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Abstract

Background: Genomic structural variants (SV) play a significant role in the onset and progression of cancer. Genomic
deletions can create oncogenic fusion genes or cause the loss of tumor suppressing gene function which can lead to
tumorigenesis by downregulating these genes. Detecting these variants has clinical importance in the treatment of
diseases. Furthermore, it is also clinically important to detect their breakpoint boundaries at high resolution. We have
generalized the framework of a previously-published algorithm that located translocations, and we have applied that
framework to develop a method to locate deletions at base pair level using next-generation sequencing data. Our
method uses abnormally mapped read pairs, and then subsequently maps split reads to identify precise breakpoints.

Results: On a primary prostate cancer dataset and a simulated dataset, our method predicted the number, type, and
breakpoints of biologically validated SVs at high accuracy. It also outperformed two existing algorithms on precise
breakpoint prediction, which is clinically important.

Conclusion: Our algorithm, called Pegasus, accurately calls deletion breakpoints. However, the method must be
extended to allow for germline variant filtering and heterozygous deletion detection.
The source code that implements Pegasus can be downloaded from the following URL: http://github.com/
mhayes20/Pegasus.
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Background
There are several underlying causes for the onset of can-
cer, but genomic abnormalities play a significant role in
susceptibility to the disease. These abnormalities may
include single nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs) or small
indels of a few base pairs (bp) in length. However, large
scale genomic structural variants also play a role [1, 2].
These variants, which are typically larger than 1000 bp,
include insertions, deletions, translocations, inversions,
and tandem repeats [3, 4]. Structural variants (SV) can
have deleterious effects on the health of an individual. If a
SV occurs in or near a gene, it could adversely affect the
intended function of that gene. An example of this phe-
nomenon is the deletion of a tumor suppressing gene, or
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the amplification of an oncogene. Structural variants can
also create fusion genes, which may code for proteins with
cancer-causing effects. These fusions can be caused by
translocations, inversions, or deletions [5, 6].
The impact of SVs necessitates the development of effi-

cient methods to locate and characterize them. Many
computational methods for this problem use data gener-
ated from next-generation sequencing (NGS) platforms.
Methods for SV detection typically use either 1) abnor-
mally mapped read pairs (or discordant pairs), or 2) single
anchoring reads (or split reads). BreakDancerMax (Break-
Dancer) finds clusters of abnormally aligned read pairs
(or discordant pairs), and it calculates the probability of
each cluster based on a Poisson model [7]. Another pro-
gram, called Delly [8] identifies structural variants by
identifying abnormally mapped read pairs that are proxi-
mal to single-anchoring reads. The program then realigns
these split-reads to identify precise boundaries. Several
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other algorithms exist to address the problem of finding
structural variants in the genome [9–13].
We present a method, Pegasus, that finds groups of

anomalously-mapped read pairs, and then subsequently
aligns the soft-clipped portion of local reads to the ref-
erence, which could indicate a SV boundary. Pegasus
had high sensitivity on a primary prostate cancer dataset
and a simulated dataset. It also outperformed two other
methods, Delly and BreakDancer, in breakpoint accuracy
prediction. We previously presented an algorithm called
Bellerophon that applied a similar approach to identify
translocations [14].

Methods
At the beginning of our pipeline, sequence reads repre-
senting a test (or donor) genome must first be aligned to
the human reference genome. Ourmethod takes as input a
set of sorted alignment results in the SAM format [15]. In
our experiments, we used BWA [16] to perform the align-
ment, though any alignment program can be used as long
as it produces soft-clipped reads. Soft-clipped reads are
reads that partially align to the reference; the unaligned
portion of the read is still kept in the SAM record. Single
reads that span a variant boundary are likely to be por-
trayed as soft-clipped in the alignment record, since the
subread that lies within the variant will likely not align
to the reference. As shown in Fig. 1, when a single read
spans a variant boundary, the read only partially aligns
to the reference, while the unaligned portion ostensibly
belongs to the variant. After performing sequence align-
ment, Pegasus extracts all long discordant read pairs and
soft clipped reads. The discordant read pairs are those
that are abnormally aligned to the reference; their map-
ping is somehow different than what is expected. They
indicate likely structural variants, which for our program
are deletions. The soft-clipped reads are then used by our
program to perform precise breakpoint refinement pre-
diction. Specifically, for soft-clipped reads that are nearby
to discordant read pairs, the clipped sub-read is realigned
separately to find precise variant coordinates.

Discordant read pair clustering and SV prediction
Algorithm
To find likely variants, Pegasus must first find groups of
discordant read pairs that could indicate a deletion, as
shown in Fig. 1. The method defines a discordant pair
as having a mapped distance between read pairs that
is greater than L = mean + k ∗ stdev, where mean is
the mean mapped distance between mates, stdev is the
standard deviation of mapped distance lengths, and k
is a user-defined parameter, which for Pegasus is 4 by
default. We also require that when aligned to a reference
genome, the relative orientation of the read pairs must
be the same as it was during sequencing. For Illumina

Fig. 1 Visual depiction of Pegasus algorithm. The images show read
pairs that are mapped to a reference genome, where the blue read
pairs span a deletion event. (Top panel) Soft-clipped reads (pink and
green subreads) are initially unaligned since they fall within the
deleted region. Pegasus first clusters discordant read pairs that may
indicate a deletion. It then maps the clipped subreads back to the
reference using BLAT (middle panel). The subreads align to each side
of the deletion event. The coordinate locations with the most aligned
subreads are the predicted deletion breakpoints (bottom panel)

paired-end sequencing technologies, one read is
sequenced from the forward (+) strand (relative to the
p-arm telomere), while the other read is sequenced from
the reverse (-) strand (relative to the q-arm telomere).
Thus, most normally-mapped read pairs have forward-
reverse orientation, where the read closest to the p-arm
telomere has forward orientation. For deletion events, the
relative orientation of the mapped reads will likely remain
unchanged for non-complex deletion variants. Else, the
variant could indicate a possible inversion or tandem
repeat, which is not considered here.
The program takes read alignment results in SAM for-

mat and looks for clusters of overlapping discordant pairs
such that the left reads in each cluster are within L base
pairs of each other, and the right reads are also within L
base pairs of each other. This is a necessary requirement
because if a group of discordant pairs imply a true dele-
tion event, then their mapped distances should be similar.
When a group of overlapping discordant pairs is found,
the program then searches for soft-clipped reads that are
presumably near the SV breakpoint of the reads on either
side of the potential deletion. It then extracts the soft-
clipped portion of at least one read and realigns it to the
reference genome using BLAT [17]. Compared to the size
of the reference genome, the size of the cluster region (a
few hundred bases) is smaller by several orders of mag-
nitude. Because of this, it is unlikely that even a single
clipped subread will realign to the region by chance.
To be predicted as a structural variant, a cluster of over-

lapping discordant pairs must satisfy two criteria: 1) there
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must be at leastminD discordant read pairs in the cluster,
which for Pegasus is 3 (by default), and 2) there must be at
leastminS soft-clipped reads from either side of the event
that remap within the cluster region, which is the region
from the outermost read in the cluster towards the variant
breakpoint. For Pegasus, this value is also 3 by default.

Preliminaries
Let R(p) denote the set of reads in a discordant read pair
cluster c that are closest to the p-arm telomere. Let R(q)
denote the set of those reads in c that are closest to the q-
arm telomere. Assume that the reads in R(p) are the mates
of the reads in R(q). Thus, the set S = {R(p) ∪ R(q)} is a
discordant read pair cluster that supports a putative dele-
tion, and |R(p)| = |R(q)|. Let S(R(p)) be a function that
returns any soft-clipped reads that map to a coordinate
in the range

[
min(R(p)),min(R(p)) + k ∗ stdev

]
for R(p),

wheremin returns the mapping coordinates with the low-
est value among all reads in R(p). Let S(R(q)) be a function
that returns any soft-clipped reads that map to a coordi-
nate in the range

[
max(R(q)) − k ∗ stdev,max(R(q))

]
for

R(q), where max returns the mapping coordinates with
the highest value among all reads in R(q). For all x ∈
S(R(p)) and y ∈ S(R(q)), let mapped(x) and mapped(y)
denote the mapping locations of the aligned portion of
soft-clipped reads x and y. After realigning with BLAT,
let clip(x) and clip(y) denote the aligned positions of the
clipped portion of the soft-clipped reads x and y.

Algorithm
The Pegasus algorithm is provided in the Algorithm 1
table.

Algorithm 1 Pegasus algorithm
procedure PEGASUS(BAMfile) � bam file containing
alignments

for all DiscordantPairClusters c ∈ BAMfile do
for all R(p) ∈ c do

Let A = {mapped(x) : ∀x ∈ S(R(p))} ∪
{clip(x) : ∀x ∈ S(R(p))}

Let B = {mapped(y) : ∀y ∈ S(R(q))} ∪
{clip(y) : ∀y ∈ S(R(q))}

if S(p) �= ∅ and S(q) �= ∅ then � At least
one side of the boundary contains soft-clipped reads

if
∣
∣S(p)

∣∣ ≥ minD and clip(x), clip(y) ≥
minS then � minD = minS = 3

Predict mode(A) and mode(B) as the
deletion coordinates

end if
end if

end for
end for

end procedure

The algorithmworks by predicting the precise boundary
of the SVs by observing the location of the reference where
the clipped subread realigns. There may be several clipped
sequences that realign to the region of a structural variant.
Due to small sequence polymorphisms, it’s possible that
all of the sequences may not precisely align to the same
location. Thus, the predicted breakpoint within the cluster
region is the one to where most of the clipped subreads
align.
For all x ∈ S(R(p)) and y ∈ S(R(q)), let mapped(x) and

mapped(y) denote the mapping locations of the aligned
portion of soft-clipped reads x and y. After realigning
with BLAT, let clip(x) and clip(y) denote the aligned posi-
tions of the clipped portion of the soft-clipped reads x
and y. To predict precise deletion breakpoints, the algo-
rithm first constructs two sets A and B, where A =
{mapped(x) : ∀x ∈ S(R(p))} ∪ {clip(x) : ∀x ∈ S(R(p))} and
B = {mapped(y) : ∀y ∈ S(R(q))}∪{clip(y) : ∀y ∈ S(R(q))}.
To predict the deletion boundary coordinate near the
reads R(p), the method returns mode(A), which gives the
coordinate that occurs most often. To predict the dele-
tion boundary near the reads R(q), the method returns
mode(R(q)). If no breakpoint refinement can be per-
formed (i.e. if S(p) = ∅ and S(q) = ∅), then the algorithm
will not predict the region as a deletion. Figure 1 provides
an overview of the steps taken by Pegasus.

Results
We conducted two experiments to measure the effi-
cacy of Pegasus’ deletion prediction ability. For the first
experiment, we compared our algorithm to Delly version
0.7.2 and BreakDancer version 1.1.2. Like Pegasus, Delly
predicts structural variants by taking into account the
mapping of paired reads and local split read alignments,
while Breakdancer only considers discordant alignments
of paired reads. The first experiment used simulated data
created from the human reference genome to test the abil-
ity of each method to detect deletion breakpoints and to
accurately predict the specific location of the breakpoints.
For the second experiment, Pegasus, Delly, and Break-
dancer were applied to a cancer dataset to find somatic
deletions that were validated in the original study. For
both experiments, the insert size cutoff was set to 4 for
all three programs. For Delly, its small indel detection
was turned off since all deletion variants in both datasets
were greater than 1000 base pairs. Furthermore, for Delly,
BreakDancer, and Pegasus, we required there to be at
least 3 discordant read pairs that support a putative dele-
tion. For Pegasus, BLAT was used for both experiments
to realign the clipped portion of soft-clipped reads (the
soft clipped subreads had to be at least 20 base pairs in
length). For each method, the minimum read mapping
quality was set to 30. For BLAT, all default parameters
were used.
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Regarding performance metrics, for each dataset, we
compared each algorithm’s measurements on the follow-
ing quantities:
Sensitivity (SE): the percentage of true deletion events

that were correctly predicted by the algorithm.
Average Breakpoint Error (ABE): for each correctly

predicted deletion, this is the average difference in base
pairs between the true breakpoint coordinates and the
predicted breakpoint coordinates. A small ABE value indi-
cates accurate breakpoint coordinate prediction.

Experiment 1: simulated data
For the simulated dataset, 2500 synthetic deletion vari-
ants were inserted into the human reference genome hg38
using SVSim [18]. The reads were created using Wgsim
from the genome containing the synthetic deletions, and
the size for the simulated events ranged from 1000 to
100,000 base pairs. BWA was used to align the reads to
the reference genome hg38. The subsequent SAM/BAM
file was then analyzed by both Pegasus, Delly, and Break-
Dancer. The results were compared by measuring the
sensitivity (SE) and average breakpoint error (ABE) of
each (defined above). This data had sequence read cov-
erage of 20X and 100 base pair (bp) reads. The average
insert size was 400 bp with a standard deviation of 50. The
mutation rate was set to 0.001, and of those mutations,
approximately 15% were indels. We created a second sim-
ulated dataset by randomly downsampling the alignments
in the original BAM file, thus giving a second dataset with
expected coverage of 5X. The algorithms were tested on
both datasets with the same parameters.

Experiment 2: primary prostate cancer data
The prostate cancer dataset utilized for the second exper-
iment was from a patient (PR-0508) whose genome was
analyzed in [19]. The Picard suite was used to deduplicate
the alignments, after which it was aligned to the human
reference genome hg18 by BWA. In order to preserve con-
sistency hg18 was used, due to the original coordinates
having been presented in this older version of the ref-
erence genome. The SAM file was analyzed by Pegasus,
BreakDancer, and Delly, with comparisons being made
respective to the same categories as those of the first
experiment.

Discussion
The results on the simulated dataset are summarized by
Figs. 2, 3, 4 and 5 below. On the 20X coverage data, it
can be seen in Fig. 2 that Delly and Pegasus had higher
sensitivity (SE), although Pegasus also maintained a sensi-
tivity>80% on all deletion sizes. On the lower coverage 5X
dataset, however (Fig. 3), Pegasus outperformed Delly in
accurately calling the deletions, though it did not outper-
form BreakDancer. However, in both simulated datasets,

Pegasus demonstrated a lower average breakpoint error
(ABE) than Delly and BreakDancer, as shown in
Figs. 4 and 5.
Regarding the prostate cancer dataset, there were 22

somatic deletions reported in this sample. Delly and
BreakDancer had greater sensitivity (SE=1) than Pegasus
(SE=0.95), though all methods had greater overall sensi-
tivity for the real dataset when compared to the simulated
data results. Pegasus once again displayed a lower average
breakpoint error (ABE=0.95) than Delly (ABE=1.02) and
BreakDancer (ABE=64.6). Precise identification of break-
points is significant in targeting specific genomic regions
for therapy.
For the simiulated data, Pegasus had lower sensitiv-

ity than Delly and BreakDancer on the 20X coverage
dataset, and lower sensitivity than BreakDancer on the
5X dataset. This can be partly explained by the our algo-
rithm’s requirement for calling a deletion event. It requires
1) a cluster of discordant read pairs and 2) soft-clipped
reads that map in the region of the cluster. While the sec-
ond requirement ensures accurate breakpoint coordinate
predictions (hence its superior performance on the ABE
measurement), it also causes some events to be missed if
the discordant read pairs are not proximal to soft-clipped
reads, which may be due to fluctuations in sequence cov-
erage. While relaxing the SV calling criteria would yield
higher sensitivity, it would also result in higher breakpoint
prediction error. Although Delly performs split-read anal-
ysis to refine its breakpoint predictions, it is not a required
step of their algorithm for calling structural variants (i.e.
Delly can call SVs using only paired reads). As a method
based only on paired-read mapping, BreakDancer also
outperformed Pegasus in terms of sensitivity. However,
the consequence is that BreakDancer does not predict pre-
cise breakpoint coordinates at high accuracy, hence its
very large ABE measurement across all datasets.

Conclusions
We have presented a method to detect genomic dele-
tions at base-pair level. Pegasus outperformed Delly and
BreakDancer in predicting deletion breakpoint coordi-
nates, while showing the ability to predict deletion events
at high percentages. Regarding future work and features
that will be added to Pegasus, it is not currently suited
for discovering small structural variants or indel poly-
morphisms, which can also be important markers for
cancer diagnostics and therapy. SV breakpoints have also
been known to contain small microhomologies which can
obfuscate SV detection and precise variant analysis [20];
Pegasus in its current state may fail to call variants near
microhomology sites due to the uncertainty of breakpoint
locations and clipped read mapping. Pegasus will also be
extended to classify deletions as homozygous or heterozy-
gous. Such an analysis would require examination of read
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Fig. 2 Sensitivity of predictions on 2500 simulated deletions: 20X coverage dataset. The x-axis gives the size of the deletions in base pairs (bp). There
were 500 deletions per size category

Fig. 3 Sensitivity of predictions on 2500 simulated deletions: 5X coverage dataset

Fig. 4 Average breakpoint error on 2500 simulated deletions: 20X coverage dataset
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Fig. 5 Average breakpoint error on 2500 simulated deletions: 5X coverage dataset

depth at the location of deletions. Lastly, Pegasus will be
extended to allow for filtering germline variants from SV
predictions.

Acknowledgements
A 2-page abstract has been published in Lecture Notes in Computer Science:
Bioinformatics Research and Applications.

Funding
The publication costs were funded by the authors.

Availability of data andmaterials
The source code that implements Pegasus can be downloaded from the
following URL: http://github.com/mhayes20/Pegasus.

About this supplement
This article has been published as part of BMC Bioinformatics Volume 18
Supplement 12, 2017: Selected articles from the 12th International Symposium
on Bioinformatics Research and Applications (ISBRA-16): bioinformatics. The full
contents of the supplement are available online at https://bmcbioinformatics.
biomedcentral.com/articles/supplements/volume-18-supplement-12.

Authors’ contributions
MH conceived of the algorithm and wrote most of the manuscript. JP carried
out parts of the cancer data experiments and wrote portions of the
manuscript. Both authors read and approved the final manuscript.

Ethics approval and consent to participate
Not applicable.

Consent for publication
Not applicable.

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

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

Author details
1Xavier University of Louisiana, 1 Drexel Dr, New Orleans, LA 70125, USA.
2Department of Computer Science, Tennessee State University, 3500 John A.
Merritt Blvd., 37221 Nashville, Tennessee, USA.

Published: 16 October 2017

References
1. Redon R, Ishikawa S, Fitch KR, Feuk L, Perry GH, Andrews TD, Fiegler H,

Shapero MH, Carson AR, Chen W, Cho EK, Dallaire S, Freeman JL,
Gonzalez JR, Gratacos M, Huang J, Kalaitzopoulos D, Komura D,
MacDonald JR, Marhshall CR, Mei R, Montgomery L, Nishimura K,
Okamura K, Shen F, Somerville MJ, Tchinda J, Valsesia A, Woodwark C,
Yang F, Zhang J, Zerjal R, Zhang J, Armengol L, Conrad DF, Estivill X,
Tyler-Smith C, Carter NP, Aburatani H, Lee C, Jones KW, Scherer SW,
Hurles ME. Global variation in copy number in the human genome.
Nature. 2006;444:444–54.

2. Sebat J, Lakshmi B, Troge J, Alexander J, Young J, Lundin P, Maner S,
Massa H, Walker M, Chi M, Navin N, Lucito R, Healy J, Hicks J, Ye K,
Reiner A, Gilliam TC, Trask B, Patterson N, Zetterberg A, Wigler M.
Large-scale copy number polymorphism in the human genome. Science.
2004;305:525–28.

3. Tuzun E, Sharp AJ, Bailey JA, Kaul R, Morrison VA, et al. Fine-scale
structural variation of the human genome. Nat Genet. 2005;37:727–32.

4. Eichler EE, Nickerson DA, Altshuler D, Bowcock AM, Brooks LD, et al.
Completing the map of human genetic variation. Nature. 447:161–65.
doi:10.1038/447161a.

5. Mitelman F, Johansson B, Mertens F. The impact of translocations and
gene fusions in cancer causation. Nat Rev Cancer. 2007;7:233–45.

6. Tomlins S, Bjartell A, Chinnaiyan A, Jenster G, Nam R, Rubin M, Schalken J.
ETS gene fusions in prostate cancer: from discovery to daily clinical
practice. Eur Urol. 2009;56:275–86. doi:10.1016/j.eururo.2009.04.036.

7. Chen K, Wallis JW, McLellan MD, Larson D, Kalicki J, Pohl C, McGrath S,
Wendl M, Zhang Q, Locke D, Shi X, Fulton R, Ley T, Wilson R, Ding L,
Mardis E. BreakDancer: an algorithm for high-resolution mapping of
genomic structural variation. Nat Methods. 2009;26:677–81.
doi:10.1038/nmeth.1363.

8. Rausch T, Zichner T, Schalttl A, Stutz A, Benes Vladimir, Korbel J.
DELLY: structural variant discovery by integrated paired-end and
split-read analysis. Bioinformatics. 2012;28:i333–9.

9. Wang J, Mullighan C, Easton J, Roberts S, Heatley S, Ma J, Rusch MC,
Chen K, Harris CC, Ding L, Holmfeldt L, Payne-Turner D, Fan X, Wei L,
Zhao D, Obenauer J, Naeve C, Mardis E, Wilson R, Downing J, Zhang J.
CREST maps somatic structural variation in cancer genomes with
base-pair resolution. Nat Methods. 2011;8:652–4. doi:10.1038/nmeth.1628.

10. Iakovishina D, Janoueix-Lerosey I, Barillot E, Regnier M, Boeva V. SV-Bay:
structural variant detection in cancer genomes using a Bayesian
approach with correction for GC-content and read mappability.
Bioinformatics. 2016;32(7):984–92.

11. Liang Y, Qiu K, Liao B, Zhu W, Huang X, Li L, Chen X, Li K. Seeksv: an
accurate tool for somatic structural variation and virus integration
detection. Bioinformatics. 2017;33(2):184–91.

12. Bartenhagen C, Dugas M. Robust and exact structural variation detection
with paired-end and soft-clipped alignments: SoftSV compared with
eight algorithms. Brief Bioinforma. 2016;17(1):51–62.

13. Kim J, Kim S, Nam H, Kim S, Lee D. SoloDel: a probabilistic model for
detecting low-frequent somatic deletions from unmatched sequencing
data. Bioinformatics. 2015;31(19):3105–13.

http://github.com/mhayes20/Pegasus
https://bmcbioinformatics.biomedcentral.com/articles/supplements/volume-18-supplement-12
https://bmcbioinformatics.biomedcentral.com/articles/supplements/volume-18-supplement-12
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/447161a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eururo.2009.04.036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.1363
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/nmeth.1628


The Author(s) BMC Bioinformatics 2017, 18(Suppl 12):413 Page 113 of 131

14. Hayes M, Li J. Bellerophon: a hybrid method for detecting
interchromosomal rearrangements at base pair resolution using
next-generation sequencing data. BMC Bioinforma. 2013;14:S6.

15. Li H, Handsaker B, Wysoker A, Fennell T, Ruan J, Homer N, Marth G,
Abecasis G, Durbin R. The Sequence Alignment/Map format and
SAMTools. Bioinformatics. 2009;25:222–30.

16. Li H, Durbin R. Fast and accurate long-read alignment with
Burrows-Wheeler transform. Bioinformatics. 2010;26(5):589–95.

17. Kent WJ. BLAT - The BLAST-Like Alignment Tool. Genome Res.
2002;12:656–64.

18. Faust G. SVsim: a tool that generates synthetic Structural Variant calls as
benchmarks to test/evaluate SV calling pipelines. https://github.com/
GregoryFaust/SVsim. Accessed 4 Feb 2017.

19. Berger MM, Lawrence MS, Demichelis F, Drier Y, Cibulskis K,Sivachenko AY,
Sboner A, Esqueva R, Pflueger D, Sougnez C, Onofrio R, Carter SL, Park K,
Habegger LA, Ambrogio L, Fennell T, Parkin M, Saksena G, Voet D,
Ramos AH, Pugh TJ, Wilkinson J, Fisher S, Winckler W, Mahan S, Ardie K,
Baldwin J, Simons JW, Kitabayashi N, MacDonald TY, Kantoff PW, Chin L,
Gabriel SB, Gerstein MB, Golub TR, Meyerson M, Tewari A, Lander ES,
Getz G, Rubin MA, Garraway LA. The genomic complexity of primary
human prostate cancer. Nature. 2011;470:214–20.

20. Ottaviani D, LeCain M, Sheer D. The role of microhomology in genomic
structural variation. Trends Genet. 2014;30(3):85–94.

•  We accept pre-submission inquiries 

•  Our selector tool helps you to find the most relevant journal

•  We provide round the clock customer support 

•  Convenient online submission

•  Thorough peer review

•  Inclusion in PubMed and all major indexing services 

•  Maximum visibility for your research

Submit your manuscript at
www.biomedcentral.com/submit

Submit your next manuscript to BioMed Central 
and we will help you at every step:

https://github.com/GregoryFaust/SVsim
https://github.com/GregoryFaust/SVsim

	Abstract
	Background
	Results
	Conclusion
	Keywords

	Background
	Methods
	Discordant read pair clustering and SV prediction Algorithm
	Preliminaries
	Algorithm


	Results
	Experiment 1: simulated data
	Experiment 2: primary prostate cancer data

	Discussion
	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	Funding
	Availability of data and materials
	About this supplement
	Authors' contributions
	Ethics approval and consent to participate
	Consent for publication
	Competing interests
	Publisher's Note
	Author details
	References

