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Anboranus

B pabote npoBefeH CpaBHUTEIbHBIN aHAJIU3 YeThIpeX MHCTPYMEHTOB 11 uaeHTudukamymv npodaros: PHASTEST, Phigaro,
VIBRANT u PhiSpy. C nomolipo MHCTPYMEHTOB, OCHOBaHHbBIX Ha Pa3HbIX aJIFOPUTMAaX (TIOMCKe TOMOJIOTMM, MAILIMHHOM O6y4eHU!U
WX X KOMOMHAIVN), GbLIM TPOaHAIM3UPOBAHbI MOJIHbIE T'eHOMBI TpeX mTaMMoB Methylococcus capsulatus. Pe3ynbTaTsl BbISIBUIU
CYIIIeCTBEHHbIE PACXOXKIEHMS B ONpeNesieHn IPaHuIl, KOJMUECTBA TEHOB U (BYHKIMOHAIBLHOTO COCTOSTHUS TIPeICKa3aHHbIX Mpoda-
roB. AHa/IM3 TIOTyYEHHbIX JAaHHbBIX MMOKAa3aJI, YTO MCIOIb30BaHME HECKOIbKMX MHCTPYMEHTOB C PasiMyYHbIMM aJTOPUTMAMMU TTO3BO-
JIIeT TIONY4UTh GOJiee TOYHYIO MHGOPMAIIO O Tpodarax ¥ CHU3UThH KOJIMUYECTBO JIOKHOMOIOKUTEIBHBIX U JIOKHOOTPHUIIATETbHBIX
pesy/IbTaToB.

Abstract

This study presents a comparative analysis of four prophage prediction tools: PHASTEST, Phigaro, VIBRANT, and PhiSpy.
The complete genomes of three Methylococcus capsulatus strains were analyzed using these tools, which employ distinct algorithms
based on homology searches, machine learning, or a combination of both approaches. The results revealed significant discrepan-
cies in prophage boundary prediction, gene content, and functional assessment. This analysis highlights that utilizing multiple tools
with complementary algorithms enhances the accuracy of prophage identification and minimizes both false-positive and false-negative
predictions.

Bakmepuogazu — HEOTHEMJIEMbIN KOMIIOHEHT MUKPOOHBIX SKOCUCTEM, OKAa3bIBAIOIIMII BIAMSIHME HA OVUHAMUKY
6aKkTepuaIbHBIX COOOIIECTB, METabOIM3M XO351eEB M TOPM3OHTAIBHBIN MepeHoc reHoB [1]. BricokompousBoauTeabHOe
CEKBEHVMPOBaHME MO3BOIWIO M3ydyaTh daru 6e3 KyJabTUBUPOBaHUS in vitro. OIHAKO OTCYTCTBUE YHMBEPCAIbHBIX Ie-
HOB-MapKepoB Y BUPYCOB 3aTPYAHSIET MAEHTU(GNUKALIMIO UX TOC/I€N0BATEeIbHOCTEN B METareHOMHBIX JaHHbIX. [IJis periie-
HUST 3TOM IIPo6IIeMbI paspaboTaHbl MHCTPYMEHTSI, AubbepeHIMPYIOIyie BUPYCHbIE M HEBMPYCHBIE MOC/IEN0BATEIbHOCTHA,
B TOM umcJe mpodaru B 6aKTepraibHbIX TeHOMax [2]. Pasmuums B anroputmax 3TMX MHCTPYMEHTOB MPUBOZAST K HEOIHO-
3HAYHOCTM PE3YJIbTATOB, TOITOMY BaKHA CPABHUTE/IbHAS OlleHKA X 3hGhEKTVBHOCTI.

B manHOM McciiemoBaHuM ITPOBEEHO CPaBHEHME YEThIpeX MHCTPYMEHTOB it moucka rnpogdaroB — PHASTEST
(v. 2.3.0) [3], Phigaro (v. 2.4.0) [4], VIBRANT (v. 1.2.0) [5] u PhiSpy (v. 4.2.21) [6], — OCHOBaHHbIX Ha Pa3JIUYHBIX
aJIrTOpUTMaX.

[TepBoHaUabHO BCE MPEACTABIEHHbIE MPOrPAMMbl OMPEAESIOT TPOTEMH-KOOUPYIOIEe TeHbl C IMOMOIIbIO
prodigal [7]. [ayee reHbl aHHOTUPYIOTCS KaK 6akTepuasibHble, BupycHble ywin HeusBecTHble. PHASTEST mupgentudum-
pyeT daroBbie GeIKM MyTEM ITOMCKA TOMOJIOTMM C TIOCIeIOBATEIbHOCTSIMM B BUpYCHOI 6a3e nanubix RefSeq (NCBI) [3].
B Phigaro pean3oBaH aHaJOTMYHBIN TOAXOH, HO C MCIOIb30BaHKeM 6a3bl HAHHBIX MPOGWIIEN CKPBITHIX MapKOBCKUX
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mopeneit (HMM) — prokaryotic Virus Orthologous Groups (pVOGs) [4, 8]. PhiSpy ucnonbsyer meTop, CIy4aiftHOro jeca.
ITporpaMma BbIYMCIISIET HAGOP MPU3HAKOB (AJIMHA GeJiKa, HAlTPaBJIeHHOCTh ey TpaHCKpumiyy, cootHolienne AT/GC,
YaCcTOTa BCTPEYAEMOCTH YHUKAIbHBIX (DaroBbix CJI0B (OMpefeeHHas II0CIeq0BaTeIbHOCTh U3 12 1. H.), CAliThl MHTErpa-
1y GaroB), Ha OCHOBE KOTOPBIX MOJEJIb ONpenessieT BePOSITHOCTD ux Garosoit mpupogst [6]. VIBRANT peanusyer ru-
OPMIHBIN TOAXOM, KOMOMHUPYST HEPOHHbBIE CeTH C mouckom romostoruu [5]. B Phigaro mpu momcke roMosiornm ucrosib-
sytorcs npodum HMM, Ho 13 Tpex pasnuunbix 6a3 ganHbiX: Kyoto Encyclopedia of Genes and Genomes (KEGG) [9],
Pfam [10] n Virus Orthologous Groups (VOG) [11].

B urore noreHnmanbHbie MpodaroBbie reHbl 0ObEOVHSIIOTCS B MpodaroBbie pernoHsl. [Ipy o6beqiHEHNN BCE MTPO-
PaMMbl YUUTHIBAIOT KOJIMUYECTBO MOTEHIMAIbHBIX T€HOB, PACIIOIIOKEHHBIX HA OMPENeIEHHON JUCTAHIMY, a TAKXKe I0-
MTOJIHUTEJIbHbIE XapaKTepPUCTUKU. HaliieHHbIM pernoHaM JaeTcst MHTerpajbHas OlleHKa (score).

1 cpaBHUTEIBHOTO aHaJM3a MCII0/Ib30BajIM MOJHbIE TEHOMBI Tpex IITaMMoB Methylococcus capsulatus (Bath,
101, Mc7), nocrynubie B GenBank (acc. numb. NC_002977, CP079098, CP079095). Pe3ysbrarsl BK/IKOUa/ KOOPAMHA-
ThI TIPO(AroBeIX pernoHoB, 6akrepuaabHbie u (aroBbie reHbl (ORF) BHYTpM HUX, a TakKe OILEHKY (QYHKIMOHAIBHOIO
cocTostHus TTpodaros (cM. TabIuILy).

PesynbraThl noucka npodaroBbix MoCIef0BaTe/IbHOCTEN
B reHoMax mrammoB Methylococcus capsulatus

Tporpamma | Peryon m/i Pa3mep pernona Bcero ORF B pernone ITonoskeHue pernoHa
(kb) (xapakTepHbIX A1 mpodara) B reHoMe
str. Bath (NC_002977)
1 53.3 51 (31) 2819754-2873113
PHASTEST 2 48.9 59 (42) 3093885-3142838
Phigaro 1 50.0 50 (35) 2824960-2874998
2 45.8 63 (48) 3092748-3138558
VIBRANT 1 61.4 61 (30) 2816780-2878183
2 50.0 67 (38) 3091049-3141096
PhiSpy 1 31.8 27 2820020-2851790
2 32.3 40 3096072-3128377
str. 01 (CP079098)
PHASTEST 1 48.5 62 (45) 2508110-2556599
Phigaro 1 17.5 15(9) 104180-121683
2 50.6 68 (51) 2509623-2560215
VIBRANT 1 8.3 13 (3) 830933-839256
2 57.5 75 (32) 2512440-2569933
PhiSpy 1 12.3 19 827273-839561
2 39.5 54 2514897-2554412
str. Mc7 (CP079095)
PHASTEST 1 25.4 | 18 (7) | 1825683-1851097
Phigaro Ipogpazoe e obHapyrceHO
VIBRANT Ilpogpazos He obHapyyceHO
PhiSpy 1 33.3 40 938889-972163
2 16.5 24 1444321-1460832
3 19.9 24 1629311-1649204
4 17.6 12 2001894-2019505
5 14.8 20 2542546-2557313

B renome mramma Bath Bce MHCTpyMeHTBI BbISIBIWIIM [1Ba MMOTEHIMAIBHO XXM3HECTIOCOOHBIX Ipodara. Mx pacmo-
JIO’KEHME COBIIAJAJIO, HO HABGIIONAICh Pas3IMuMst B IPaHNUIIAX, PasMepe U KOJMUECTBE FeHOB, 0OYC/IOB/IEHHbIE, BEPOSITHO,
aQHHOTAIIMEN MMOTPAHNYHBIX TeHOB C Hen3BeCTHbIMM GyHKuMsMK. B reHome mrramma [01 Bce mporpamMmbl 06HAPYKMIN
omuu obumit mpodar (2508110-2569933 ur). Phigaro, VIBRANT u PhiSpy nmeHTHMbUIMPOBaIN TONOIHUTENbHBIN pe-
I'MOH (COBMAJAIOUINI Y MOCTIeqHNX ABYX). B mramme Mc7 tonmbko PhiSpy npenckasat marh MOTeHIMATbHBIX TPOQAaros.
Peruonsr 2-5, BEpOSITHO, JIOYKHOIIOJIOKMTEIbHbIE 13-3a MaJIOrO pa3Mepa i umciia reHoB. I1epBbIil permoH, OTIMYarOIIMiACS
GosbllM pasmepoM 1 koindecTBoM ORF, MoskeT npencTaBiisiTb cO60V HOBBIN, HEOIMCAHHBIN 6akTepuodar, uto TpebyeT
aJIbHEMIIIero MCC/IeOBaHM.
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17151 TOBBIIIIEHNS TOYHOCTM MAeHTU(UKALMM TTpodaroB B 6aKTepuaJbHbIX FeHOMaX PEKOMEH/IYeTCs MCII0Ihb30BaTh
KOMOMHAIIMIO MHCTPYMEHTOB C pasHbIMM ajroputMamu. [1py olieHKe pesysbTaToB BayKHO YUMTHIBATh pasMep HalioeHHbIX
PErvoHOB, KOJIMUECTBO (DaroBbIX T'€HOB M 0COOeHHOCTU ajroputmMoB. OmnpenesnieHe rpaHuil Mpodaros CjaemayeT IpPoBO-
JUTb C YUYETOM aHHOTaHI/Iﬁ IIOrpaHUYHBIX I'€HOB, IIOJIYUYEHHBIX PA3HBIMM METOOAMM.
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