15913
https://doi.org/10.1111/1462-2920.15913
https://github.com/NBISweden/aMeta
https://github.com/NBISweden/aMeta
https://zenodo.org/record/8354933
https://doi.org/10.21105/joss.04360
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0906412106
https://github.com/snakemake-profiles
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.5018140
https://github.com/jfy133/rma-tabuliser
https://github.com/jfy133/rma-tabuliser
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.1146014

	aMeta: an accurate and memory-efficient ancient metagenomic profiling workflow
	Abstract 
	Background
	Results
	Benchmarking aMeta on simulated data
	Effect of database size
	Replication on pathogen-enriched simulated and real datasets

	Discussion
	Limitations and planned extensions of aMeta

	Conclusions
	Methods
	Snakemake implementation of aMeta
	Quantifying authentication information via aMeta’s authentication scores
	Simulation of ancient metagenomic data
	Computation of evenness of coverage

	Anchor 16
	Acknowledgements
	References


