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But the actual loss metric is the downstream accuracy
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Evaluation pipeline
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Basecalling and consensus accuracy analysis
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4 datasets with high quality ground-truth genome (3 bacterial + 1 human)
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Evaluate basecalling and consensus accuracy for lossless and lossily compressed raw data
Test multiple datasets, basecallers, subsampled coverage, assembly tools

Basecalling accuracy vs. compressed size
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Consensus accuracy vs. compressed size
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Achieve 35-50% reduction over best lossless compression with negligible loss in accuracy

Consistent observations across datasets, coverage, downstream tools

Evaluation scripts, data, plots: https://github.com/shubhamchandak94/lossy compression_evaluation
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