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Abstract

The DNA storage channel is considered, in which M Deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA) molecules comprising
each codeword, are stored without order, then sampled N times with replacement, and the sequenced over a
discrete memoryless channel. For a constant coverage depth M/ /N and molecule length scaling O (log M), lower
(achievability) and upper (converse) bounds on the capacity of the channel, as well as a lower (achievability)
bound on the reliability function of the channel are provided. Both the lower and upper bounds on the capacity
generalize a bound which was previously known to hold only for the binary symmetric sequencing channel, and
only under certain restrictions on the molecule length scaling and the crossover probability parameters. When
specified to binary symmetric sequencing channel, these restrictions are completely removed for the lower bound
and are significantly relaxed for the upper bound. The lower bound on the reliability function is achieved under
a universal decoder, and reveals that the dominant error event is that of outage — the event in which the capacity

of the channel induced by the DNA molecule sampling operation does not support the target rate.
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I. INTRODUCTION

In this paper, we establish new lower and upper bounds on the capacity and error probability of coded
storage systems based on Deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA) molecules medium, where in some regime of the
system parameters, those bounds coincide and provide the capacity of the channel. In principle, since each
DNA molecule is comprised of two complementary strands of four nucleotides (Adenine, Cytosine, Guanine,
and Thymine), it is equivalent to a sequence of a four-letter alphabet sequence for the purpose of encoding
information. However, as explained in [20]], current technology is only capable of synthesizing relatively short
strands of DNA — sequences of one or two hundred nucleotides. Thus, in practical systems, the stored information
is comprised of a large number of DNA molecules which are stored in a pool and cannot be spatially ordered.
Hence, unlike ordinary channel coding, in which a codeword is a single sequence of symbols, the DNA codeword
is an unordered multiset of short sequences of symbols.

DNA-based storage systems are prone to various of impairments. After synthesizing molecules based on the
encoded data, individual molecules are either duplicated or completely erased, in a process called Polymerase
Chain Reaction (PCR) amplification. Later on, when the information is read, molecules are sampled from the
amplified pool in a random manner, without the possibility to choose a specific molecule. Each chosen molecule
is then sequenced to obtain the four-letter alphabet sequence that it encoded.

In accordance, DNA storage systems suffer from impairments both on a molecule level and on a symbol
level: In the former, this amounts to duplications or erasures, resulting from the synthesis and the amplification
or the sampling process. In the latter, this results in either substitutions, deletions or insertions, resulting from
the synthesis and sequencing operations. In [20]], a detailed characterization of the impairments of DNA storage

systems was provided, and the parameters were estimated based on data sets obtained from the experimental



systems. The conclusion of this survey reinforced the important role of error-correcting codes in DNA storage
systems. It thus naturally raised the question of the fundamental limits on the rates of such systems, most
importantly, their capacity.

In order to characterize the capacity of the DNA storage channel, Shomorony and Heckel [40] have proposed
a distilled mathematical model, which both captures the major impairments of the DNA storage channel, on the
one hand, and which is reasonably tractable to analyze, on the other hand. The encoded message is synthesized
to a pool of M molecules, each of length L symbols. Each symbol is chosen from a given finite alphabet, where
an alphabet of size four is the natural choice. When the message is read, each of the molecules is sampled
a random number of times, and then sequenced, to obtain the multiset of output molecules. The sequencing
operation is modeled as a discrete memoryless channel (DMC) operating on the sampled molecules. The decoder
decides on the message based on the sequencing of the sampled molecules. Hence, the non-standard aspects of
this model are the loss of order information of the DNA molecules, and their possible duplication or erasure
by the sampling mechanism. We mention that this basic model does not include deletions and insertions during
the sequencing operation of a given molecule. The (storage) capacity C' is then defined as the ratio between
then number of messages that can be reliably stored to the total of M L symbols, and it was studied for a few

specific variants of the basic model.

A. Known Results

In [40], two settings were considered. First, the model in which the number of samples of each molecule is
ii.d., and the sequencing is perfect (noiseless). This basic model reveals that the length of the molecule must
scale as L = Blog M for some S > 1, and then capacity is C' = (1 — Plerasure|)(1 — 1/5) [40, Theorem
1], where P[erasure] is the probability that a molecule is not sampled at all. Compared to a standard erasure
channel whose capacity is C' = 1 — P[erasure|, the multiplying term (1 — 1/3) can be attributed to the loss
of order of the molecules. Second, the same model was considered, but with a noisy memoryless sequencing
channel, which is assumed to be a binary symmetric channel (BSC) with crossover probability w (hence, over
input-output alphabets of size 2), and for which the rate (1 — Plerasure])(1 — hy(w) — 1/3) is achievable[l| and
is known to be the capacity only in the regime w < 1/4 and § > m (in which a converse holds too).
In [25]], [27], the same BSC sequencing channel was assumed, yet with a different molecule sampling model.
In [25]], [27], it is assumed that the M molecules are sampled exactly N times, uniformly with replacement. In
accordance, the samples distribution of the molecules is multinomial, and the number of times each molecule

is sampled depends on other molecules. When N = aM and the coverage depth parameter o is a constant

and M is asymptotically large, the empirical count of the number of times each molecule is sampled is known

'"We mainly use standard notation in the introduction. See Sec. for notation conventions. Here hy(w) is the binary entropy
function.



to tend to a Poisson distribution (an effect called Poissonization). Furthermore, if a molecule is sampled and
sequenced d times, then it effectively undergoes a channel whose output is a set of d independent observations
of its input. The capacity of this binomial (multi-draw) BSC, say C, 4, has a simple closed-form expression
[32f]. In accordance, an upper bound on the capacity (converse) of this DNA storage channel model, which is

valid for the regime w < 1/8 and § > m was obtained in [25] as

€2 3" 7o) Cuoa = (1= 7a(0)) M

where 7,(d) is the Poisson probability mass function (p.m.f.) with parameter «. The same expression was found
to be a lower bound on the capacity (achievable), in the same regime for (w, 3).

For general DMCs beyond the BSC, it was described in [40, Sec. V.A, Thm. 3], that the capacity of the
noiseless sequencing model can be generalized to any symmetric DMC, yet only when § is large enough,
without specifying how large 3 should be. There are no claims in [40]] on the noisy case, and the difficulty
of extending the arguments to that case is explained to stem from the difficulty of bounding entropies under
general capacity-achieving input distributions. In [25]], [27] it is mentioned in passing that the results can be

generalized to symmetric channels.

B. Contributions

In this paper, we follow the sampling model of [25], [27] of multinomial sampling with fixed coverage depth

«, and improve on the results of [25], [27]], [40] from several aspects:

o Our results apply to any DMC sequencing channel, including asymmetric ones.

e Our results improve on the best known capacity bounds even for symmetric channelsE] and specifically,
significantly improve the bounds for BSCs.

o« We provide a single-letter lower bound on the reliability function of the system, which is based on a

universal decoding rule.

Lower bounds (achievability): We derive a single-letter capacity lower bound, which naturally generalizes
(T) to general DMCs, and prove that it is a lower bound on the capacity of the DNA storage channel, without any
restrictions on 3 or the quality of the sequencing channel (Theorem [5)). En route to the capacity lower bound, we
analyze the error probability of a random code, and propose a suitable decoder. This decoder is universal — that is,
does not require knowledge of the DMC sequencing channel — and it can be thought of as a penalized version of
the maximum mutual information (MMI) decoder [|12f], [18]. The analysis of its error probability reveals that the
dominating error event is not an atypical error event in the sequencing procedure, but rather an atypical sampling

event. The sampling empirical distribution, to wit, the relative fraction of molecules which have been sampled d

2Symmetric in the sense of 8, Ch. 7.2].



times, for d € {0,1,..., N}, can be considered as a random state of the DNA storage channel. When sampling
is “good”, the instantaneous capacity supported by the channel exceeds the target communication rate, and as

we show, the conditional error probability decays exponentially fast as e~ ©(M log M)

. However, the probability
that the sampling state is “bad” and the instantaneous capacity of the channel does not support the rate, decays
slower, as e~ ©M) and thus the dominates the error probability. The latter event is similar to an outage event in
wireless communication systems [44]], in which various phenomena such as multipath fading and interference
cause the instantaneous capacity to drop below the required rate, and hence to a high error probability, while
errors due to the additive Gaussian noise are less frequent. To quantify this effect, we prove a single-letter upper
bound on the exponential decay of the outage probability (Theorem [8). Our proof methods are significantly
different from the one in [40], which relied on explicit molecule indexing, as well as the one in [26], which is
based on clustering the N outputs to (less than M) clusters, each pertaining to a different codeword.

Upper bounds (converse): We derive a single-letter expression similar to that of the lower bound, and
prove it to be an upper bound, but with an additional excess-rate term (Theorem [I0). The bound is valid for
any S > 1 and there exists a critical value of 3, such that the excess-rate term vanishes for all 5 larger than the
critical. In that case, the upper bound on the capacity matches the lower bound. To prove this result, we follow
the principal idea of [40] which was later elaborated in [25]. The core of the argument is that if the codebook
is such that the M molecules comprising each codeword are very similar (or even identical), then their order
is immaterial, and the loss term in rate associated with the ordering information, namely %(1 — 1o (0)) in H
is eliminated. On the other hand, when the order is preserved, codewords which maximize mutual information
should have independent molecules, not identical. Thus, optimal codebooks should balance between these two
conflicting requirements. The converse argument of [25]], [40]] shows that under the specified conditions on 5 and
w (the crossover probability of the BSC sequencing channel), asymptotically optimal codewords should have
independent molecules. In [25]], [40], the similar-vs.-independent-molecules trade-off is concretely quantified by
the Hamming distance. There, molecules are essentially “similar” if the Hamming distance between them is less
than 4wL, and otherwise “far” (and thus effectively independent). Thus the distinction between far and similar
molecules is according to a radius which scales linearly in the molecule length L. By contrast, our proof uses
utilizes a more general distance function, originating from exponential probabilities of typical sets [11, Ch. 2].
More importantly, the radius which distinguishes between similar and far is sub-linear in the molecule length
L. This enables the aforementioned improvement of the upper (converse) bound.

It should also be mentioned that input alphabet size and the possible asymmetry of the sequencing channel

greatly complicates the proof. In the analysis of BSC sequencing channels, the extermal property of the i.i.d.

uniform (%, %) distribution (both separately for each molecules, and over all molecules) is typically easily
justified. This is not the case for general DMCs. For example, while the binomial (multi-draw) extension of

the BSC is symmetric for any d, this is not true for general symmetric channels (see Remark [7| and Appendix



for details). Moreover, in the standard Fano-based proof of the converse to capacity of DMCs [|8, Lemma
7.9.2], the output entropy for blocklength K > 1 is easily upper bounded by the sum of marginal entropies, and
then the sum of K single-letter mutual information of each of them is upper bounded by the one obtained by
the capacity achieving input distribution. For the DNA storage channel, it is not even clear a priori that the M
molecules should be identically distributed (even if it is assumed that they are independent, or if it is somehow
proved that no optimality is lost by independence). In our Fano-based converse argument, this requires to analyze
mutual information for length L vectors, rather than their scalar counterpart in standard channel coding. See
[40, Sec. V.A] for a related discussion.

Tightness of capacity bounds for modulo-additive noise channels: We evaluate our upper and lower bounds
on the capacity for modulo-additive noise channels, which generalize the BSC channel for alphabets larger than
2. We provide an explicit sufficient condition on the minimal 3 required for the lower and upper bound to
match. When specified for the BSC channel, the result displays a significant gain compared to [25], [27]]. For
example, for BSC(w) with w = 0.05, the minimal 3 required in [25], [27] is twice as large compared to our
condition (see Fig. [2).

Significance: To begin with, the importance of general DMCs follows from the trivial fact that the physical
DNA storage channel has four-letter input alphabet {A, C, G, T}, and at least 4 letters in the output alphabet. As
we show (Prop. [6), symmetry of the sequencing channel leads to a suitable symmetry in the DNA storage channel
if the output alphabet has size less or equal to 4. This is, however, not not true for larger output alphabets (see
a counterexample in Appendix [C-A). Furthermore, the DNA storage channel is also known to be asymmetric
in its nature — e.g., [[15] states that “{A, T} are very likely to be mutually confused during sequencing, while
the bases {G, C} are much less likely to be misinterpreted for each other.”. As said, our bounds pertain to any
DMC, which can be asymmetric.

Next, the importance of improved capacity bounds cannot be overstated, since the restrictions under which the
capacity bounds hold can be described as low-error synthesis/sequencing. As discussed in [40], it is envisioned
that next-generation DNA storage systems will deploy high-error synthesis/sequencing [1]] in order to reduce
costs. Thus, it is of interest to remove, or at least ameliorate, the conditions under which capacity is known
(e.g., B > 2/(log2 — hyp(4w)) in the BSC case). As we next describe, our results remove completely such
conditions for the lower (achievable) bound on capacity, and significantly improve the qualifying condition for
the converse (upper) bound.

Finally, the fact that the sampling mechanism is the dominant error event, compared to sequencing errors

should guide future designs of coded DNA storage systems.



C. Other Related Work

It was recognized long ago [34] that DNA molecules can serve as a medium to data storage, akin to their
role in living organisms as carriers of genetic instructions. As surveyed in [20], prototypes of this concept have
recently been developed by various groups of researches, starting with [7]], [[17], and followed by [[19] which
have deployed error-correcting codes [45[], which have demonstrated selective file access, and [[35]] which have
practically demonstrated the ability to store over 200 megabytes of data. Since DNA storage systems exhibit
extreme high density, long durability [4]], and low energy consumption [7]], they are competitive candidates for
future storage systems.

Several other papers have studied variations of the DNA storage channel model [14], [39], and various papers
have proposed and analyzed coding schemes [7], [14], [17], [19], [21], [23], [35], [38], [41], [43], [45]. We
refer the reader to [40, Sec. I.B] for a short description. In parallel to the study of fundamental limits of
probabilistic channel models, combinatorial channel models were also studied. In [22], a channel model was
considered in which, as for the DNA storage channel, codewords are multisets of unordered symbols, and upper
bounds on the cardinality of optimal codes correcting any given number of errors were derived. This model
differs from the model studied here as it assumes that the unordered symbols are taken from a constant size
alphabet (compared to L = Slog M scaling studied here), and does not take into account duplication. In [41]]
the redundancy required to be added in order to guarantee full protection against substitution errors was upper
bounded. In [42]] a sequence-subset distance has been proposed as a generalization of the Hamming distance
suitable for the analysis of DNA storage channels, and generalizations of Plotkin and Singleton upper bounds
on the maximal size of the codes were derived. In [24]], Gilbert-Varshamov lower bounds and sphere packing
upper bounds on the achievable cardinality of DNA storage codes were derived. These bounds complement the

Shannon-theoretic analysis studied in [25[], [26], [40] and in this paper.

D. Outline

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. [II] we establish notation conventions and formulate
the problem. In Sec. we present our lower bounds (achievability results) on the capacity and reliability
function, and in Sec. our upper bound on the capacity (converse results). In Sec. |V| we specify our capacity
bounds to the case of modulo-additive sequencing channels (which the BSC is a specific case), and in Sec. [V]]
we demonstrate our results via a numerical example. In Sec. we summarize the paper and discuss open

problems.



II. PROBLEM FORMULATION
A. Notation Conventions

Random variables and vectors: Random variables will be denoted by capital letters, specific values they may
take will be denoted by the corresponding lower case letters, and their alphabets will be denoted by calligraphic
letters. Random vectors and their realizations will be super-scripted by their dimension. For example, the random
vector AKX = (Ag,..., Ax_1) € AKX (where K € NT), may take a specific vector value a’ = (ag,...,ax_1) €
AK | the Kth order Cartesian power of A, which is the alphabet of each component of this vector. The Cartesian
product of .4 and B (both finite alphabets) will be denoted by A x B. The concatenation of two vectors, possibly
of different lengths, will be denote by their juxtaposition, and the superscript of the resulting vector will be one
of two forms — either by its total dimension, or by the number of vectors comprising it. An asterisk will be used
in case each of these constituent vectors has a different length. For example, if aé(” € AKo and a{ﬁ € A
then their concatenation will be denoted as either a5 or a*2. The probability of the event £ will be denoted
by P(€), and its indicator function will be denoted by 1(£). The expectation operator with respect to (w.r.t.) a
given distribution P will be denoted by Ep[-] where the subscript P will be omitted if the underlying probability
distribution is clear from the context. The empirical count operator 2: AKX — [K + 1]l will be defined as the

operator which converts a vector a® € AX to its empirical count vector nAl = (a®) so that for any a € A

ne= Y 1{A,=a} )

ke[K]

where [K] := {0,1,..., K — 1}. The empirical distribution operator &2: AKX — L[K + 1] will be defined
via A =+ - 2 so that pMl = 2(a) is such that

1 1
pa=1 D HAr=a} =72 na 3)
ke[K)

The composition of two operators &7, and #» will be denoted by &7 o &5, and the K'th functional power of
2 will be defined via the recursion 22*) .= 2 0 =1 with 2 .= 2.

Probability distributions, types and typical sets: We will follow the standard notation conventions for
probability distributions, e.g., P4(a) will denote the probability of the letter a € A under the distribution Py
of the random variable A. The arguments will be omitted when we address the entire distribution, e.g., Pg4.
Similarly, joint and conditional distributions of (A, B) will be denoted by P4p and Ppg|4 (respectively). The
product distribution of P4 and Ppj4 will be denoted by P4 X Ppj4. The support of a distribution P4 will be
denoted by supp(P4). The set of possible distributions supported on .4 (probability simplex) will be denoted by
P(A). The set of conditional distributions on 5 conditioned on an element of .4 will be denoted by P(B | A).
In what follows, we will extensively utilize the method of types [10], [11] and the following notations. The type
class of P, at blocklength K, i.e., the set of all a® € AX for which 22 (a) = P4 will be denoted by Tx (P4).
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The set of all type classes of vectors of length K from AX will be denoted by Py (A) which is a subset of
P(A). The V-shell (conditional type class) of a’* under the DMC V: A — B, i.e., the set of all b ¢ BX for
which {o% € BE: 2(a®,b5) = 22(a®) x V'} will be denoted by Tx(V | o). For a given P4 € Px(A), the
set of V-shells such that T (V | a’) is not empty when a® € T (P4) will be denoted by P (B | Pa). The
notion of typical sets, in the form of [[11], will be used in the proof of the converse. Definitions, notations and
basic results will thus appear before its proof, in Appendix

Information measures and probability divergences: Logarithms and exponents will be understood to be
taken to the natural base. The binary entropy function hy: [0, 1] — [0, 1] will be denoted by hy(a) := —aloga —
(1 — a)log(1 — a) and the binary Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence dy: [0,1] x (0,1) — R* by dy(al[b) :=

alog 7 + (1 —a)log ((tl;)) . In general, information-theoretic quantities will be denoted by the standard notation

[8], with subscript indicating the distribution of the relevant random variables, e.g. Hp(A | B), Ip(A; B) and
Ip(A; B | B). Alternatively, the entropy of a distribution P4 € P(.A) will be denoted by H(P,), and the mutual
information for a DMC V' with input distribution P4 will be denoted by (P4, V). The KL divergence between
Qa € P(A) and P4 € P(A) will be denoted by D(Q4 || Pa), and the conditional KL divergence between
Qpja € P(B| A) and Pg4 € P(B | A) averaged over Q4 € P(A) will be denoted by D(Qpja || Ppja | Qa)-
The total variation distance (£1 norm) of P, P, € P(A) will be denoted by |Py — P|:= 4| P1(a) — Px(a)|.

General: The complement of a multiset A will be denoted by .A°. The number of distinct elements of a
finite multiset A will be denoted by |.A|. The equivalence relation will be denoted by =, and will mainly be
used to simplify notation at some parts of the paper (typically, the removal of subscripts/superscripts in order

to avoid cumbersome notation). Asymptotic Bachmann—Landau notation will be used. Specifically, for a pair of

positive sequences {fx }rxen, {9k} ken fx = O(9x) < limsupg_, o i;—i < 00, and fx = O(gr) < {fk =
O(gk) and g = O(fk)}, frx = o(gr) & limg . % =0, and fx = w(gr) © limg 0 %' =o00. A
variable appearing in the subscript of an asymptotic order term, e.g., a in fx = O,(K), emphasizes that the
constants involved in the asymptotic relation depend on that variable (possibly, in addition to other variables).
Minimum and maximum will be denoted as min(a,b) := a A b, max(a,b) := a Vb, as well as [a]; = a V0.
Throughout, for the sake of brevity, integer constraints on large numbers which are inconsequential will be
ignored, for example, the number of codewords in a rate R codebook of dimension K will be simply written

as X% (instead of [e®%]). The Hamming distance between o’ @ € AKX will be denoted by py(a’®,a’) :=

> kerr) Haw # @}

B. Formulation of the DNA Storage Channel

In this section, we formulate the DNA storage channel model, or DNA channel, in short. This channel will
be indexed by the number of molecules M in a codeword, which, in what follows, will be used to gauge the

dimension of the codewords.



11

The encoder: A DNA molecule is a sequence of L = Lj; € NT nucleotides (symbols) chosen from
an alphabet X', where in physical DNA storage systems, X = {A,C, G, T}. Thus, each molecule is uniquely

LM = (2§, ... 2%, ), where

represented by a sequence z” € XL, A codeword is a sequence of M molecules, =
zL e xL for all m € [M ] Thus a codeword has total M L nucleotides (or symbols) from X. A codebook is
a set of different codewords, C = {z"M(j)}.

The channel model (reading mechanism): At the time of reading, the codeword 2™ ()

undergoes two
stages which can be considered as a channel operation that produces the output for the decision on the stored
message. The DNA channel is parameterized by the number of molecule samples N = N, € N, and a
LM (

sequencing channel W: X — ). The channel operates on x j) as follows:

1) Sampling: N molecules are sampled uniformly from the M molecules of z (j), independently, with
replacement. Let U™ € [M]" be such that U, is the sampled molecule at sampling event n € [N]. We refer to
UY as the molecule index vector, and it holds that U™ ~ Uniform([M]"). The result of the sampling stage is

thus the vector

(6, () 20, (4)s - -2y, (5)) € (XF)N. (4)

In what follows, we will use the following additional definitions. Let S™ € [N]™ be such that S,, is the number

of times that molecule m was sampled, to wit S, = Zne[ N 1{U,, = m}, the empirical count of U™ It holds
that SM ~ Multinomial(N; (77, 77+ - - - 77))» and we refer to S as the molecule duplicate vector. In a similar

fashion, let Q¥+ € [M + 1]V+! be such that @, is the number of molecules that have been sampled d times,
to wit Qg = >_,,c1p) 1{Sm = d}, the empirical count of SM_ We refer to QV+! as the amplification vector.
Note that de[N+1] @a = M and that > de(n) 4Qa = N hold with probability 1. Note that using the definition
of the empirical count operator in (2, it holds that S™ = 4 (UN) and QN*t' = 4 (SM) = 4 (UN). See
Fig. [I] for an illustration.

2) Sequencing: For each n € [N], xﬁ (j) is sequenced to Y,X € YL, and the sequencing of :cg (j) is
independent for all n € [N]. Denoting the channel output by YV = (Y&, ..., Y% ) € (YF)V it thus holds
that

né€(N]

where W is the Lth product of the DMC W, that is, Wl (yr | 2l) = [Liciy W (i | ).

*In principle, the codeword is actually a multiset of M molecules, that is, the order is not specified. However, for analysis, it is
convenient to assume an arbitrary ordering of the molecules. As evident from the description of the amplification step, this order does
not affect the channel output. In addition, we use the notation z“* = (2*)™ rather than the equivalent ™% as a mnemonic to the
fact that the codeword is a sequence of M length-L molecules (which the channel permutes).
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Figure 1. Illustration of a sampling event for M = 5, and N = 9. Here, U° = (0,2,1,1,4,2,1,0,1), S® = (2,4,2,0,1) and
Q" =(1,1,2,0,1,0,0,0,0,0).

Due to the random sampling stage, it is clear that the order of Y,* in Y*¥ is immaterial. Indeed, the likelihood
of y conditioned on an input M is given by
L [yLN | $LM] = Z ]P’[UN :uN] H wk [y,LL \ xﬁn] (6)
uNe[M|N ne[N]
1
= 2 I Whllea] (7)

uN€e[M]N ne[N]

The decoder: The decoder (YX)" — [|C|] maps the channel output to a codeword index, and with a slight
abuse of notation, we identify the decoder with the set of the decision regions D = {D(j)} je[ic}» Where D(j)
is the decision region of the jth codeword D(5) := {y“N:D(y) = j}.

Global assumptions: We will assume throughout that:

1) Molecule length scaling: L = Ly; = Slog M where 5 > 1 is the molecule length parameter.

2) Coverage depth: N = aM where o > 0 is the coverage depth parameter.

The DNA channel is thus indexed by M and parameterized by DNA := («a, 8, W). The (storage) rate of the

codebook C is given by
log|C]|
R=
ML

®)

and by the assumption |C|= eBML = ¢RSMlogM Note that compared to the scaling |C|= e¢M# in standard
channel coding problems, there is an extra L. = [log M factor in the effective codeword length. The error

probability of D given that M (j) € C was stored is given by

pe(C,D | z"M(j)) == > L[ ="M ()], ©)

yENeDe(j)
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Let a DNA channel DNA := («, 5, W) be given.

Definition 1 ((M,€)-code). C is an (M, €)-code for the DNA channel DNA of dimension M and € € [0, 1) if

there exists a decoder D such that max ;e pe(C,D | "M (j)) < e
In addition, we will denote the average error probability by pe(C, D) := \Ciidl > jericn Pe(C, D | oM (5)).

Definition 2 (Capacity). The rate R € R* is e-achievable for the channel DNA and ¢ € [0,1) if for every
§ > 0 and every M sufficiently large there exists a codebook Cy of size |Cpr|> eM L(R=9) such that Cj; is an
(M, €)-code. The rate R is achievable if it is an e-achievable rate for all € € (0, 1). The supremum of achievable

rates is the capacity C = C(DNA) of the channel.
Definition 3 (Reliability function). Let Kp;: Nt — NT be monotonic increasing. An error exponent E(R) w.r.t.
scaling K is achievable for channel DNA at rate R < C' if there exists a sequence {Cps, Dps } pren+ S0 thaﬂ

1
lim inf ——— log | max pe(C,D | z'M(5))| > E(R). 10
iminf —o— log | max pe(C. D | ()| > E(R) (10)

The supremum of all error exponents F/(R) achieved w.r.t. scaling K, is the reliability function E*(R) =

E*(R,DNA,{Kjs}) of the channel DNA w.r.t. to scaling K.

III. LOWER BOUNDS

ade” ™

In order to state our results we will need a few notations and definitions. Let S ~ Pois(a) and 74 (d) := S

for d € N be the Poisson p.m.f. so that P[S = d] = m,(d). Further, for any given d € N*, let the hazard

probability of S be
7o (d)

- Zie[d} Ta (%)

Taza(d) =P [S —d|5> d] - (11)

for all d € N* and d’ > d.

Definition 4 (The d-order binomial extension of a DMC). Let A, B be finite input and output alphabets
(respectively), let V: A — B be a DMC, and let d € Nt. We call the DMC V®: A — B? the d-order
binomial extension of V if V¥I[b? | a] = H?;()l V(b; | a) for all a € A, b? € B2

Thus the output of the channel V¢ is a sequence of d conditionally independent observations of its input a. For
brevity, we will refer to V¥ as a d-order binomial channel, whose capacity is C(V®%) = maxp, I(Pa, V®?).
By the data processing theorem, it is clear that I(Pa, V®?), and hence C(V®%), are monotonic non-decreasing
in d.

“We define here achievable error exponent with a stringent definition using limit inferior. The relation (equality/inequality) between the

reliability function defined with limit inferior and the reliability function defined with limit superior is still unsettled even for standard
DMC:s [ 11} Problem 10.7]
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A. A Lower Bound on the Capacity

We begin with a lower bound on the capacity:

Theorem 5. The capacity of the DNA channel, DNA := (a, B, W), is lower bounded as

1
. @dy _ — (] _
C(DNA) > PXHEI%)({X) dgNJr 7o (d) - I(Px, W) 3 (1 =7 (0)). (12)

Theorem [5] is a consequence of Theorem [§] which appears next in Sec. [II-B] and which provides a lower
bound to the reliability function. Its short proof (as a corollary to Theorem [§) appears at the beginning of
Appendix [A] We next highlight a few features and implications of Theorem [5]

Interpretation of the capacity bound: Had the decoder known the molecule index vector U', it would
have matched each of the M input molecules, X%, to the S,, output molecules Y, for which U,, = m. The
molecule X% and those outputs {Y,"},,.; —, can then be considered as an input-output pair of a (.S, )-order
binomial extension of W. The mutual information for input distribution Px of this channel is L - I(Px, W®%),
Out of the M input molecules, there are )y molecules which were input to a d-order binomial channel. Their
total mutual information is them LQq - I(Px, W®%), and summing over all possible d € [N + 1], the total
mutual information for M L channel uses is 3_ ey 1) LQa - I(Px, We4), Now, since U is a uniform random
vector, its empirical count, SM = 4 (U N ), is distributed as a multinomial, and so, QN = ¥ (SM ) is the
empirical count of a multinomial distribution. An effect known as Poissonization (see Fact|19|in Appendix |A-E)
implies that this distribution tends to a Poisson distribution. Thus % ~ m,(d), and the total mutual information
for ML channel uses is then ML} ey 1) Ta(d)Qa - I(Px, W®4), This leads to the first term in the capacity
lower bound. The second term, %(1 — 74 (0)), reduces the bound, and reflects the fact that the decoder does
not know U”, and thus needs to order all non-erased molecules, either implicitly or explicitly. For example,
an indexing-based scheme [40]], can use log M nats out of the Slog M of each of the M molecules to specify
its index, and diminishes the effective rate by exactly %(1 — 7 (0)). By contrast, our scheme is designed to
achieve a non-trivial lower bound on the reliability function, without relying on sending an explicit indexing
information. Nonetheless, it still suffers the rate loss %(1 —mo(0)), which in light of the upper bound (converse)
is indeed inevitable in some regime.

Comparison to previous results: In [40], the sampling model is such that S, are i.i.d., and that S, € {0,1}
where P[S,,, = 0] is an erasure probability. That is, any of the M molecules is either sampled once or none at

all. For a BSC(w) sequencing channel (cf. Sec. |[V) the rate achieved in [40, Sec. IV.A] is
R = (1—P[Sy = 0])- [1 - hy(w) — 1/5]. (13)

Per the interpretation of the capacity bound above, 7, (d) represents the fraction of molecules which have been

sampled d times. Thus agrees with Theorem [3] by replacing 7, (d) — P[S,, = d] for d € {0,1} and
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Ta(d) — 0 for d > 1, as well as choosing Px = (3, 3) (cf. Theorem EI)
In [27], it was shown, for the sampling model S, which we adopt here, and for a BSC(w) sequencing

channel, that the rate

> wald) - 1 ((; ;) ,BSC(w)@d) — 5 (1= 7(0) (14)

deN+
is achievable, but only in the regime w < % and 8 > m. Here the rate implied by is the same,
and holds for any w € [0, %] and B > 1. See Sec. |[V|for a more detailed comparison.

Choice of input distribution: The lower bound on capacity in (I2)) is a weighted sum of mutual information
terms {I(Px, W)} en+ according to the Poisson distribution. In general, the input distribution Px 4 which
maximizes I(Px, W®9) is different for each d, and in that case the input distribution which maximizes the
objective in would be a compromise between those input distributions { Px q}4en+. Interestingly, this may
occur even for some symmetric sequencing channels (see Remark [7] in what follows). Nonetheless, for some
particularly relevant symmetric sequencing channels W, the maximizing input distribution is provably uniform

(see Definition [36] for a symmetric channel in Appendix [C-A).

Proposition 6. If |X|< 4,

< |x

, and W is a symmetric channel in Gallager’s sense [|16| p. 94] without
any identical rows, then the lower bound on the capacity ({I2) is achieved by the uniform input distribution,

P)((""if) = (ﬁ, e ﬁ) The same holds if W is a modulo-additive channel for any X = ).

Proof: The claim follows since the mutual information I (Pyx, W) for a symmetric channel W in Gallager’s
sense (see Definition @] in Appendix @ is maximized by the uniform input distribution [16, Thm. 4.5.2]. As
we show in Prop.[37and Prop. [38]in Appendix the binomial extension of any order d of the channels which
satisfy the conditions of the proposition is symmetric in Gallager’s sense. Thus, the uniform input distribution

simultaneously maximizes all terms in the sum (12). u

Remark 7. The qualifying conditions in Prop. [6] cannot be refined. There is no general guarantee that if W is
symmetric then W ®¢ is symmetric in Gallager’s sense for d > 1. There is a symmetric channel with |X|= |V|= 5
that does not satisfy that. Moreover, if a channel W is only symmetric in Gallager’s sense, there is no such
guarantee even if |X'|= 4. There is a symmetric channel in Gallager’s sense with |X|= 4, |Y|= 8 that does not
satisfy that. See the end of section [C-A] for the specific channel matrices. Hence, the input distribution which

maximizes the lower bound (12) will not be uniform.

B. A Lower Bound on the Reliability Function

Theorem [3] is a direct implication of the following stronger result which is a lower bound on the reliability
function. In short, the next theorem shows that the error probability decays to zero exponentially fast w.r.t. to

the scaling Ky = M for all rates below the lower bound on the capacity in Theorem [5]
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Theorem 8. The reliability function of the DNA channel DNA := (o, 5, W) w.rt. scaling Ky = M is lower

bounded as
Od
E*(R,DNA,{M})> max inf 1-— O; | dp | —=—— || ma>ald (15)
RO 2 g e (1230 (st | o)
where the minimization is subject to:
1
{Gd € (0, 1] Vd € N, Zed =1, Z@d . I(Px,WEBd) — *(1 — 90) < R} . (16)
deN deN B

We next highlight a few features and implications of Theorem 8}

Choice of decoder: The error exponent in is achieved for a universal decoder which is oblivious to the
channel W This universal decoder is a variant of the MMI decoding rule, which given a channel output, M,
computes a metric for each of the codewords, LM (7), as follows. Recall that the molecule index vector, ulN,
designates a possible sampling event, in which molecule u,, was sampled at the nth sampling trial. Considering
a candidate 'V, the decoder partitions the M L molecule symbols into groups according to the number of times
that molecule has been sampled. A symbol which belongs to the dth group thus has d independent output
symbols, which can be considered a single super-symbol from Y. The decoder computes the empirical mutual
information for each group, and then the total empirical mutual information, is weighted according to the groups
size. The decoder repeats this computation for all possible candidate u VCCtOI‘SEI and then chooses a penalized
maximum of the weighted empirical mutual information over all u” candidates. The penalty term is related to
the amplification vector ¢’V t1 for which ¢V ! = _#(®) (4N holds. Specifically, the penalty reduces the metric of
those u™ for which there is a large number of other candidates @” for which .4 (@) = 4@ (uN) = ¢N+1
also holds. We term this set the amplification type class of ¢V *t!.

Proof outline and main ideas: Appendix[A]is devoted to the proof of the lower bounds (achievability results).
It begins with two preliminary sections. First, in Appendix [A-A] a tight characterization of the asymptotic size
of the amplification type class is provided, which is required for the penalty term of the universal decoder.
Second, in Appendix [A-B] the likelihood of the DNA channel is cast as the likelihood of a repeated mixture —
the mixture over molecule index vectors u”, and the mixture of binomial channels of different orders.

We prove Theorems and [5|and [9] by analyzing the error probability of the universal decoder. In Appendix
we utilize the " molecule-index/binomial mixture interpretation of the DNA channel to rigorously define this
universal decoder. In Appendix we condition on specific amplification vector QV+! = ¢V, and analyze
the average error probability of a codebook randomly chosen from the standard i.i.d. input ensemble and the

universal decoder. We then prove Theorem (8| by averaging the error probability w.r.t. QV! for the sampling

mechanism of the DNA channel. Here the Poissonization effect (Fact , which implies that % ~ o (d) is

SWe nonetheless mention, that, as usual, an optimal choice of the input distribution, Px, depends on the channel V.
SStrictly speaking, for a judiciously chosen subset of all possible u®.
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used. However, unlike its usage for capacity analysis in [26]], here we consider its effect on the error probability,
and accordingly, its effect on tail probabilities.

Comparison to previous proof techniques: As said, there are no claims in [27]], [40]] regarding the decay
rate of the error probability. However, it is still enlightening to compare their coding schemes to ours, as they
are considerably different.

The coding scheme of [40]] is based on molecule indexing and on concatenation of inner and outer codes.
Recall that in [40], S, € {0, 1} with probability 1. The outer code is designed to correct erased (non-sampled)
molecules, while the inner code is designed to correct the errors of the sequencing channel (BSC(w), in case of
[40]), as well as to identify the index of the molecule, and thus allow the decoder to order the output molecules.
Specifically, the outer code operates on super-symbols of blocklength M, and has rate 1 — IP[S,,, = 0]. Thus, it
can correct up to M -P[S,, = 0] erased molecules. Each super-symbol encodes roughly L(1—hy(w)—1//3) bits.
Each the M molecules of the output alphabet of the outer code, is appended with log, M bits which identifies
the index m of the molecule. The resulting L(1 — hy(p)) bits of each molecule are encoded to L bits using
the inner code, designed to be capacity achieving for BSC(w). At reading time, the inner code is first decoded,
individually for each molecule. Assuming a correct inner-code decoding of all sampled molecules, they can be
ordered using the header which identifies their index, and then the outer erasure-correcting code can correct the
erased molecules. By contrast, in order to obtain a fast decaying error probability bound, our scheme neither
uses concatenated codes nor explicit indexing. As a crude comparison with the error probability of the scheme
of [40], we claim that an inner-code decoding error of a single molecule would lead to a message decoding error.

Accordingly, this would lead to an error probability which is at most e =€) = ¢=©(log M)

, 1.e., polynomial in
M. This is much slower than the exponential decay w.r.t. scaling of Ky = M achieved herem

The coding scheme of [26] is based on the standard random coding i.i.d. ensemble, and a non-standard
decoder, which is mainly tailored to the BSC caseff] and is very different from the decoder proposed here. The
decoder employs a clustering algorithm in order to overcome the possible (and likely) multiple appearances of

YIN | and lack of any prior ordering information that can match Y,*

a single molecule at the output vector
with the molecule generated it. This clustering algorithm is greedy, and with high probability, it clusters the
N outputs to M (1 — 7(0)) clusters, such that an output cluster is the result of sequencing of one of the M
molecules, and where M7, (0) molecules are erased. The clustering algorithm is based on Hamming distances
— thus it is mainly suitable to a BSC sequencing channel — and requires the channel crossover probability as
input. Furthermore, for successful clustering, it is required that the minimum distance between the molecules

of the true stored codeword (that is, the minimum distance among the M sequences of L bits representing the

codeword) is at least ~ 4wL. This “hard” requirement is the source of the limited regime of (w, /3) in the result

"In fact, the error probability in the model of [40] can decay at most exponentially w.r.t. scaling Ky = M since S™ in the model
therein is i.i.d. (binary) vector, and so there is a probability of P[S,, = 0] M — ¢=O(M) that all M molecules are erased.
8Though it is mentioned in passing that the analysis is also suitable for symmetric channels.
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(cf. [26, Lemma 4]). The decoded codeword is the unique one which is weakly jointly typical (in the sense
of [8, Ch. 7]) with the output clusters obtained by the clustering algorithm. As is well known, jointly typical
decoding suffices to achieve capacity, but it is otherwise too weak for obtaining tight error probability bounds.
It seems to be fairly non-trivial to extend the arguments of [26, Lemma 4] to more powerful decoders.
Outage interpretation: According to Theorem [8] there exists a rate C' (which is a lower bound on the
capacity), such that the error probability decays exponentially in M for all rates below C. In the reliability
function bound, the variable 6, represents qﬁd — the fraction of molecules (out of M) that were sampled d times
during the sampling stage. Conditioned on an amplification vector ¢"V*!, or, equivalently, on 6, the term on
the left-hand side of the constraint 1) to wit, > e ba - I(Px, W) — %(1 — f) is thus the conditional
“supported” rate R({04}). If the random supported rate is above the coding rate R, then the error probability
decays at exponential rate w.r.t. scaling M L (as we show in the proof of Theorem [8). Otherwise, if the supported
rate is below the coding rate, we may trivially upper bound the error probability by 1. Thus, the error probability,

averaged over Q™! is upper bounded as
pe(C,D) < P[R({64}) < R - e ®M") + PR({64}) < R] - 1. (17)

As shown in the proof of Theorem |8 the decay rate of P[R({f;}) < R] is exponential only in M, and thus
dominates the error probability. This event can be thought of as an outage event, in which the random state of
the channel (due to the sampling stage) does not allow for coding at the required rate with low error probability.

Sampling versus loss of order: The DNA channel affects the stored codeword in two non-standard ways:
the lack of molecule order, and the random number of copies of the molecule present before the sequencing
stage — which can cause either duplication or erasure of a molecule (beyond the error in sequencing, which are
modeled here as a standard DMC). As Theorem [§] shows, the resulting error probability is dominated by outage,
resulting from the randomness in the number of copies of the molecule, and is exponential in M. It turns out
that when the sampling stage is ideal, and each molecule is sampled exactly o times, the error probability decays
much faster, and it is of exponential in ML = SM log M. Specifically, a slight modification of the proof of

Theorem [§] yields the following:

Theorem 9. Consider an idealized sampling DNA channel DNA 4o == (o, 5, W) in which S,, = « for all
m € [M] with probability 1. Then,

E*(R,DNAjear, {ML})
1
> i D P D o W D P Ip(X;Y*)— - —R| .
- PXHGI%)((X) QXyaénPl(r}\f'lea) (QX H X)+ (QY X H ‘QX)_‘_ (QA H X)+ Q( ’ ) ﬁ +

(18)

The proof of Theorem [J is a simplified and slightly modified version of the proof of Theorem [ and it
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appears at the end of Appendix

IV. AN UPPER BOUND ON CAPACITY

We next turn to state our upper bound on the capacity. To this end, consider a DMC V:X — Y and
(X,Y,Y) € X x Y? and for which

PX =2,Y =y, Y =7 = Px(z) V(y|z)- V(7| x). (19)

That is, Y and Y are two conditionally independent observations given a common input X to the DMC V. We

then define the common-input (mutual information) deficit (CID) CID: P(X) x P(Y | X) — R as

CID(Py,V):=2-I(X;Y) - I(X;Y,Y) (20)

=2.I(Px,V) - I(Px,V®). Q1)

The CID measures the loss in mutual information when the same input is fed into a pair of independent channels,
compared to the case of independent inputs. It also holds that CID(Px, V) = I(Y;Y) (see Prop. 25/in Appendix
B-B3).

As in [25], [40], our upper bound on the capacity does not match the lower bound for all sequencing channels

and molecule length parameter 3. To present this gap in a concise manner, we define the d-order excess-rate

term by
% CID(Px, W) < 1
Q4(B, Px, W) := 4 —CID(Px, W) + 2, L < CID(Px, W®?) < 2
0, CID(Px, W) > 2
1 2 ®d
= |= A= — CID(Px, W% . (22)
5"\ 3 N
Theorem 10. Assume that the DNA channel DNA := («a, 5, W) satisfies
Vimin(WV) max _lo ! < 00 (23)
min = X 1771 N .
TEX, yeY s Wy | x)
Then, its capacity is upper bounded as
1
C(DNA) < a(d) - [I(Px, W) + Qq(8, Px, W)| — = (1 — ma(0)). 24
(ONA) <, ma, 3 mald) TP, W) 4 04(8, P, W) = 5 (1= ma(0)) 4

The main ideas of the proof: The proof follows the main argument of [25], [40]]. Thus, we first describe the

argument and then emphasize where our proof argument deviates from previous analysis. From Fano’s inequality,

the rate of a reliable code is upper bounded by the mutual information 7(XZ™; Y ZN) and so the main task is to

upper bound the mutual information of the, rather non-standard, DNA channel. This upper bound should ideally
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match the lower bound of Theorem [5| which is comprised of two terms, to wit, o+ Ta(d) - I(Px, W)
and —37 (1 — 7,(0)). If the decoder was aware of U”, say as side information, then standard arguments and

Poissonization bound the mutual information as

[XPY RN UM = I U + IR YN  UY) <Y ma(d) - (P, W) (25)
-0 deN+

which is the first term of the lower bound. Therefore, the rate loss term, —371(1 — 7,(0)), is clearly related
to the lack of knowledge of U™ by the decoder, or, loosely speaking, the loss of order of the molecules in
the DNA channel. Moreover, as in the standard upper bound on the mutual information of a DMC, the bound
|i is achieved by choosing the M molecules { X% },,c[a to be ii.d. (in fact, their ML symbols are all i.i.d.
too). If one uses such independent molecules for the DNA channel, in which U N'is unknown, then the decoder
must discern between (X, XF ... X ]@71) and any other permutation of them. Thus, intuitively speaking,

M log M+O(M) permutations,

molecules must contain some information on their index mﬂ Since there are M!=e
this information exactly pertains to the rate loss term —3~1(1—m,(0)). This argument, however, is not complete
on its own, since it is possible that larger mutual information is achievable by statistically dependent molecules.
The key observation of [40], which was further developed in [25]], is that one can maximize over the statistical
dependency between the molecules, and under some conditions, independent molecules do maximize the mutual
information of the DNA channel. To intuitively demonstrate this phenomenon, we consider the most simplistic
case of M = 2 input molecules, N = 2 output molecules and L = 1, while assuming that each of the two
molecules is sampled exactly once Sy = S1 = 1 (so 74 (0) can be set to 0). On the one hand, independent
molecules Xy, X1 ~ Px, lead to the sum of mutual information terms, but since index information must also
be sent, the total rate is 2I(Px, W) — 37!. On the other hand, choosing fully dependent molecules Xy = X
reduces the mutual information to I(Px,W®?) (since the two outputs can be considered the output of the

binomial channel W%?2 for input X = X, = X)), but trivially does not require index information. Whenever

the former rate is larger than the later, to wit,
2[(Px, W) — =" > I(Px, W%?), (26)

or, equivalently 8 > 1/CID(Px, W), the independent inputs are optimal. The similarity of this condition to the
ones appearing in the excess term (22)) is not coincidental, and indeed the origin of this condition can be traced
to similar derivations.

Naturally, the actual argument of [25[], [40] is much more delicate, specifically regarding the statistical
dependencies between the M molecules, and they rely on the Hamming distance between either output molecules

(in [40]) or input molecules (in [25]) to quantify this dependencyf the Hamming distance between a pair of

Then, with this indexing information included, the molecules are not identically distributed anymore.
%Qur argument will extend the input-molecule based distance.
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molecules, say, XOL and X7 is pH(XOL , X¥) = v L with probability 1, then the molecules are “far” apart, in the
sense that the mutual information they induce is approximately as for independent inputs. Otherwise, they are
“close” and the mutual information they induce is approximately as for identical inputs. The constant v > 0 is
channel dependent, and for the BSC(w) considered in [25], [40], is given by v = 4w(1 + o(1)).

Our proof argument mainly deviates from [25]], [40]] in the definition of the distance between molecules
(Appendix [B-B), which in general, is no longer the Hamming distance. It is defined in terms of probabilities of
conditional typical sets |11, Ch. 2], which are reviewed in Appendix By its construction, the conditional
typical set T ([W] | zt) of xf € &L is a subset of Y for which the random output Y to the input x{ (over
the channel W) belongs to with high probability. Our distance definition is chosen so that if :clL is “far” from
z& and z! is the input to the channel W, then the conditional typical set 77 ([W] | &) no longer has high
probability. On the other hand, if x1 is “close” to 2§ by our definition, then 77, ([W] | #{) has high probability
(in fact, still possibly exponentially small, but with a negligible exponent). Our definition of distance allows
to sharply characterize this property (Lemma [23). The key point, however, is that under our distance function,
the distance required to create a distinction between “far” and ‘“‘close” molecules in terms of the resulting
mutual information, is sub-linear in L. This is much smaller compared to the v Hamming distance of [25]],
[40] (for the BSC case). On top of that, the analysis of general sequencing channels, rather than BSCs or
symmetric channels in [25]], [40], leads to various technical difficulties which our proof handles. In the analysis
of BSCs under Hamming distance between molecules in [25], [40], it holds in various parts of the proof that
an i.i.d. uniform Px = (%, %) input distribution is extremal, which in turn reduces the analysis to “single-letter”
arguments. Here, under the distance function we consider, this is not true in general (a priori not even for
symmetric channels), and the arguments include analysis of probability distributions over L-dimensional vectors
(molecules). Thus, to obtain the single-letter expression two stages of “single-letterization” are required
(from ML to L and from L to 1). Of course, for asymmetric channels, even the final, single-letter bound (24),
is not necessarily maximized by the uniform input distribution. In fact, a priori, larger mutual information can
be obtained by assigning different input distributions to different molecules. These are the main difficulties
associated with using our distance functionE]

Proof outline: The proof of Theorem [I0] appears in Appendix [B] Since it is fairly complicated, we next
provide a proof outline.

In Appendix we set notation conventions and definitions of conditional typical sets, and briefly state
their defining property — they asymptotically obtain high conditional probability, and have cardinality given by
the exponent of the conditional entropy.

In Appendix we introduce our distance function and its implications. First, we show its main defining

""The notation in Appendix is slightly different as the discussion there is general, and not necessarily pertains only to the DNA
channel.
2Beyond the technical issues associated with general sequencing channel, which are handled, as usual, with method of types arguments.
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property — the probability of a typical set 7([W] | z§) when the channel input is =¥, under both cases of
“close” and “far” mé and x¥. Second, we consider a large set of molecules which are pairwise “far” apart,
and assume that each of these molecules is sequenced over a DMC, and that the resulting output molecules are
arbitrarily permuted. We show that an observer of both the input and the output molecules, can gain information
on the permutation, in the sense that its equivocation given the input and output is negligible compared to
its unconditional entropy. This result refines a similar result in [40, proof of Lemma 3]. Third, we estimate
the mutual information for a pair of close input molecules under our distance definition. We show that this
mutual information behaves asymptotically as if the two input molecules are identical, and thus strictly smaller
compared to the mutual information achieved by two independent input molecules (we refer to this as deficit
in the mutual information).

In Appendix B-C| we show that capacity-achieving codebooks can be assumed to have, without loss of
generality (w.l.o.g.), two simplifying structural properties. Both these properties state that all the codewords
can have the same structure. The first one is that the codebook Cy; is such that all {x,(j)}e(c,,| have the
same type Px ,, € Pr(X) (but the type may change with the molecule index m). The second one is related to
the distances between the molecules. Following [25], [40], we partition [M] to two subsets for each codeword
M (). In the first subset, the molecules are pairwise far, and each molecule in the second subset has a close
neighbor in the first subset. The structural property shows that the subset can be the same for all codewords in
the codebook. These two structural properties allows us to simplify the derivation in the next section.

In Appendix we upper bound the mutual information. We follow the idea of [25]], and consider a genie-
aided decoder which is capable of clustering its outputs. That is, the decoder knows which output molecules
are the result of sequencing the same input molecule, but it does not know which input molecule belongs
to which cluster. Specifically, we may assume that it knows X(UY) = (X(Up), 2(U1),...,X(Uyn_1)) where
¥: [M] — [M] is a random permutation drawn from the symmetric group & s, which is unknown to the decoder.
There are M such output clusters, which we denote by Y™ (some of them may be empty), and instead of
upper bounding I(X“M; Y LMY we upper bound I(XEM:YLM) The bounding of I(XEM;YLM) is done at
three stages.

At the first stage, we assume a fixed composition codebook, in which all molecules have exactly the same
type, that is Px ,, = Px for all m € [M], and condition on a fixed amplification vector QNTL = N+ We

decompose
I(XMMYEM) o (VM) - B (VR XM O ¢ @Y | X YY) Mlog M (27)

[see (B.144) for exact statement]. As in [25], [40], the bound is based on balancing between “close” and “far”
molecules. That is, using the structural property of the codebook from Appendix [B-C|we hypothesize that the first

subset has M), molecules which are all far apart, and the second subset has a close molecule in the first. Then, we
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utilize the results of Appendix to bound these terms. Specifically, the term H (Y “M)— H(Y LM | XM M)
loosely represents the mutual information obtained UM s known and can be upper bounded using the
far/close property of the molecules, and our characterization that close molecules lead to a deficit in the mutual
information. The term H ((~] Mo x M ,YyIM ) represents the equivocation of a permutation given the input
and the output of a permuting channel. For the first subset, in which molecules are far, this equivocation
can be bounded using the properties derived in Appendix At the second stage, we still assume a fixed
composition codebook, but bound the average mutual information over Q¥+, As in the proof of the lower
bounds, here the Poissonization effect of the multinomial is utilized. At the third stage, we remove the fixed
composition assumption, and allow Py ,, to vary with m, yet show that identical Py ,, for all m € [M] does not
asymptotically limit the mutual information. The order of these steps is crucial — loosely speaking, an argument
based on less stages would lead to an upper bound on the mutual information in which the input distribution
can be optimized separately for any given binomial channel order, to wit

1
> max ma(d): TP W) 4 (5, P, W) | = 5 (1= ma(0). (28)
deNt © X

Such a bound is clearly loose since the encoder of the DNA channel does not know S,,, — how many times each
molecule is sampled by the channel. Finally, using this upper bound in the Fano’s-inequality based argument
completes the proof.

The gap between the upper and the lower bound on the capacity: The upper bound of Theorem [I0] and
the lower bound of Theorem [5| match in case Q4(3, Px, W) = 0 for all d € N, for the maximizing input
distribution of (24)). Specifically, it holds that there exists a critical value for the molecule length parameter [,

such that the capacity is known for all 5 > f, as follows:

Corollary 11. Let

P (0,5, W) € arg max Y mald) - [I(PX,W@d) +Q4(B, Px, W)} (29)
rxemn fot,
and let
Ber(, W) = min {B: 5> g P;((a?@ i W)} (30)
Then, for all B> Bo(cr, W)
C(DNA) = d;w a(d) - I (P;((a,ﬂcr(a, WY, W), W@d)) - ; (1 — 74(0)). 31)

Proof: Tt is evident from (22) that for tightness of the lower and upper bounds on capacity, it must hold

3Though note that the first entropy term is H(Y*) and not H(YM | UM),
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that
5 2 2
= dent CID(Pg, Wod) — CID(P, W)

(32)

where the equality follows since CID(Pyx, W®¢) is monotonic increasing in d (See Corollary . It is also
evident from that if holds for the maximizer of

old) - | I(Px, W% + Qu(8, Px,W 33
Pxnel%)((/\f)dezw7T (d) [(X’ )+ 2B, Px, W) 59

then it holds for any larger §. Indeed, in , whenever £ is increased the set { Px: CID(Px, W&?) > %} C
P(X) expands, while the excess-rate value at the other two regimes, to wit % and —CID(Px, W) 4 %
decreases. This implies that the value of is fixed for all 8 > S (cr, W), which directly leads to the capacity

expression (31)). ]

Remark 12. Note that both sides of the inequality in the definition of the critical value of 3 in depend
on 3. Thus, the critical value of S is, in fact, a solution to a fixed point equation. If we consider the simpler
solution PY* € argmax, __ . D gen+ Tald) - I(Px, W®d), then it clearly holds that both P% and P¥* achieve
capacity for all 8 > [, however, it does not seem to hold, in general, that 3. («, W) equals W. To
see this, consider for example, d=1, that is, a single term in the sum of . It may hold that 8 > iy

2
P W)
but there exists Px for which CID(Px, W) < % and
I(Px, W) +Qi(B, Px,W) > I(P¥, W) + Qi(8, P, W). (34)

So P%* does not attain the maximum of for this 3, and it is required to solve (with equality sign

replacing inequality) in order to find the critical 3.

Prospective refinement of the upper bound: In general, the upper bound of Theorem [I0] and the lower
bound of Theorem [5] do not match, and one may wonder if the upper bound of Theorem [I0] can be improved.
We next discuss a possible method to refine the upper bound of Theorem [I0] Recall that the CID is defined
by a common input to a pair of channels, and indeed, the proof of the upper bound is based on considering
the loss in capacity due to pairs of “close” molecules, according to the defined distance. It seems plausible that
by considering the mutual information loss of friplets of molecules, which are “close” according to a proper
definition of scattering of triplets [defined in a way that generalizes the distance between pairs of molecules
in Appendix see (B.10)] would lead to more lenient constraints, and will show that the lower and upper
bounds match even when (32) does not hold. A similar comment applies to quadruplets, quintuplets, and so
on, of molecules can be considered and improve the bound. It is conceivable, however, that the intricacy of the
details required in such a proof method greatly outweighs their effectiveness in improving the bound.

The assumption on maximal log-likelihood ratio: Our converse result requires that the maximal log-

likelihood ratio of the sequencing channel vy, (W) is finite. The source of this assumption is an application
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of the blowing-up lemma (11, Ch. 5] [29], [30] [37, Lemma 3.6.1] in the proof (see Appendix proof
of Lemma [28). This assumption precludes our result for being applicable for a binary erasure channel (BEC)
sequencing channel, for example. While this is merely a technical assumption, it is not obvious that it can be
removed. The reason is that for channels with unbounded vy, (W), the ordering of the output molecules seems
to be an easier task. For example, in a BEC, even a disagreement in a single bit of a candidate pair of input
and output molecules reveals that this output molecule is not a sequencing of the input molecule. As discussed,
the implicit necessity to order the molecules affects capacity. Thus, an upper bound on the capacity for such

channels remains an open problem.

V. MODULO-ADDITIVE SEQUENCING CHANNELS

In this section, we consider sequencing channels which are modulo-additive, whose most notable special case
is the BSC. For such channels, X = ) = [|X|] and the input-output relationship for each symbol can be written
as

Y=X&Z, (35)

where Z is independent of X and @ denotes addition modulo |X'|. The channel transition function, W (y | z),
is determined by the p.m.f. of Z. When X = {0,1} the modulo-additive channel is the BSC with crossover
probability w := P[Z = 1]. The modulo-additive channel is symmetric and so the unique capacity achieving input
distribution is uniform. Furthermore, per Prop. [38] (Appendix [C-A), its binomial extension is also symmetric.
For modulo-additive channels, the sufficient condition for the upper and lower bounds to coincide is simplified

as follows:

Proposition 13. Let P)(; "0 be the uniform distribution over X, and let

uni 2
BYO (0, W) =

- (unif) ’ (36)
CID(PL™ W)

Then, for all 5 > ﬁc(f nif)(a, W) the capacity of the DNA channel with modulo-additive sequencing channel W
is given by

CONA) = 3 ma(d) - (L, oty — L
deNT ﬁ

The proof of Prop. appears in Appendix We next consider the BSC case, and compare our result

(1 =74 (0)). 37)

with that of [25, Theorem 1]:

Example 14 (Critical  for BSCs). Consider the BSC with crossover probability w. The results of [25, Theorem
1] and [26, Theorem 1] combined show that under the condition w < 1/8, the right-hand side (r.h.s.) of is
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Figure 2. Comparison between [25, Theorem 1] and Prop. |13|for BSC. Left — (o "if)(a, BSC(w)) and j,, from [25, Theorem 1]. Right
— the ratio B,./85"™ (ar, BSC(w)).

the capacity for alﬂ
— 2

6>/8cr'

~ log2 — (i)’ o

Similar restrictions on (3, w) have appeared in [40]]. Here, Prop. |13|implies that the r.h.s. of is the capacity

as long as
2 2

T log2 — hp(w*w)  log2 — hy (2w(l — w))

8> A" (o, BSC(w)) (39)

where CID(PY™ W) = CID((1/2,1/2), BSC(w)) = log 2 — hy(w * w) = log 2 — hy(2w(1 — w)) (where * is
the binary convolution operator). Note that there is no restriction on w, and that 5&1 nif)(a, BSC(w)) is finite for

any w € (0, 1) (though approaches co as w 1 1). Fig. numerically compares the Bc(ru nif)(oz, BSC(w)) with 3.

VI. A NUMERICAL EXAMPLE

In general, all the bounds in this paper can be computed efficiently, and a discussion on computational aspects
of the bound appears in Appendix @ To exemplify our results, we consider an alphabet X of size |X|= 4,
which is suitable to a practical DNA channel. For simplicity, we also set |))|= 4 and consider the sequencing

DMC

[ 9 2 2 2 ]
W 1 2 70 25 3 40
o(y\x)—m' s 9 85 10 | (40)
10 5 5 &0

which is an asymmetric channel. We assume a = 5 and truncate our bounds with d = 20, so that the truncation

error is less than 1076, The maximization over Py for the upper and lower bounds is performed in two steps:

1 _ L

“Note that here we use nats rather than bits. Thus here 8 = 1# whereas in (25, Theorem 1] the notation used is + = —=—.
og. M B logo M

The next condition takes this unit scaling and inverted definition into consideration.
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—Theorem 5

—Theorem 9
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1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

Figure 3. Upper and lower bounds on C'(DNA(5, 3, Ws)) as a function of 3 (in nats).

First, a grid search over the (|X'|—1)-dimensional simplex, with an accuracy of 10! (that is Py € Pio(X))
and then refining the result using Matlab’s fmincon function (with its default interior-point algorithm). The
capacity lower and upper bounds for various values of /3 is plotted in Fig. [3| For low values of 5 (about 5 < 1.6)
the upper bound is not monotonic increasing in S (as might be expected from the true capacity), and is most
likely off at this regime. For larger values, 1.6 < § < 3 the upper bound is monotonic increasing and is slightly
above the lower bound. For 8 2 3.5 the distinction between the bounds is indiscernible.

In Fig. 4] we plot the lower bound on the reliability function, for o = 5, various values of /3, and using a
truncation of d = 10. For simplicity of computation, we do not optimize over Py, but rather use the uniform

Px. The advantage of using a larger 5 on the reliability function is easily observed.

VII. SUMMARY AND OPEN PROBLEMS

In this paper we have derived lower and upper bounds on the capacity of the memoryless sequencing channel.
In terms of lower bounds, we show that the lower bound which was only known for BSC (or symmetric)
sequencing channels, and is restricted to a partial regime of the molecule length parameter 5 and the channel
noise, holds in fact for general DMCs and without any restrictions. We have shown that this bound is achievable
by a universal decoder, and obtained asymptotic bounds on its error probability. This has revealed that the DNA
channel suffers from outage: The random amplification vector Q™! is a measure of the quality of the channel,
in terms of the conditional mutual information it induces. When the mutual information is larger than the
required coding rate, the error probability decays fast — exponentially w.r.t. scaling Ky = ML = SM log M.

However, the probability that Q™V*! is such that the required coding rate is not supported, the error probability
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Figure 4. Lower bound on the reliability function E*(R, DNA(5, 3, W), {M}) as a function of R (in nats).

is largeH Our bound on the probability of such events is exponential w.r.t. scaling Ky = M and so this is
the dominant error event. In terms of upper bounds (converse), we have refined the analysis of [25], [40] by
introducing of a general distance function between molecules. This resulted a tighter upper bound, which agrees
with the lower bound for a larger regime of 3 and W.

The following problems remain open for the memoryless sequencing channel:

1) Matching lower and upper bounds: It is tempting to conjecture that the lower bound of Theorem 3]is the true
capacity for any 3 and W. This implies that the upper bound of Theorem [I0]is the one to be tightened. However,
as we have discussed after Theorem [I0] it is conceivable that we have pushed the capability of the converse
arguments of [25]], [40] to their maximum, at least assuming reasonably complicated argumentsm Hence, it is of
interest to find proof arguments of substantially different nature that would be capable of establishing capacity
in the high-noise/low [ regime.

2) Upper bounds on the reliability function: The lower bound derived here (Theorem 8] is based on an analysis
of the molecule duplicate vector S™ € [N]™. In the proof of the lower bond, the multinomial distribution of
SM _ for which the components S,, are identically distributed but statistically dependent — is replaced by
SM ¢ [N]M which follows an i.i.d. Poisson distribution Pois(c). This facilitates the analysis, but may not be
tight. Specifically, the analysis Lemma [20] is not tight in general. As an illustrative example, in the Poisson

model, the probability that none of the molecules is sampled is given by

P [Mmean S = 0] = (1= e7)M = ¢~ M 1o8(1-e7), @1)

'SAt least, we do not have a non-trivial bound for it.
1SExcept perhaps, for the possibility of considering groups of molecules larger than pairs — as discussed after Theorem
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P. 16 —» P. 17 L. 18

T.9 T. 8 L. 20 F. 19

T.5

Figure 5. Roadmap for the proofs of the lower bounds (achievability). The used abbreviations are Lemma (L.), Proposition (P.), Theorem
(T.) and Fact (F.). The result at the tail of an arrow is utilized to prove the result pointed by its head.

This probability is exponential w.r.t. M and thus affect the exponential decay of the error probability at this
scale. For example, £*(R) < log(1 — e~ ) because the error probability is large if none of the molecules have
been sampled. By contrast, in the true multinomial model ]P’[ﬂme[ M)Sm = 0] = 0. It is therefore of interest
to find tight tails bounds on the multinomial S, and utilize them to obtain upper bounds on the reliability
function.

3) Tight finite blocklength bounds: Finite length bounds are of specific interest in this problem, since the

second-order terms in this problem vanish very slow. In our arguments, the decay rate is either O(ﬁ) and

log log M

occasionally or even O(=} 2 M

). This seems to be an inherent aspect of the problem. For example, consider a
basic model in which M = M, each molecule is sampled exactly once (with probability 1), and the sequencing

channel is noiseless. Then, the capacity is the normalized logarithm of the possible number of sequences.

M+MP -1
M

The stars and bars model (see footnote implies that it capacity is ﬁ log( ), which by standard

approximation of the binomial coefficient is 1 — % + O(log1 37 )-
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APPENDIX A
PROOFS OF LOWER BOUNDS
In this section, we prove the lower (achievability) bounds. A roadmap for the various results proved is provided
in Fig. [5]
Based on Theorem [§] the proof of Theorem [3]is short and standard. Thus, we provide it here before the proof

of Theorem (8, assuming the latter holds.
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Proof of Theorem ' Let an arbitrary input distribution, Px € P(X), be given. By the strict positivity of
the binary KL divergence dy(p || ¢) > 0 for all p # ¢

04
1-— ;| -dp| ——=——
] I R

deN

Wa>d(d)) >0, (A1)

and a simple calculation shows that equality holds if and only if §; = 7, (d) for all d € N*. Let R be given so
that
1
R <> ma(d) - I(Px, W) — 5(1 — 76(0)). (A2)

Since {7, (d)} does not belong to the feasible set of the minimization (13)), it holds that E*(R, DNA, {M}) >

0. Hence, there exists a sequence of codes-decoders (Cpr, Djs) so that the average error probability satisfies

> pe(C,D|2MM(j)) < e O, (A3)

C
‘ M‘ J€[lCnsl]

A similar bound can be proved for the maximal error probability for a codebook of rate slightly smaller, say
R — 4, for some § > 0 (and all M sufficiently large) by expurgating half of the codewords from each codebook
with the largest pe(C, D | 2 (j)). Thus, R — 4§ is an achievable rate for any € € (0,1) and so the lower bound

on capacity follows. u

A. Preliminaries: Sampling Type Classes

Recall that at the sampling stage, the pool of L molecules {a:,Ln}me[ ) 18 sampled NV times, where uN e [MV,
the molecule index vector, is such that u,, = m if 2% is the sampled molecule at the nth sampling trial. Recall also
the definitions of the molecule duplicate vector s™ € [N]™ and the amplification vector ¢V 1 € [M + 1]V +!
from Sec. The triplet (u”,sM,¢V+1) can be described by the empirical distribution operator H as
sM = ¢ (u) and ¢Vt = 4 (sM) = 4@ (uN), and then, sampling type classes can be defined as follows:

The molecule index type class of s™ is defined as
T = {u € MV ¥ () = M}, (A4)
and the molecule duplicate type class of a ¢V is defined as
Tynr = {sM € [INPM: a7 (sM) = ¢V} (A5)
In a similar fashion, we define the amplification type class as

%(Jal = {uN e MNP wWN) = qNH} . (A.6)
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Let
2M,N) =" e M+1N Y ge=M, > dga=N (A7)
de[N+1] de[N+1]
be the set of all valid amplification vectors for M input molecules and N output molecules. The next proposition
provides a tight asymptotic scaling of the sizes of the molecule index type class, the molecule duplicate type
class, and the amplification type class. This will be used in the proofs of the lower bounds on capacity and

reliability function.

Proposition 15. For a coverage depth o = % > 0:

2

1) The number of types is bounded as |2(M, N)|< el oIy 5=M

2) The size of the amplification type class is
T2, |= exp (1—%)'MlogM+eM‘M} (A8)

where |epr|< log oe.

Proof: ]

N+1 N

1) It is evident that each ¢ uniquely defines a restricted partition of N to at most M = - summands
(a bijection can be defined between ¢V ! € 2(M,N) and a restricted partition). For example, ¢+ =

(M —5,2,2,,...0, 1 ,...,0,0) corresponds to the partition N =1+ 1+ 2+ 2+ (N — 6). The number of

qN -6
restricted partitions is asymptotically bounded as claimed by the celebrated analysis of Hardy and Ramanujan,

Uspensky, and Rademacher [2, Ch. 5].
2) Let s™ and ¢V ! be such that A4 (sM) = ¢V*1. The exact value of |F,v+1| and |Z;u| can be easily
derived, and then |9q(1311] is evaluated by |7, (1311 |= | Tgv+1]-| Tsm|. The size of Jn+1 is the number of unique

permutations of the vector

(0,0,...0,1,1...1,...,d,d,...,d,...) e [N+ 1M (A.9)
——— —— ~——
qo0 q1 qa
given by
M M
| Ty |= < ) = —- (A.10)
q0,41,---,4N Hd:OQd!

It similarly holds that that size of Z is

N NI N!
| T | = < ) =1 - N ; (A.1D)
50,S1,---,5M—1 Hm:() Sm! Hd:()(d!)qd

where the last equality holds by the definition ¢"*1 = _#'(s™). To prove the claimed upper bound we first

bound |.Z;»| by the number of ways to choose each of the N entries of /¥ from a set of possible M — ¢
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molecules (without taking into account any other constraints on its empirical distribution). Thus
| Ty | < NM 0, (A.12)

To bound the size of Fyn+1, let 64 := 4% so that 6 = (0, ...,0n) is a p.m.f., and since > deN+1) 494 = N

then 3 c(n1) @0 = o must hold. Let H(0) := — >~y 1) 6alog 04 be the entropy of 6. Then,
(@) ()
| Tgn1| < exp [M - H(0)] < exp [M - log ae] (A.13)

where (a) is by the standard exponential upper bound of the multinomial coefficient with the entropy being the
exponent (just as bounding the type class size in ordinary method of types [11, Lemma 2.3]), and (b) is by
upper bounding H (6) by the maximum entropy under the mean constraint « [[11, Lemma 3.12 and Corollary
3.12] (it is easy to verify and well-known that the maximum entropy p.m.f. in this case is geometric). Hence,

| Tgn1| < M) Combining |i with 1| and N = oM results in

(Tl = | Ty || Fan | < M =00 o8 NABM) — (M0) log M+O(M), (A.14)

To prove the claimed lower bound, let o, := sﬁ" so that o = (09, ...,0p—1) is a p.m.f.. Here we lower bound

(M)

| Zs1| by the exponent of the entropy H (o), divided by a factor which will be shown to be e . The proof

is almost identical to the one used to lower bound the size of the type class (a multinomial coefficient) in the
standard method of types: Considering o as the empirical type of u € [M]" — an N dimensional vector from

N }C[Af n 1) (this follows from the stars and bars

alphabet of size M — the exact number of possible types is (
mode See, also, e.g., [[11, Ex. 2.1]). Then, the standard estimate on a type class size [|§, Thm. 11.1.3] [11,
Lemma 2.3] implies tha(™|

1
3

By the standard entropy bound on the binomial coefficient

<N+ M — 1> < (WNFM=DIu() o ot DM-hu(s) _ J0(M) (A.16)
M-1
an so continuing (A.15)
| s |> exp [N - H(o) — ©O(M)] > exp [N - min H(¢) — ©O(M)] (A.17)

The stars and bars model: Let a,n, k € N such that n > k and n > ak. The number of ways to distribute n stars into k different
bins (i.e., the number of integer solutions (zo, ..., k—1) t0 > ;) @i = n) such that z; > a for all i € [k] is (”7'“;“_711)71).

8In the stated results in both [8 Thm. 11.1.3] and [11, Lemma 2.3], as well as in their proofs, the pre-exponent is given by the
inverse of (N + 1)M, the latter being an upper bound to the exact value (N L]‘f 1 1). Such a bound is useful in the standard method of
types, since in that analysis N — oo while the alphabet size is M = ©(1). Here M — oo and N = aM = O(M) — oo and so a

different bound is required. Nonetheless, the proof itself carries over verbatim, except for replacing the bound (N + 1)M with the exact

value (Nﬁ\f;l)
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where the minimum is over p.m.f’s ¢ which have support of M — gg. We next show that the minimal entropy
is obtained at

¢"=—=—(0,0...00N—(M—¢qo—1),1,1...,1,1,1,1,...1). (A.18)

qo M—qo—1

To see this, note that any other ¢ which is supported on exactly M — qo indices, and has entries which are

integer multiples of 1/N is majorized by (* [28][11;] It then follows from the Schur-concavity of the entropy

function that H(¢*) < H(¢) [28, Ch. 3.D.1]. The resulting entropy is then

H(¢") = N_(MN_qo_l)}log [N_(M]\i qo_l)] (M_]go_l) log N (A.19)
> (M—Aq;)—l) log N. (A.20)
Thus,
| Tonr| > exp [N : (M_ﬁ;’_l) log N — @(M)} (A21)
> exp [(M — qo) log M — O(M))]. (A.22)

The proof is completed since yyq(ﬁll |= | Tyvs1 || Tam | > | Tona | as | Tyn+a|> 1.

B. Preliminaries: The DNA Channel as a Mixture of Binomial Channels

In this section, we develop an alternative representation for the likelihood function of the DNA channel with a
memoryless sequencing channel. In the DNA channel, each symbol in the codeword is independently sequenced
a variable number of times, according to the number of times the molecule it belongs to was sampled in the
sampling stage. As a result, the likelihood function of all symbols is a (random) mixture of binomial channels.
In this section, we make this property explicit in the likelihood function.

Let M be the input and 4™V be the corresponding output of the DNA channel. Assume, as usual, that
the sampling step is such that U,, ~ Uniform[M], i.i.d., independent of 2%, The basic expression for the

likelihood function starts from (6)) and is further developed as follows:

L [yLN | a:LM] = Z PUYN = M) H wk [yﬁ | a:{j] (A.23)
uNe[M|N ne[N]

= D Yo D PUY=4Y] fv[WL AE (A.24)

qNt1e2(M,N) s€T N+1 UET M

N
= Y > P[T] > |;M|HWL [yl | 2k ] (A.25)
u€I, m 57 n=0

qNt1e2(M,N) s€ET N+1

s

PFor any o™ € R¥, let a{* € R¥ be such that .4 (a™) = .4 (a]") and the components of a]* are sorted in descending order. Then
a’ € R™ majorizes b™ € R if Y7,y api > 30,y by, for all k € [K].



34

= Y P [9;2)} > %) TTwW* (v | k] (A.26)
N +1€2(M,N) uefq(fv)ﬂ “Z]N-H n=0
where P7.] = | 7,0 PIUY = uN] = | 70 /MY,
Consider a fixed (u”, sM, ¢V 1), where uV € Fou, sM € Fyni and ¢V € 2(M, N). We next present
the conditional likelihood term, HnNz_Ol WE[yL | £ ], in an alternative form, which better expresses the mixture-
of-binomial nature of this channel. Specifically, in this form, the symbols of the molecules that were sampled

the same number of times are grouped together. Let K = M L be the total number of symbols in the codeword

:CLM K

and let o € AX be their concatenation in an arbitrary fixed order. For concreteness, we choose the

natural ordering, that is, the one which satisfies xOL = (ag,a1,...,ar_1), ¥¥ = (ap,aps1,...,a2;-1), etc.
Given (u”,sM,¢N+1), when a;, belongs to a molecule x,, which has been sampled d}, times, it has dj, output
symbols in y=V. Let bz’“ = (b0, sbrd—1) € Y% be those dj, output symbols, ordered according to their
order in y, and let (b*)X = (bg‘), e ,b?f_}l). It should be noted that dj, the dimension of b, may be different
for each k, and depends on (u”,sM ¢N*1). Furthermore, dy € [N + 1] since the maximal number of times a
single molecule can be sampled is N FE]

With this interpretation, we now express the likelihood function in terms of W9, the d-order binomial exten-
sion of W (Definition , Specifically, we summarize the correspondence between (zM, y=N) and (af, b*K)
gL LN

(with K = ML) as follows: The molecule index vector vV transforms an input-output pair ( to an

Y
equivalent input-output pair (a®,b*%) and a partition {KCq(u® )}aen41) of [K] = [ML] with Kgq = [Kq(u)|=
qqL such that the dimension of b is dy, = d if and only if k € ICq(u”). For brevity, we have omitted in this

notation the explicit dependency of (a€,b*%) in (%M y=N). It thus holds

N
r [yLN | xLMjuN] _ H W ed [b%d(ul\’) , aKd(uN)] (A.27)
d=0

and combining this with (A.26)), leads to the likelihood form

N
1
L= 5 plNe @] X e TIW P laren| - A28
gN+1e2(M,N) uN€9(£)+l ’%N-H’ d=0

For brevity, we further simplify /Cgy = K4(u”). Furthermore, we note that the likelihood (A.27), conditioned

on u, is determined by the joint type in the d-order binomial ax, — b%d channel given by

PUM yEN Ny = P(a,, b)) (A.29)

for all d € [N +1].

2Which only occurs in the unlikely event that only a single molecule has been sampled N times.
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C. A Universal Decoder for the DNA Channel

When the codewords are chosen under the uniform probability distribution, the optimal decoding rule in
terms of error probability is the ML decoding rule. However, it is also well known that in random coding
analysis of DMCs with a fixed composition ensemble, the ML rule can be replaced by the MMI rule, without
degrading the random coding error exponent [[10, Ch. 10] [10, Thm. IV.1]. Here, however, we will analyze the
i.i.d. random coding ensemble, in which the ML - |C| symbols in the codebook C = {z*M(j)} are drawn i.i.d.
from a distribution Px. In this ensemble, the codewords do not have fixed composition with probability 1 and
so the standard MMI is not universal (see the discussion after the proof of Prop. [I7]in the next subsection for
the reason to preferring this ensemble of the fixed composition ensemble). Nonetheless, for this ensemble, the
random coding exponent of the ML rule can be achieved by a variant of the MMI, which includes an additional
penalty term.

In this section, we first briefly describe the standard MMI rule and then adapt it to DNA channel. We then
modify the basic MMI with two penalty terms: One is related to the use of the i.i.d. ensemble (instead of the
constant composition ensemble), and the other — to the sampling mechanism of the DNA channel.

Specifically, let A, B be finite input and output alphabets (respectively), and let V: A — B be a DMC. Then,

the normalized log-likelihood of an output sequence b* € BX, conditioned on an input sequence a® € AX, is
1
2 log VE®X | a®) = —Hypux ey (B | A) — D (2(a,b5) || 2(a") x V), (A.30)

where 2(a’,bX) is the empirical joint distribution of (a’,b%) € AKX x BX. For a codebook C C AKX, and
given an output vector b € BX, the ML decoding rule is then
ar;gKrélCaX % log VE®®E | o) = al;gKrencin [Hp(ax py(B | A)+ D (2™, 05) || 2(a™) x V)]. (A3D)
In universal decoding for DMCs, the decoding metric does not depend on the channel V. A possible decoding
rule replaces the normalized log-likelihood with its maximized version over all DMCs from A — B. The
resulting decoding rule is then
arg max max 1 log VE(bE | a®) = arg max Hgqx vy (B | A). (A.32)
akec V. K akeC
Equivalently, since H 5,x)(B) only depends on the output sequence, and thus is common to all codewords,
the decoder chooses the codeword which maximizes the empirical mutual information I g« prc)(A; B). This
decoder is called MMI, and evidently it does not depend on the channel V.
When condition on u”, the likelihood function of the DNA channel (A.27) corresponds to a mixture of
binomial channels. The MMI can be generalized, in a straightforward manner, to the mixture of binomial

channels as follows. Formally, consider a mixture of binomial channels, parameterized by (V, K, {Ka}ae[x+1))
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(where IC4 is a partition of [K]). Given a codebook C C AX an MMI decoder for this channel can be defined

as

arg maxz [I(( T p(ax, bt )(A BY), (A.33)

which amounts to averaging of the empirical mutual information over the possible orders d, while taking into
account their proportion in the K symbols.

Equipped with these preliminaries, we next develop a universal decoder for the DNA channel DNA =
{a, B, W}. As said, the maximum-likelihood rule arg max;cc;) L[y LN| xM ()] is the optimal decoder. Here,
the main motivation for using the universal decoder is mostly in order to facilitate the analysis (with the
additional benefit that the knowledge of the sequencing channel W is not required). It is evident from (A.28))
that the likelihood is a mixture (over u’V) of a mixture (over d) of binomial channels. Had u" been known
to the decoder, a possible universal decoder is the MMI for the mixture of binomial channels stated in (A.33),

which in the DNA channel amounts to the metric

log L(y™™ | ™M) = " qaL - Ipugpin yugn (A5 BY) (A.34)
de[K+1]

where ¢Vt1 = _# @) (4N). For the DNA channel, «" is unknown, and so we propose to further maximize this
metric over u!¥ € 9(1(]311, albeit with a penalty term related to \ﬂq(,al |. From a technical perspective, this penalty
will compensate for a standard union bound that will be used in the random coding analysis, as is common
in related scenarios (e.g., universal decoding for joint source-channel coding [9]]). Intuitively, this penalty will
favor less the likelihood of {u”'} which belong to a large amplification type class TP N+~ More precisely, the

(2) |

proposed penalty is the first order term in the asymptotic expansion of the logarithm of the size of |<7q Nl

rather than its exact size, which according to Prop. [15] is
1og19N+1 |= (M — qo) log M + O(M). (A.35)

Moreover, the maximization will not be over all possible {uN }. Instead, a finite d is set, and only u™N for which

"t = /@ (uN) € 25(M, N) are feasible in the maximization, where
27(M,N) :={¢"" € 2(M,N):qu=0Vd >d}. (A.36)

That is, the set of candidate {¢"¥*'} does not include a single molecule being sampled more than d times. This
restriction will be instrumental for the analysis.

In addition to the penalty term log\gq(,alL we add another penalty term related to the choice of i.i.d.

ensemble, instead of the fixed composition ensemble. To this end, let Pd(:vLM ;u) be the r-marginal of

Pd(gEM LN N)  Assuming an input distribution Py, this penalty term for the d order binomial channel, is
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the normalized asymptotic expansion of the probability that the input to the d order binomial channel has type
P (M. Ny which is given by D(P(z“M;uN) || Px).
The result is that the universal decoder replaces log-likelihood log L[y*N | xM ()] with the following

universal metric:

LN M ()] = max max max \(yIY | 2P (5); N M W), (A.37)

log £
g U[y qN+1€o‘2§(M7N) 56%1\71,1 UEZJVI

with A(y™N | £EM; 4N is defined as

)\(yLN | gjLM;uN) = —(M — QO) IOgM =+ Z qu . [D(Pd(LULM,UN) H PX) + Iﬁd(ILM,yLN;uN)(A; Bd) )
de[N+1]
(A.38)

where ¢Vt = 4@ () in (A.38) is assumed. As a final remark, we mention that constructing the decoder
on the basis of empirical types on a “symbol-wise” level is only justified here since the sequencing channel

WE is a product of L DMCs W: X — ).

D. Random-Coding Error Probability Analysis for a Given QN 11

We now to analyze the random coding error exponent of the proposed universal decoder for the following
random ensemble: The ML - [C| symbols in the codebook C = {xZ*(j)} are drawn i.i.d. from a distribution
Px. We evaluate the average error probability conditioned on QV*! = ¢V*! and show that that if the rate
does not cross a prescribed threshold, then the average error probability decays exponentially in Kj; = ML =
M log M. The proof for the bounds on the reliability function of Theorems [§] and [9] is concluded in the next
subsections by averaging over Q1. As mentioned in the previous subsection, we set d € Nt and only consider
gVt € 25(M, N), that is ¢V for which g4 = 0 for all d > d.

As we have seen, the likelihood function of the DNA channel is obtained by a mixture of binomial channels.
To facilitate the random coding analysis, we first state a general result regarding exponential probability bounds
for such channels. Since our statements are for general DMCs, we denote the blocklength by K € N7, the
input alphabet by .4 and the output alphabet by B in order to avoid confusion with the notation of the DNA
channel.

Let V: A — B be a DMC, and let V¥ A — B? be its binomial extension. For a blocklength K, consider
a mixture of d-order binomial channels (V, K, {Kq}sen+) where {Kq}gen+ is a partition of [K]. Let af*
(respectively b™) be the input (respectively output) to this channel, and assume that Ky C [K] are the indices
of inputs a; which are input to V&4 We denote ax, = (ax)kek, according to increasing order in Ky, and use

a similar notation for b*. Note that ; can be the empty set, but these sets will simply be ignored in a natural
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way in the next derivations. We thus assume that

0 [e9) 00 d—1

PBUS) = )% | A% = o] =TTV [0k, Jax,] = TT TT v® W 1] = TT TT TTV e | el
d=0 d=0 ke, d=0keK4 i=0

(A.39)

Note that in the last expression, (b*)¥ designates an output vector whose components may have different

dimensions (according to the order d). The following is a generalization of well known bounds:

Proposition 16. Let V: A — B be a DMC and let V? be its d-order binomial extension. Assume that A% ¢ AK
has i.i.d. components distributed according to Pa. Let {Kj}qen+ be a partition of [K| and K4 = |Kg4|. Assume
further that Kg = 0 for all d > d. Then:

1) If bx, is fixed and has type led) for d € N7, then for any given sequence of joint type Q%)Sd (whose

B-marginals all agree with ngd) )

P m (A’Cd’b%d) € TKd(qud)Bd) <
deld)

d
Attty Lo

K,
expg —K - Z;-(D(QA|PA)+IQ(d)(A;Bd)+O< K

de[K]
2) If By, ~ V(.| A}) independently for all k € Ky and all d € [K), that is P[B*S = p*K | AK = aX] is
as in (A.39), then

P | () (A, BL) € (@)
deld)

d
At K)oy

exp{ - | 3 G (D@11 Pa)+ D@ 11 velQa) + 0 (HIEE

de[K]

Proof: First assume that K; = K for some d. The proof then extends in a straightforward manner the
same results obtained by the standard method of types [|10], [[11]. Specifically, by arguments as in [[11, Problem
2.3] for , and [11, Lemma 2.6] for (A.41). The second-order term O(].A||B|?(log K)/K) follows from

the standard estimate [[11, Lemma 2.2] on the number of joint types for V% 4 — B¢
Pic(A x BYI< (K + MBI = exp [1.4] B log(K +1)] (A42)

The bound for a general partition {K;} then follows from the statistical independence of the inputs to the

various order-d binomial channels. [ ]

We emphasize that since Ky = 0 for all d > d, the second-order term in |A.40| and (A.41) is uniformly
bounded as O(|A||B|?-(log K)/K). As common, will be used to analyze the probability that a competing

codeword has larger decoding metric than the true codeword (for a given output), and (A.41) will be used to
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analyze the probability of observing a codeword and its output under the random coding assumption and the

channel’s randomness. We now have the following random coding bound conditioned on QN1 = gV +1:

Proposition 17. Consider the DNA channel DNA = («, B, W). Let ¢Vt € 2(M, N) be given. Suppose that
the codebook C is drawn with i.i.d. symbols and codewords from Px € P(X). Let the universal decoder D,, be
such that y™ € D,(j) if
j € argmaxlog L,(y™N | MM (5)). (A.43)
sellcl]
Then,
Ec [pe(C, D, | M (1) stored, Q¥ 1! = ¢V *th)] <

1
~ML- | E5(R.DNA |Vt —O- [ ———— 44
exp[ < d(R7 ’q ) Od (WlogM))} (A.44)

where Ec|-] denotes expectation over the random codebook, pe(C,D,, | x'M (5),¢N*1) is a conditional version

of the error probability (9) and

: q
Ef(R,DNA| ) = min 30 M“'-(D(Q(j)|]PX)+D(Q§§2|AHV@d|QA)>
{QABd}de[ZJrl] dE[E—i—l]
dd (d) ) L (%) _
+ [Z]M (D(QA |\PX)+IQ<d>(A,B)) 5(1 M) R| . (A45)
de[d+1

n

Proof: Since all sM ¢ Tgn+1 are equiprobable, and all ul € ﬂq (1311 are equiprobable too, symmetry implies
that we can condition on an arbitrary s™ € Fgn+1 as well as an arbitrary uN € T = ﬁq (1311 We bound
the average conditional error probability in the following standard way, which comprises two steps. First, we
condition on the randomly chosen stored codeword, (1), and the corresponding channel output, y*", and
compute the probability that a single random codeword has a larger decoding metric than £,(y™" | 2% (1)),
and then we take a clipped union bound over e™~% — 1 competing codewords. Second, we compute the average

LN

over XM (1), yN, connected via the DNA channel.

We begin with the first step. Assume that M (1) = 2™ was stored and y”" was the output, and consider
a competing random codeword 2™ (j) = XM for some j € [|C[]\{1} (whose ML symbols are Px-ii.d.).

Denote temporarily, for brevity, the event
g = {XLM(l) — "ELM,YLN — yLN7QN+1 — qN+1,SM — SM,UN — UN} . (A46)
The pairwise error probability is bounded as

P [log La(y™ | X5) 2 log £,(y™ | a2 | €]
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(a) }
< P [log Lu(y"Y | X5) 2 A@HY | 225 €] (A47)
— LN v LM, ~N > LN LM, N
P e T aw?ﬁ%ﬂ A" [ X5 a7) > AMy™ |27 5u) | € (A48)
(b) 3
< S PG IR EN) 2 a@HY |2 | €] (A.49)
PHEL(MN) ave g,
(c) ) N
< OWVM) N M—do max max P [)\(yLN | XEM Ny > Ny | oM 0 ’5} , (A.50)

PNHEL(MN) 7T,
where (a) follows since from the definition of the universal metric log £, (y™" | z*) in (A.37)
log Lu(y™N | ") > A(y™N | &M ul) (A51)

[using the possibly sub-optimal choice u” in ], (b) follows from the union bound, and (c) follows from
Prop. We next evaluate the inner probability for a specific choice of @ . The value of A\(y™V | ZIM; a/V) is
equivalently determined by (A, b%d) defd+1] corresponding to (N, #M N where the symbols AKX € AK
are drawn i.i.d. according to Py. Letting {ngl)ad} de[d+1] be a collection of types with Q%@ = ngdg = L@(b%d),

Prop. [I6] states that

Pl () (Aot e Te, (@50

d€[d+1]:qq#0
_ X||Y|%og L
<expd —ML-| > f&-(D(Qfﬁ’||Px>+1@<d>(A;Bd>+O<HW'Lq;’g%)> (A52)
| de[d+1]:qa70
- log(M L
<owd ML | B B (D@1 P + I 5Y) + 0 (<A ) (A53)
| d€[d+1]:qa7#0

where the last inequality follows from

ga | X[|Y|og(Laa) _ 1 a iy los (ML) log(ML)
dd. = X||V|4og(Lgg) < d|X|| V)T — o (222
de[d+1] deld+1]
(A.54)
Next, we note that \(y"“" | Z5M; @) is determined by the empirical types of 22 (A, b%d) = PA(FLM LN Ny,

for d € [d + 1]. The number of possible types of (Ar,,b¢ ) is less than (Kq+ 1)I¥IW" = (gL + 1)I¥IVI° =

exp [|X]|V|? log(gaL + 1)] [as in (A.42)]. Consequently, the number of possible sets of types {Q(ﬁad}de[&ﬂ]

is upper bounded by
a " —
[T exp [|211% log(gaL + 1)] < exp [ V1% log(ML +1) (A.55)
d=0
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which is polynomial in K = ML (for fixed d). By the union bound over those set of types

P AEY | X N) > AP ) | €

d
< Y Pkt e TE@Q) (A.56)
{Q(j;gd}de[EJA] d=0
where the sum is over {QEZJ)Bd}de[EH] such that lec)l = g@ and
. - ~(d
—(M=@)log N+ Y duL- (D@ || Px)+ Igy (4; BY)
deld+1]

> MM 2t u)
= ~(M = qo)log N+ > qal+ (DIPUa"50™) || Px) + Lpuguan iy (A5 BY) (A.57)

deld+1]

holds. By (A.53), (A.55), the last display, we obtain that

P AEY | KB N) > AP P | ]

S eO(lOg(ML)) . exp [—(M — (jo) lOgN + (M - qo) log N]

qd Ady LM. N R . pd o log(ML)
X exp —ML - Z M (D(P (.’L‘ YU ) || PX) + Ipd(mL]M’yLN;uN)(A’B )) + Od <m
deld+1]
(A.58)
Inserting this bound into (A.50), we then obtain
logP | La(y™Y | X5) 2 Lu(y™ | ™) | €]
< O(VM) + (M — qo) log N
dd 5d, LM. N R Cd . lOg(ML)
— ML - Z M <D(P (IE yu ) H PX)+IPd($LN17yLN;uN)(AvB )) +Od <m (A59)

de[d+1]

=MLY B (D) | )+ T 39) — § (1 ) 0 (1)

deld+1] VML
(A.60)
where in (a) we have used that o = % is constan and § = logLM. This completes the bound on the pairwise

error probability for a single competing codeword. Letting now pe(C, D, | £) be the conditional average error

MLR

probability over all e — 1 competing codewords, the clipped union bound implies

1
-~ >
17 08 Ee [pe(C, Dy | €)) 2

2n fact, o = o(log M) suffices.
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4d pd(.LM., N A Cpdy) l QN B ;
d%: M R L ), B (1-37)-#| -0 (\/ML)
€ld+1

(A.61)

+

This completes the first step of the proof.

We now move on to the second step in which we average over (XM = XM (1) YIEN) In the first step,
we have seen that the pairwise error probability conditioned on (X*M YIN) = (M 4N} depends on
> ded+1] 4. D(PA(zEM 4Ny || Px)+ > ded+1] q—]\j[]pd(xLMyLN;uN)(A; B%), which in turn depend on the types

{ P (LM LN 4 NY) defd+1]- We next evaluate the probability distribution of this term, conditioned on the given

qN+

1 and the arbitrary representative u’¥ € ,?q(]al. As in the first step, we denote pd(xLM Ly V) = Q%)Bd.
Prop. states that in case the random output B,Céd is the result of Ax, passing in the channel V¢, it holds

that

I[D ﬂ (AICd7 B/Cd) € TKd (Q%l);d)

de€[d+1]:qa#0
4d (d) (d) d log(ML)
<expq-ML- | 7 30 (D@1 Px)+ DQGL 1 VE Q) + 05 (ML ,
de[d+1]:q47#0
(A.62)
where the second-order term is bounded as in 1; Thus, for sM € Fgn+1 and uN € Tym
Ec [pe(C, Dy | #"M(1) stored, QY+ = ¢V )]
=Ec [pe(C, Dy | QT = ¢, 8 = M UN = 7)) (A.63)
d
= > P |k BE) € Treu(@p) | -Pe(C, Du | €). (A64)

{Q;d;d}de[ﬁ] d=0

By (A.61), (A.62) and the bound (A.55) on the total number of sets of types {fo])g} defd] (which from (A.55

is polynomial in M L ) we obtain that

1
— —— logE¢ [pe(C,D | XM (1) stored, QN = qN‘H)]

ML
. q d d d
> min ) Md (D(Q(A) | Px) + D(Q5) 4 I V@d‘Q(A)))
(a5 de[d+1]
q 1 g !
| X 2 (D@11 Px) + Igw (A4 BY)) — 3 (1-L)-r| -0 <\/M10M) (A.65)
de[d+1] + g
1
— E4(R,DNA|g" ) — 05 <M> (A.66)

This completes the second step, and the bound on the error probability of the first codeword. [ ]
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We pause for a few remarks:

1) The second-order term O5(1/v/M log M) depends only on (d, X', ) and thus is uniform in ¢" .

2) Furthermore, the ¢V !

being conditioned upon is not restricted to 25(M, N) but can have non-zero ¢4
for d > d. Nonetheless, the universal decoder ignores the molecules which are sampled more than d times in
its metric computation, and in accordance, only ¢4 for d € [d + 1] affect the error probability. The average error
probability is then determined by a finite number of types, say {Pd(a:LM Lyt ulV) Y defd+1] for the true and
competing codeword, and the total number of types is uniformly bounded for all M (see (A.53)). This is crucial
to the proof as if d is not restricted, and can be as large as ©(N) = O(M) the number of types increases
super-exponentially with M (rather than the standard polynomial increase).

3) The random coding ensemble is based on i.i.d. draws of symbols, which can be compared with the simpler
(and possibly better) constant composition distribution over a type Tpsr.(Pyx ). However, the random sampling
stage complicates the analysis of the latter. If codewords are chosen to have a constant composition over all
M L symbols, there is no guarantee that the specific inputs to the d-order binomial channel will be of constant
composition. If the codewords are chosen to have a constant composition at each of the M molecules, than a
random input to the d-order binomial channel is not distributed uniformly over the type class of Px. Indeed, if,

for example, qq = 2, that is, there are 2 molecules which are input to the d-order binomial channel, a random

codeword drawn this way will have constant composition Px at both its parts, and not just as a whole.

E. Proof of Theorem (3]

To prove Theorem (8] we need to average the conditional error probability derived in the previous section
(given QN1 = ¢V *1) over the random sampling stage of the decoder. To this end, we will need the following
two lemmas. The first lemma shows that the exponent of the probability that Q! belongs to some set Q is

determined by the largest probability of members in this set.

Lemma 18. For any Q C 2(M, N)

P[QN ! ¢ Q] = exp [—M‘ ( yigg—]\zlogp [+ = qN“]) + OWM)} : (A.67)
gt

Proof: By Prop. |1Q|< eOVM) and so by the union bound

max P [QN+1 _ qN-i-l] <P [QN-H ¢ Q] (A.68)
qNTIEQ
_ Z P [QN—FI — qN—i-l] < ‘Q| max P [QN-‘rl — qN—‘rl] ' (A.69)
P LREY-10) gN T EQ
]

We remark that if @ C 25(M,N) (as we will use next) then since |25(M, N)|< M9 [see ], the

second-order term is actually dlog M rather than O(v/M). This is however, inconsequential to our analysis,
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and the bound of Lemma [18| nonetheless holds even when d is not restricted.

We next turn to evaluate 5 log P[Q ! = ¢/V*!] required for the bound of Lemma 18] The main complication
is that QV+1 = _#(SM) is the empirical count of S™, but SM is distributed according to the multinomial
distribution, and so its components are statistically dependent. We next use the “Poissonization of the multi-
nomial” effect to evaluate this bound. Recall that S™ ~ Multinomial(N; (ﬁ, ﬁ, e ﬁ}) where N = M« is

fixed, and the following fact:

Fact 19 (Poissonization of the multinomial distribution). Let N ~ Pois()\), and let S™ be a random vector
such that SM ~ Multinomial(N, (po, . .. prr—1)) conditioned on N, where ZmG[M] Pm = 1 and py, > 0. Then,

{Sm}me[ M) are statistically independent and Sy, ~ Pois(pmA) (unconditioned on N).
Fact can be verified by spelling out the conditional p.m.f. of S™ conditioned on N (e.g. , [33, Thm. 5.6]).

Lemma 20. Let S™ ~ Multinomial(N, (37, ..., 7)) with N = oM and let QN1 = 4 (SM). Further let

SN Pois(%) = Pois(a), i.i.d. for m € [M], and let QN+t = A" (SM). Then,
P[QN*! = qN+1] <Ve2al -P [QNH = qNH} . (A.70)

Proof of Lemma ' Let N = > meM] S, so that N ~ Pois(N) = Pois(aM). By Stirling’s bound

nl<e-n"1/2e=n and so

- NNe—N 1
PIN = N| = > . A.71
Then, by Poissonization (Fact [19))
P [QN+1 _ qN—H] —P [QN—H = ¢gNt! ‘ N = N} (A.72)
P [QN-H _ Nt N = N}
- N (A73)
P [N - N}
P [QN—H _ qN-i-l]
< § (A.74)
P [N - N]
<eVN-P [QN +1 qN'H} . (A75)
This completes the proof of the upper bound. [ |

We now prove Theorem (8| which bounds the error probability for the sampling stage of the DNA channel.
Proof of Theorem [8} Let 64 := qq/M. We first rewrite the bound of Prop. with a slight abuse of

notation obtained by replacing gg with 64, as

Ec [pe(C, Dy | X*M (1) stored, )] < exp [~ML - (E5(R,DNA | ) — 7a)] (A.76)
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where 1)y = O (W) and
By R.ONA|0):=  min 37 60 (DY 11 Px)+ DQf, 11 VEIQa))
de[d+1] de[d—i-l]
1
+1 ) ba ( Q") HPX)+IQ<d>(AB)) 500~ R| . (A77)
de[d+1] +
Let
1
> g I(Px, W) — 3 (1—6p) (A.78)

de[d+1]
and let p > 0 be arbitrary. Since the KL divergence D(P || Q) > 0 for all P # @ (strictly positive) it can be
easily verified that if I';(#) > R + p then E5(R,DNA | 6) > 0. Consider the set

Og(R,p) == 0:04 >0, Vd e [d], Y 64<1,Tz6)>R+p (A.79)
de[d+1]

which, loosely speaking, is comprised of 6 for which the conditional “capacity” I';(6) is larger than the rate
R + p. Since ©4(R, p) is compact, and since F;(R,DNA | ) is a continuous function of 6, it holds that

= min F5(R,DNA|6) > 0. A.80
e(p) pein a4 | 0) (A.80)

Note that since the minimization defining €(p) is over @, rather than over ¢’V *!, ¢(p) does not depend on M,
and the last inequality is strict. Now, taking M to be sufficiently large so that 75, < €(p)/2 it holds that if
i _geo 7(p) then

¢ [pe(C, Dy | 2" (1) stored, §)] = e MLep)/2, (A.81)

Based on this bound, the conditional error probability bound of Prop. [17|can be averaged over @QV*! as follows:

E [Ec [pe(C, Dy | " (1) stored, Q¥ 1)]] (A.82)
= > P [QV*! = ¢V ] - Ec [pe(C, Dy | ™ (1) stored, Q¥ = ¢
GV Ee2(M,N): 5 €04(R,p)
+ > P[QVT = ¢Vt - Ec [pe(C, Dy | 2 (1) stored, QN = ¢V (A83)
gNH EQ(M,N): T ¢05(R,p)
QNJrl
<P [ ¢ O4(R, p)] “MLdp)/2 (A.84)

@ exp [—M- ( min —% log P[QNT! = qN"H]) +O(VM)| 4 e ML<r)/2 (A.85)

"L ¢04(R,p)

(b) . 1 AN+1 N+1 1
Zexp |—M - min ——logP |Q =q 4+ Of | —
[ < N gog(rp) M } VM

1+ e~ ML<(p)/2 (A.86)
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(2 2exp |—M - min 1 log [QNH = qN'H} + 0 (1) (A.87)
B Srge,rp M VM

where (a) is using Lemma (b) is using Lemma where QN1 = _#(SM) and S,, ~ Pois(«) are
independent, m € [M], and (c) holds for all M > My(p) for some My(DNA,d, p) € N*.

We next evaluate min ,~+1 ﬁ log IP’[QN +1 = ¢N*1]. We begin by considering the distribution of a

ngﬁ(ﬂp)
fixed g4 and then the joint distribution of {g4} defd)’ Since SM has independent components, it holds for any
specific d € [d] that Qg = > meM] 1{S,, = d} ~ Binomial(M, . (d)) where 7, (d) = ‘“dj;

o

is the Poisson

p.m.f.. By large deviations of the Binomial distribution (as in the method of types for Bernoulli vectors [11}

Lemma 2.3])

P[Qq = 0aM] = exp {—M' [db (0a || ma(d)) — O <IO§4M>] } : (A.88)

The joint distribution of {Q4} de[d+1) 1s determined by the distribution of Q¢ conditioned on {Qo,...,Qdi-1}
for all d € [d + 1]. For such d, the total number of molecules for which S,,, < d — 1 is 74 := > icia) Qi- By
symmetry, the identity of those -4, molecules in [M/] is immaterial, and so we further condition, w.l.o.g. that
these are the last v4 molecules of SM , that is SM_W, .. .,S’M_l. Now, the p.m.f. of S‘m for m € [M — ~4]

conditioned on this event is

Pémziémzd}:& (A.89)
7o (7)

_ , A.90

1 =2 e ma() (A50)

1= Tol>d(1) (A91)

and the S, are independent, where 7,|>4(i) is the Poisson hazard probability [as defined in ]. Hence,

Qa ~ Binomial(M — 7,4, To>4(d)). By large deviations of the Binomial distribution (as in the method of types
[11, Lemma 2.3])

P [Qd = 0aM | {Qi = QiM}ie[d]}
— exp {M (1 _ %) : [db <1—iljz/M wa|2d(d)> —0 <1°§4M>} } (A.92)

O
—exp |-M 150 ] dy [ —24 | r oud) ] -
P 2 ' <(1 — Liela) ¥i) 2l )>

1€[d]

(A.93)

Q
PR
3

=
~

Thus, for {6,M} integers

7Tozzd(d)> +0 <IO§4M>

(A.94)

. i 0
= 37198 [Naeq{Qa=0aM}| = 3 {1-3 0, db(“ZdeW

de[d+1] i€[d]
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Using this estimate in (A.87) we obtain

— ilogIEc [pe(C,Du ‘ xLM(l))]

M
> eggii(% : Z 1— Z 0, | - dy (1_29:” Wazd(d)) + 04 (&) . (A.95)
TP Gt ield) ield] ™
From the linearity of expectation and symmetry,
1
Ec 4 > pe(C,D | XHM(j))| =Ec [pe(C,D | X*M(1)) stored] (A.96)
jellc]]

and so the same bounds hold for the average error probability. Finally, we take p | 0 and then d 1 co. The bound
on the average error probability implies a suitable bound to on the maximal error probability by a standard

expurgation argument. [ ]

F. Proof of Theorem [9]
We next prove Theorem [9] which bounds the error probability for idealized version of the sampling stage of
the DNA channel.
Proof of Theorem @l The result is a simple corollary to Prop. obtained by setting g = M - 1[d = ¢

in the conditioning event. For any finite d > o, the resulting reliability function, w.r.t. scaling ML, is given by

. 1
E4(R,DNA | q) = Jnin (D(Qa || Px)+D(Qpoja | VE*Qa4)) + | D(Qa || Px) + Ig(A; B*) — 5 R
AB® +
(A.97)
For ideal sampling g; = M - 1[d = «] with probability 1, and so no further averaging is required to obtain the
bound on the error probability. [ ]
APPENDIX B

PROOF OF THEOREM [10]

In this section, we prove Theorem A roadmap for the results required to prove it appears in Fig. [6] Recall
the definition of the CID in (2I)), and define

Jy(Px, W, ) == <I(PX,W®d) — [CID(PX,W@C[) — ;] + {CID(PX,W@d) — Z] ) . (B.1)
+ +

The main argument of the proof is standard, and given as follows:
Proof of Theorem ' Assume that Cys is an (M, €) codebook of size e, Fano’s inequality implies

that
1 I(XLMYLN)
< ! . B.2
Rsqptet ML (B-2)
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P. 22 L. 42
L. 24 L. 25
L. 32 P. 31
L. 29 P. 28 A
P. 33 L. 34
P. 30 P. 35

T. 10

Figure 6. Roadmap for the proofs of the upper bound (converse). The used abbreviations and arrow interpretation are as in Fig.[3] .

The rest of the section is devoted to bounding I(XZM;YZN) Its final result Prop. which states that

1
mI(XLM;YLN) < H};}i{x%ﬂa(d) - Jy(Px, W, 8) + o(1). (B.3)

Taking € | 0, and replacing Jy(Px, W, 3) with the excess term Qu(Px, W, 3) from by simple algebraic

manipulations completes the proof of the upper bound on the capacity. [ |

A. A Brief Review of Typical Sets

In this short section we set basic definitions of conditional typical sets [[11, Ch. 2], and briefly review some
standard results. Let V: A — B be a DMC for the finite alphabets A and B, and let K € N be the blocklength.
For a given Q4 € Pk (A) and 6 > 0 let

V[ Qals = {V € Pk(B|Qa): Qala)-[V(b] a) = V(b| @) <4, V(a,b) € Ax B}
{VC1a) < V([ a), Yaesupp(Qa)} (B4

be a set of conditional types which are d-close to V' in a total variation sense, uniformly over A. In what follows
whenever )4 in the definition (B.4) can be understood from the context, it will be omitted from the notation,

as in [V]s. With this definition, the V-typical set is defined as
Tie(V]s | ) 1= Up, Tic(V | o) ®5)

where Q4 = Z(a’*) is implicit in the notation. Let BX ~ V(.| a®) where V¥ is the Kth product of V.
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For brevity, we next denote
V (T(V]s | a®) | ™) = P[B" € Te([V]s | a®) | a™] . (B.6)
Proposition 21. (Typical sets [|l 1, Variation of Lemma 2.12 and Lemma 2.13]): Let > 0 be given. Then,
V (Tie([Vls | a®) [ ) 21— 2| A||Ble” (B.7)
and
exp [K - (Hap(ayxv (B | A) — p)] < ’TK([V]6 \ ak)‘ =exp [K - (Hpyxv (B | A) +p)] (B.8)

where

(B.9)

1 log(K+1)
) K ‘

= i = AIB (S1og 5 +

Prop. implies that V[Tx([V]s | a®) | a®] — 1 as K — oo as long as § = 0y satisfies the delta-convention
[11, Convention 2.11], that is — 0x = o(1), dx = w(\/%) The constant in the order terms depend only on
|A|, |B|. Henceforth, we assume that the delta-convention is satisfied, that px is as in and that 0 is
chosen to accommodate the largest alphabet sizes possible. For example, we will consider channels A — B¢
where d < d for some bounded d, and accordingly, 5 is chosen to satisfy the delta convention for |.A|, |B|%.

To lighten the notation, we will mostly write § = {x.

Remark 22. When |A|= 1, that is, the input is deterministic, Prop. 21| and the discussion between them provide
bounds on the probability and the size of typical sets. Following standard notation, we will omit in this case

the conditioning variable, and use, Tx ([Q 47]s, ), for example, for the typical set of Q ,7.

B. The Molecule Distance Function and its Implications

As was stated in Prop. the V-typical set T ([V]s | a®) € BX has high probability when the output is

drawn as BX ~ V(. | af*). We next explore the probability of the same V-typical set conditioned on a’,

when BE ~ VE(. | gi), that is, with a different channel input @*. We define a proper distance between a’
and @€, and show that if a® and @’ are “far” according to this distance, then this probability is exponentially
small. On the other hand, we also show that if they are “close”, then this probability is still exponentially small,
albeit with an arbitrarily small exponent.

The key issue is a proper choice of the distance measure, which is of course channel dependent. Specifically,

for a joint type Q 4,4 € Pr(A x .A) and a DMC V: A — B, we define the distance function

A(Q %5, V) =Hg,xv(B|A) — max Ho(B | A, A). B.10
(@ V) Quxv(B[4) Qpax:QB1a€[V[Qals, Qpz€[VIQxls a(B| ) ( )
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Let @ be the maximizer in (B.10). Since by definition Q’]‘3| 4 € [V | Qals then its conditional entropy

AAB
satisfies Ho-(B | A) = Hg,xv(B | A), that is, close to the conditional entropy induced by the channel
V itself. Since conditioning reduces entropy Hg-(B | A, A) < Hg,xv(B | A), and (approximate) equality
is achieved when QZ\ 4 18 the identity, noiseless, channel (this is however not the only case). In this case

A(Q 47,V) = 0. Thus, if QZI 4 is close to the identity, the distance is close to zero.

In what follows, we will consider a pair of inputs o™ and @ to be “close” if A(Z(a,a™),V) < p,.
where
1 3|A||B|log K
P =2 5%(+/LK+|AHB|5Klog—+& ) (B.11)
= 0K K

and “far” otherwise. It should be stressed that by the delta-convention, p,. = o(1), and thus even a “far” pair
of inputs may have in fact, normalized distance which tends to zero, albeit with a slow enough decay rate.
In the next three subsections we consider various implications of the distance function.

1) Probability of a Typical Set Conditioned on Close v.s. Far Inputs:

Lemma 23. Let 0 satisfy the delta-convention be given and py be given such that pg > Py Further, let
a’, @’ € AKX be given for some K € N*. Then, there exists Ko (which only depends on |Al,|B|) such that
for all K > Ky it holds that

V (T ([V]s,e | @) | o) < e Kpr/2 (B.12)

if A(2(aX,a"),V) > px and
V (T ([V]s, | @) | a®) > e 2P (B.13)
if A(P(a,a), V) < pk.

Proof: For brevity, we denote § = g, u = px and p = pg. We first prove (B.12), and to this end, we upper
bound the size of the intersection of a pair of V-shells given by V € [V | 2(a®)]s and V € [V | 2(a¥)]s.
By the method of types

TV 1) 0TV |75) = 3 [Tic(Qppaz | a0 (B.14)
B|AA

@ S exp [K.Hto;,,(akﬁx)x%m(mA,Z)} (B.15)
Qpax

< |Px(B| 2(a’,a"))]| - max oxp [K-Hqo(B | A, A4)] (B.16)

2 P (B| 2(a”,a%))| - exp [K - (Hpar)xv (B | A) = p)] (B.17)

where the first two summations and the following maximization are over

{QB|AZ € Pr(B| y(QK,EK)): QB|A = ‘7, QB|Z :V}, (B.18)
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(a) follows by a generalization of size of a V'-shell in 11, Lemma 2.5] (for this specific result, see [11, Problem
2.10]), and (b) follows from the definition of A(Q 4,4, V') in (B.10), and the assumption A(Q 47, V) > p.

Based on (B.17), we evaluate the V-probability of intersection of a pair of typical sets:
V (T (Vs | ™) N Ti([V]s | @) | a®)

=V ( U Te(V | )N T (V | a¥) aK) (B.19)
Ve[V|2(aX))s, Ve[V|2@<)]s

,\
IN&

S V (Tic(V [ a®) N Tic(V | @) | o) (B.20)
VelV|2(a¥))s, VelV|2(@X)]s
Tic(V | ) N Tic(V | ")

= > 1% (TK(f/ | o) aK> (B.21)
VeV|2(@s)s, VelVI 2@ )]s [TV | a) |
() K- (Hop v (B A) — }
<PrAxAxBP Y 2P LS 2a)xv(B | 4) Ay, (TK(V | ak) aK) (B.22)
Ve[V 2(ak))s ‘TK(V | GK)‘

@ 2 1 |A]|Bllog K 5 Ky | K
< |Pr(A x A x B)] exp[K-(u—p+|A||B[§log5+K ) [Z:( )}V(TK(V\a )‘a )
VelV|Z(ak)]s

(B.23)
(e) 1 3 Bllog K
< exp [K - (u — p+AIBI5log 5 + ’“‘”'K'Og)] V (Tie([V]s | a¥) | a¥) (B.24)
(f)
< e Ke/2 (B.25)

where (a) follows from the union bound, (b) follows since the V-probabilities of vectors which belong to the
same V-shell Tx (V | a’€) are equal, (c) follows from (B.17), (d) follows since from the method-of-types bound
on the size of a V-shell [11, Lemma 2.5]

> A||Bllog K
Tic(V | )| 2 exp [K <ng(az<)xv<B | 4) - '”['(gﬂ (B.26)
and since as was shown in [[11, p. 22, proof of Lemma 2.13], if V € [V | 22(a%)]s, then
1
[ sy (B | 4) = Hopguoy (B | A)] < |ABl5 o . (B.27)
(e) follows again from type counting
Pr(Ax A x B)|< (K + 1)AFIB = exp [|A]?|B|- log(K + 1)] (B.28)

( [11, Lemma 2.5]), and (f) from the assumption on p. Hence,

V (Ti([V]s | @®) | a®)
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=V (Te(V1s | @) N Tie([V]s | a®) [ ™) + V (T (V]s | @) N TE(V]s | o) | ™) (B.29)
<V (Te(V1s | @) N T (V15 | ™) | ®) + V (TE([V]s | ) | o) (B.30)
(%) epr/Q +€7K62 < epr/2 (B.31)

where (a) follows from (B.25)) and Prop. 21| and () from the assumption p > 262 [see (B.11)].

The reverse statement (B.I3) is proved analogously, and so only the main steps are given (with fewer

explanations). Analogously to (B:17) it holds that

TV [ )N Tie(V @) = Y [Tc(@ppan | ¥, (B32)

B|AA

> [Pc(B| 2", exp [K - Hoar ey (B | A,A)]

Qpaa
(B.33)
> [Prc(B] 2, a ) [ g exp [K - Hoar avyeqy (8] A7)
(B.34)
> [Pr(B| 2(a®, @) exp [K - (Hppeyey (B A) —p)]. (B39

with the maximization over the same set as in (B.I7). Then, analogously to (B.23])

aX ) (B.36)

> max v (TK(V | o)A T (V | @) ) aK> (B.37)
VelV|2(a)ls, VelV|2 (@ )]s

V (Te(V1s | ") N T (V15 | @) | a®)

v( U TV | )N T (V | @)
Ve[V |2 (ak)]s, VEV| 2@ )]s

Tic(V | ) N Tie(V | a5)|

= max N 1% (TK(V | af) ’ aK> (B.38)
Ve[| 2(ak)s, VE[V]| 2@ )]s ‘TK(V | oK)

(C) K Ha K B A - ~

> Pr(Ax Ax B)| ™2 max xp [K - (Hopaev (B[ 4) p)]v(TK(V\aK) ) B.39)

Velv|2(a)],s ’TK(V | GK)‘

(d) )
> |Pr(A x A x B)| 2 exp [K (—p | A4||Bl5 log 1)] sV (TK(V | o) | aK) (B.40)
Ve

0 V|2 ()]s
1 .
> |Pr(A x A x B)| ™ exp [K : (—p — |A||B| log 5)] Yoov (mv | o) | aK) (B.Al)
VeV|2(ak))s
> exp [K <—,0 - |A|\B\5log% - 3|.,4||BK|logK>] (1 — e K% (B.42)

> e 2hr (B.43)
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for all K large enough. [ ]

2) Equivocation of a Permutation for Far Inputs: Even in a simplified DNA channel, in which N = M
and any molecule in the codeword is sampled exactly once (S,, = 1 for all m € [M]) the decoder still faces
an uncertainty regarding the order in which the molecules were sequenced (that is, the molecule index vector
UN). In this section, we show that if the input molecules are sufficiently far apart, then the decoder can infer
some information regarding their order. To this end, we measure closeness according to the given the distance
definition in (B.I0), and utilize the characterization of typical set probability in Lemma As said, the result
refines [40, proof of Lemma 3].

We thus next focus on the following scenario, which involves a “large” number 7' € NT of an ordered
sequence of vectors a1 = (alf af ... aZ |) so that af* € AK for all ¢t € [T], and a DMC V: A — B

The order of the T" vectors is permuted by a permutation X: [T] — [T] chosen uniformly at random from the

symmetric group &7 to obtain (ag(o), ag(l), cee ag(T_l)). Then, each ag(t), t € [T] is input to the channel V'
according to order (a total of KT uses) and the result is BT = (B, Bf,...  BE |) where BX € BX and

by the description above Bf ~ V(.| ag( t)). The observer of the channel output is assumed to be aware of the
input vectors, but not the permutation 3. We next quantify the ability of the observer to re-order the output and
essentially guess the permutation, in terms of its equivocation. Clearly, if the channel V' is noiseless, and all a/<
are different from one another, then perfect ordering is possible, with probability 1, and so H(X | BXT) = 0.
On the other hand, if the channel is extremely noisy (the output is independent of the input), or if a/< are all

equal, then no information on the permutation is revealed by the channel to the observer. In that case
H( | BET) =log |&7| = log |T!| = T'logT — T 4+ O(log T (B.44)

where the last equality is by Stirling’s approximation. The next lemma concerns an intermediate situation. It
assumes that af*,af* are “far” according to the definition of A(Z(af,af),V) in , for any t1,te € [T,
t1 # t9, and that the channel can be noisy. In this case, it is shown that the entropy is o(7T logT'), that is,
negligible compared to the first-order term 7'log7T". Importantly, this is shown for an exponential number of

vectors, which scales as T > €™ for some 7y > 0.

Lemma 24. Let T be such that Tx > 5™ for some 19 > 0 and all large enough K. Let V: A — B be a

DMC, and let pk be such that p,. < pr < 1o for all large enough K (where p,. is as defined in ).

Further let (alf,a¥, ... aff |) C (AF)T be such that any pair of vectors is

“«

ar’”, to wit

A(P(afy afy), V) = py (B.45)

Here, K plays the role of the length of the molecule L, and T the number of molecules in a codeword M. However, when the
result of the next Lemma will be utilized to prove the upper bound on the capacity, we will set K = L and T to be roughly M.
Hence the different notation.
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for any tq,ty € [T] with t; # ta. Moreover, let . ~ Uniform(Sr) be a uniformly random permutation, and let

BE ~ VE(-] ag(t)) independently for all t € [T'|. Then, there exists Ky such that for all K > K
H(X | BET) = o(T'log T). (B.46)

Proof: We denote T = e™< X for K € N* such that according to the assumption of the lemma 75 > 7 for
all large enough K. From symmetry we may assume that 3 was drawn to be the identity permutation () = ¢,
and thus we (implicitly) assume in the rest of the proof that BX ~ V(. | al), independently for all ¢ € [T)].
Let 65 > 0 be given which defines the V-typical set Tx ([V]s, | af).

When af is fed into the channel V' there are two possible “bad” events to consider:
1) A-typical output: The channel output B/ is not V-typical conditioned on its input a/<, namely the event

whose indicator is

er:=1{Bf ¢ T(V]s | af)} . (B.47)

2) Large ambiguity output: For some ¢’ # t, BJ belongs to a large number of V-typical sets for inputs

which are not af*, namely the event whose indicator is

fr=1{ S UBE e Ti(Vls | )} = T (B.48)
ve[T\{t}

where Tp > 0 is a threshold that will be chosen later.

We next analyze the events related to {e¢},c(r) and {fi}icr). We begin by analyzing {e;},c[r). By Prop.
Ele)] < e~ K%k We assume that K is large so that dg is sufficiently small so that 7 > 79 > 5%. Thus, the
expected of total number of atypical outputs is E[}, (7 e:] < eK (T =0%) = o(T) as T = X7 and 0 satisfies

the delta-convention. We now let

E = Z e > eK(TK*f;%(/Q) (B.49)
te(T)
be the event that the total number of atypical events exceeds its expectation by a factor of more than e 05 /2,

Then, since e; are independent events, Chernoff’s bound implies that

P[£] < exp [—eKTK - dp (e‘K‘Si/2 I E[et])} (B.50)
(a) ) —K6% /2
< exp [—eKTK e K% /2 <log ¢ Efer] - 1)] (B.51)
€t
< exp [—eK(TK_‘Si/Q) (K(S%(/Z - 1)] (B.52)

where (a) follows from the bound d(p1 || p2) > pi(log 'Z—;—l) for p1,p2 € [0, 1] [31} Sec. 6.3]. Since dx satisfies

the delta-convention, it holds that K42 = w(1) and hence the probability of £ decays double-exponentially
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with K.
Next, we analyze the probability of the events { ft}te[T]9 in a similar fashion to the previous analysis. For a

single alternative vector aff with ¢ # ¢ it holds from (B.12) (Lemma
P[Bf € Ti(Vls | af)] = V (Tk(Vs | aif) | af) < e FPe/, (B.53)

using the assumption that af* and aff are far, that is A(2(af<,aff), V) > px for t # ¢/, and for all K large

enough. We further assume that K is large so that 7 > 79 > px. Thus, by linearity of expectation

E| S UBEFeTk(Vls|al)}| < elmmre/2) (B.54)
t'e[T]\{t}

and then by Markov’s inequality

K K K (T—px/2)
Ef]=P| Y I{BfeTu(Vlslaf)}>Th| < — (B.55)
v e[TI\{t} 0

Thus, if we choose Ty = ef(7x=Px/4) then the expected of total number of “large-ambiguity” outputs is

eK(2TK_pK/2) K( . /4)
E| > fi| < wmmpey =" =o(D) (B.56)
te[T)

(as T = ef™, and px > 26% = w(3)). We now let
= Z fi > efr=px/9) (B.57)
te([T]

be the event that the total number of atypical events exceeds its expectation by a factor of more than e®rx/8,

Since f; are independent events, Chernoff’s bound implies that

PF] < exp [—e" - dy (750l || B[] )| (B.58)
a —Ké%2./8
(S) exp [_eKTK . e—KpK/S <log eEﬁ o 1>] (B.59)
< exp [—eK(TK*PK/ff) (Kpx/8 — 1)} (B.60)

where (a) follows from the bound dy(p; || p2) > p1(log % —1). By the assumption of the lemma, pr > p,.
defined in li and so, specifically, px > 26%. By the delta-convention 0%, = w(%) and hence the probability
of F decays double-exponentially with K.

We thus conclude that G = £ U F decays double-exponentially with K, as by the union bound

P[G] < P[€] + P[F] < exp [—e@%} . (B.61)
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The equivocation of the permutation conditioned on BX” is now upper bounded as
H(2 | B¥T) < H(2,G | BXT) = n(P[G]) + P[G] - H(Z | BRT,G) + P[] - H(Z | BRT,G°). (B.62)

We next bound each term separately. For the first term hy(P[G]) < log 2, and for the second term, due to the

double-exponential decay of the probability of G

PG]- H(S | BET,G) < exp [769“()] log(T") (B.63)
< exp [—e@“( >] Tlog T (B.64)
— exp {—ewogﬂ} Tlog T (B.65)
— o(Tlog T). (B.66)

To complete the proof of the lemma, it suffices to show that the third term is o(7T'logT). To this end, we
bound the equivocation under the event that G¢ = £° N F¢ as follows. Under this event, there are at most
Ty = eK(=0ic/2) 4 K(c=pic/8) = o(eK7%) = o(T) output sequences BX which are either “a-typical” to
their input or have “large-ambiguity” as they are typical to many inputs. We say that an output BY is “bad” if
either of the two occurs, that is, if either e; = 1 or f; = 1 (and “good” otherwise). Note, however, that observer,
which is aware of both (af )ee[r) and (BE )te[r) (but not of the permutation ) cannot determine if B[ is bad
or not (that would require the knowledge that ¥ is the identity permutation and that it is a/* which was the
channel input that resulted the output B/*). Nonetheless, we next upper bound the total number of permutations
which have non-zero probability conditioned on G¢, and then further upper bound the conditional entropy by
the logarithm of the number of such permutations.

Consider the set of permutations which are constructed as follows:

1) The number of bad indices is chosen. There are at most 7} possibilities for this choice. We denote the
number of bad indices by T7.

2) Given a choice of a total of exactly T} bad indices, each index ¢ € [T] is labeled as bad or good. There
are at most (% ) < (% ) possibilities for this choice.

3) For any ¢ currently labeled as good find, at most Ty = eX(7x=rx/%) = o(T") arbitrary indices ¢’ € [T] such
that B € T ([V]s | alf). There are at most T7° possibilities for this choice, and there are at most 7' total
good indices. Thus, the number of choices for the permutation mapping to the good output indices is at most
T-T%,

4) Given the association of the T — Tl good indices, choose the Tl remaining values of the permutation.

There are at most 73! < T}! < T} log 11 possibilities for this choice.

It is easy to verify that conditioned on G¢, the true permutation belongs to one of this possibilities constructed

above, with probability 1. Thus, the entropy of the permutation is bounded by the logarithm of its support.
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Figure 7. Channel model for a pair of “close” inputs

Hence, from the above count of possible permutations

PG H(X | BXT,G%) <1-H(Z | B*T,G°) (B.67)

< log [Tl : <T> L Tott -TI!] (B.68)
11

() T
< logTi + Thy T + (TO + 1) logT + Ty log T} (B.69)
(b)
<logT) +T -log2+ (To + 1)logT + 11 log T} (B.70)
© o(TlogT) (B.71)

where (a) follows from the entropy bound on the binomial coefficient (Z) < emhe(k/n) for n > k integers, and
(b) follows from hy(€) < log2, and (c) follows since Ty = o(T") and T} = o(T). [ |
3) Common Input Mutual Information Deficit for Close Inputs: A possible way of overcoming the ordering

problem in the DNA channel mentioned in the previous section, is to send codewords in which many of identical

L

molecules, or even just similar. In the extreme case, when all input molecules x;;,

are equal, then the ordering
is of course immaterial. However, sending the same input in a memoryless channel reduces the output entropy,
and thus the achievable mutual information. In this section, we focus on such mutual information for a pair of
molecules. We show that if the molecules are “close” according to the distance (B.10), then, up to lower order
terms, the resulting mutual information is as if the two inputs are identical, which, in turn, is strictly less than
the mutual information achieved for a pair of independent inputs. As the discussion is general we use general

notation, not necessarily the one of the DNA channel.

Specifically, we focus on the scenario depicted in Fig. [/, where we assume throughout this section that

Qa= Q3
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Consider the pair of DMCs V and the lower V in Fig. [7, and suppose that @Q A[A is a DMC too. Clearly, to
maximize I(A, A; B, B) the channel Q /7 should be chosen so that A and A are independent — the resulting
mutual information is the sum of the mutual-information in each of the channels. At the other extreme, if () A[A
is restricted to be a noiseless channel, A = A, and this common input in fact minimizes the mutual information
I(A, A; B, B). In this case, B, B are two conditionally independent observations of the same input (as in the
binomial channel of Definition . We may thus define the CID of a pair of channels V, V and input distribution

Qa4 as
__(4;B,B) (B.72)

where the first two terms represent the total mutual information obtained by independent inputs to V,V (with
the same input distribution ()) and the last term represents the total mutual information obtained by a common
input to V and V given by A = A. The definition slightly generalizes the definition of the CID
for a single channel V in (2I), where with a slight abuse of notation, it agrees with the convention that
CID(Q4,V,V) = CD(Q4, V).
The following proposition provides a useful characterization of CID(Q,V, V).

Proposition 25. Let V: A — B and V: A — B be a pair of DMCs, let Q5 € P(A) and let B ~ V(- | A)
and B ~ V(- | A). Then, CID(Q+,V,V) = I(B; B) > 0 and equality holds if and only if either V or V are

completely noisy.

Proof: Under the given distributions (see Fig. [7), Markovity implies that

I(A;B,B) =1(A;B)+ I(4; B | B) (B.73)
—I(A;B)+ H(B|B)—H(B|A). (B.74)

Then, by standard identities
CID(Q4,V,V)=H(B)— H(B|B)=1(B;B) >0 (B.75)

Since B — A — B holds, I(B; EN}) = 0 if and only if B and B are independent, which occurs if and only if
either I(4; B) =0 or I(A; B) = 0. [ |

Corollary 26. Let V: A — B be a DMC which is not completely noisy for Q (i.e., 1(Q4,V) > 0) and let

VO gnd V% pe its binomial extensions for some di,do > 1. Then,
CID(Q, V&, V¥%) > CID(Q4, V). (B.76)

This property follows by applying the data processing theorem to the mutual information representation of the

CID in Prop. 23]
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For the DNA channel, we will encounter the case in which @) A[A is such that the inputs A and A are
“close” (in terms of the distance A(Q 4,4, V') defined in the previous section), but not exactly identical. As the
next proposition shows, for small enough distance A(Q 45, V'), the resulting mutual information asymptotically
behaves as the mutual information achieved by a common input, and thus it is strictly lower compared to

independent inputs, by an amount of CID(Q, V. V) (plus an additional negligible term).

Proposition 27. Let V: A — B and V: A — B be a pair of discrete channels such that V satisfies

Vmin(V) := max log

. B.77
acA,beB V(b | a) = ®B.77)

Further let Q 4,5 be such that Qa = Q4 and A(Q ,z,V) < Py Where p, is as defined in .
If AK,ZK € AX are random inputs such that @(AK,ZK) = @ o7 with probability 1, and BX ~ V(.|
AR and B ~ VK(- | ZK) where BX € BE and B* € B, then,
K 7K. pk K TR B
1(A% A% B5 BY) < K - [19(A; B, B) + 0,,,,(1) (B.78)

= K - [Iguxv (& B) + Iy _7(4; B) = CID(Q, V. V) + 0,,,,(1)] (B.79)

where Qpa =V and QE\BZ = QE|Z =V.

To prove Prop. we will need the following lemma, which is concerned with a single-letter joint output

entropy:

Lemma 28. Assume that V.,V ,Q 45 satisfy the conditions of Prop. l2:7] with A(Q 47, V) < p. If (A, 4) ~ Q 47,
B~V(|A), B~V(-|A) and B~ V(- |A) (as in Fig. El) then,

H(B,B) < H(B,B)+ O(p). (B.80)

Proof: We prove the claim by showing that if A(Q ,%,V) = A(Q44,V) < p — then |H(B, B) —
H(B,B)|— 0. Let P w55 and P45 be the distributions of the relevant random variables. The entropy

difference is upper bounded by the total variation between the corresponding distributions as [|11, Lemma 2.7123]

’H(B,E) —H(B,E)( < —|Pyg — Pyl - log W. (B.81)

In turn, the total variation is bounded by Pinsker’s inequality (e.g. [[11, Problem 3.18])

|Prs — Pagl < /2log2 - D(Pgg || Pygp) (B.82)

and so it suffices to show that D(Pz5 || Pgg) — 0 as p — 0. While this is property pertains to single-letter

BThe equality follows from the assumption Q4 = Qx.
*The logarithmic term is not sharp, and can be removed by using the refined bound [[11}, Problem 3.10]. This is however inconsequential
for the proof.
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distributions of (B, B) and (B, B), it will be convenient to prove it by considering K dimensional vectors
AK A% ¢ AKX BK BK ¢ BX and B" € B" whose marginals (Ay, Ay, By, By, By) are distributed i.i.d.
according to P, 55 We further set  to satisfy the delta-convention, and let p = px = Py where Py
is as defined in and satisfies p,. = o(1). Then, the proof of the lemma is completed by showing that
D(Pgigr || Pgegx) = K - D(Pgg || Pgg) = o(K), substituting it to and the resulting bound in

BXB
Let P, grge and P, x5 be the resulting K dimensional (product) distributions of the relevant

random variables. To complete the proof it is thus required to upper bound the KL divergence D(Pg.5x ||

PBKEK), and to this end, we first prove several properties.
Property 1: Recall that it is assumed that A(Q 47, V) < pr. We show that a similar bound holds for joint

distributions of Q 47 € [Q 475, Which are typical to the memoryless distribution @ 44, to wit, satisfy
1Q 4z(a,8) — Qu7(a,8)|< 0k, V(a,a) € Ax A (B.83)

Clearly in this case Q A € [QA] 5.4 also holds (see, e.g., [[11, Lemma 2.10]). The conditional entropy is known

to be continuous in the input distribution, and so, as in [11} p. 22, proof of Lemma 2.13],

Ho.xv (B | A) = Hy,

B | 4)| < 6k]Al-log|], (B.84)

and, similarly,

| HQ xu e (B 1 A, B| A, 4)| < o log|B (B.85)

) o HQAZXQB\AZ(
for any Qp 4z € P(B | A x A). Hence, by the assumption A(Q ,7,V) < px [see the distance definition in

(B.10)]

AQu1V) =AQux V) +AQ 7. V) — AQu7, V) (B.86)

< AQux V) + | Houxv (B | 4) — Hy, (B 4)

+ max |HQ,sx@u i (B | AA) = Hy o (B A,Z)‘ (B.87)
B|AA
< px + 0 (|Al+1) log|B|:= pi. (B.88)

By the delta-convention, p’ = o(1). The bound (B.88) is the first required property.

Property 2: We relate the typical sets Tx([V]s, | o) € BE and Tx([V]s, | @) for (af,ak) €
Tk ([Q 475, ) wWhich are “close” according to the A-distance, and specifically, according to Property 1 satisfy
that A(2(a’,a’), V) < pl. To this end, note that Lemma 23| (with the role of o’ and @* switched) implies
that

VE (Tie(V]s | ) | @) > e 2KPk (B.89)



61

where ph = o(1) holds. Denote the Hamming neighborhood of a set Sk C BX by

Sk = {BK S BK:bmig pu (b, b)) < e} (B.90)
KeSk

where py(-, ) is the Hamming distance. By the non-asymptotic blowing-up lemma [37, Lemma 3.6.1] (see also

[11, Lemma 5.4] [29], [30])
1
VK (erTK([V}(; | o) \aK) >1- (B.91)

where %‘ =P +1/ IO%K = o 1) The probability bound of (B.91) is the second required property.
Property 3: If b5 € T Ty ([V]s | a®) then there exists b € Tx([V]s | a’€) such that pg (b, 05) < (k. It

then follows from the definition of vy, (V') that
VE (BK | aK)
- 2 e_KKVmin' (B92)
VE (bK | aK)

This is the third required property.
% for b5 € Tic([Vls,e | @) N T Tic([V]s, | o). First, we
upper bound V(b | @) for b5 € T ([V]s, | @). There exists V € [V | Q4Js C Pr(B | Q) such that

bX e Ty (V | @) and so

Property 4: We upper bound the ratio

VEGE | ak) = exp [—K- (D(V 1V Q) +Hy (B Z))} (B.93)

<exp[-K - (—|A||Bléx log 0k + Hg xv(B | A))] (B.94)

where the equality follows from the standard identity [[11, Lemma 2.6], and the inequality follows from the
continuity of the conditional entropy in the channel that determines the relation between the variables [ 11, Proof
of Lemma 2.13], as well as the non-negativity of the KL divergence. Second, we lower bound V& (BK | o) for
b e Tx T ([V]5 | o). By Property 3 there exists V € P (B | Q) and b5 € Tx(V | o) € Ti([V]s,. | o)

such that

VK(BK ‘ CLK) > e LxcVmin VK(Z;K | aK) > exp |:—K <i§Vmin + Vmin6K|~AHB‘+HQA><V(B ‘ A)>:| (B.95)

where the right-most inequality follows from

1 . .
7 log VEGS [a®)= Y~ Qale) D V(bla)-logV(b|a) (B.96)
a€supp(Qa) besupp(V (-|a))

< Y Qale) Y V(b|a)-logV(b]a)

a€supp(Qa) besupp(V (-|a))

»With the choice o = 1 in [37| Eq. 3.6.5] which leads in the notation there to nx = 2.
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Y e Y |V<b|a>—v<b|a>\-1ogv(bl,a) (B.97)

a€supp(Qa) besupp(V (:|a))

< D) Qale) DY V(bla)-logV(b|a)+ vndk |AlIBl  (B.98)
a€supp(Qa) besupp(V (:|a))
= —Hg,xv(B | A) + Vnindx | A B]. (B.99)

Combining (B.94) and (B.95), it holds that if b* € Tx ([V] | @®) N T Tx([V]s, | @), and Q4 = Q then

VERE|a) [K <£Ky. + Vind 1| A|I B~ | A BI6  1og 8 )] (B.100)
VK(EK ‘ aK) =~ €xXp J /min 'min0 K K 10g 0K . .

This is the fourth required property.

With the above four properties, we now bound the required KL divergence, as follows:

D(Pggx || Pgrgx)

BEB
(a)
< D(Pgug e || P ana | Paxae) (B.101)
(0) K2
< Z PAKZK (aKaaK> -D (PBKEK‘AKZK(' | aKaaK) || PBKEK‘AKZK(' | aKvaK)> te Kok
(a%,a")eTr ([Qazl)
(B.102)
(é) Z PAKZK (CLK,EK)X
(a,a")eTr (Qazl)
~ o K 1ak)y. V501 ak
> ZVK(b\aK).vK(byaK)logV (b]a”)-V (bla”) (B.103)
2 VE® oK) -VE(D | ak)
beBX beBX
. VEGK | k) :
_ K —K K (K | -K ~ K682
= B Z PAKZK(CL ,a )~ZV (b |CL )logm—{—e (B104)
(a¥,a")eTr ([Qazl) beBX

where (a) follows from the convexity of the KL divergence [8, Theorem 2.7.2], (b) follows since P[(a’S,a*) €

TE((Q 45))] < e K% under P, 7=, and (c) follows from (see Fig.

P BK§K|AKZK(

0K 5 | oX,a5) = VE(HK | 7%) - T EE | aF) (B.105)
and

K

Kk 7K _ z K 7K | _
P (07,07 [a®,@) = VF [o®) VT @ [a"). (B.106)

We next bound the KL divergence in (B.104) for an arbitrary (a’,a*) € T ([Q 47]). The idea is that under
the measure VX (- | @¥), both the typical set Tx ([V] | @) and the blown-up set T'“*Tx ([V]s | ') have high

probability (larger than 1 —e =% % and 1—1 /K2, respectively). Thus their intersection also has high probability
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(larger than 1 —e =X 0k —1 /K?). Using this observation we may bound the conditional KL divergence as follows:

Z VK(l;K |6K)log —VK(Z}K |a%)

) VE (K | oK)

bKeBk

(a) . VE® | ak) > 1

< VE®D | a®)log ——— + <6_K6K—|— )-Kumin B.107

< 72 (ba") B VR [aF) e (B.107)
bEeTr ([V]|a¥ )Nk Tk ([V]s|a¥)

®) ¢ |

< | G+ v AIBL- Aok g S+ (155 4 5 )| < (B.108)

© oK) (B.109)

where (a) follows since

1 K(jK | gk

— log M < max _ log—= < Vmin, (B.110)
K " VE®BK | aX) ™ agesupp(Qa)beB V(b ] a)

(b) follows from Property 4, and (c) follows since dx satisfies the delta convention, and {x = o(K). Inserting

this bound back to (B.104) we obtain that D(Pg, g« || Pgipgx) = o(K), as was required to be proved in order

BXB
to complete the proof of the lemma. [ ]
We now prove Prop.
Proof of Prop. ‘ Let P, .« denote the joint probability distribution of (AKX, ZK) and let us explicitly de-
note the dependence of the mutual information on this distribution as I( A ZK; BE, EK) = I(P g5 (VK. VK))
Under the assumption of the proposition, P, .-« is supported on (a subset of) Tk (Q 47)- For a permutation

0:[K] — [K] from the symmetric group S, let

P.E{Z)ZK ((a(]a"waK—l):(an- y OF — 1)) PAKA ((a0(0)7--'aaU(K—l))a(60(0)¢-"760(K—1))) . (B.11D)

Then, P/(;)ZK is also supported on a subset of T (Q 45)- Since BX ~ VE(. | AKX) and BY ~ VK(- | ZK)

=K
and the channels VX, V" are memoryless, then

—K

(P e, (VE V) = 1P (v V) (B.112)
for any o € S. Letting P AKAS T S 6 i Yoo P/(XK)A denote a uniform averaging over all permutations in

G, the concavity of the mutual information in its input distribution and (B.112)) imply
—K K
I(Pyees VE V) S (P g, (V7). (B.113)

To bound the mutual information for P , .« we note that under this distribution, (A%, ZK) ~ Uniform[Tx (Q 47)]

and so the distribution of a marginal pair is (A, Ay) ~ Q 45 for any k € [K]. By the standard bound on mutual
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information for the memoryless channel (A, A) — (B, B) it holds that

7K J—
7 (PAKZK,(VK’V )) <K 19 ,xQuax@s5 (A A; B, B) (B.114)

where Qp4 =V and QEZ = V. We next bound the single-letter expression I(A, A; B, B) where the subscript
defining the distribution @) is omitted for brevity. From Markovity (see Fig.

I(A;B,B|A)=H(B,B|A)— H(B,B| A,A) (B.115)
= H(B|A) +H(B|B,A) —H(B|AA) —H(B|B,A,A) (B.116)
=H(B|A)+H(B|A)—-H(B|A) —-H(B|A) (B.117)
— H(B|A)— H(B| A). (B.118)

Then,
I(A,A;B,B)=I(A;B,B) + I(A; B,B | A) (B.119)
= H(B,B)— H(B,B|A)+I(A; B,B | 4) (B.120)
= H(B,B)—H(B|A)— H(B|4,B)+I(4; B,B| A) (B.121)
“Y H(B,B)- HB|A) - HB|A) + I(A;B,B | A) (B.122)
Y H(B,B) - H(B|A) - H(B| A) (B.123)
Y H(B,B)- H(B|A) - HB|A) (B.124)
(é) H(B,B)—H(B|A)—H(B|A) +o(p) (B.125)
“ HB)+HB|B) - HB|A) — HB | 4,B) +olp) (B.126)
= I(A;B) + I(A; B | B) + o(p) (B.127)
= I(A; B, B) + o(p), (B.128)

where (a) follows from Markovity (see Fig. [7), (b) follows from (B.118), (c) follows since the fact that
Q4 = Q, and (d) follows from Lemma Plugging this bound into (B.114)) leads to the required result. W

C. Structural Properties of Capacity Achieving Codebooks

In this section, we return to the DNA channel formulation, and show that if a rate R is achievable by a
sequence of codebooks Cjs (and appropriate decoders), then it is also achievable by a sequence of codebooks
which have convenient structural properties.

The first structural property regards the minimum-distance maximal sets of the codewords, which we define

next. Recall the distance definition of A(Q 4%, V) in (B.10) which we now utilize with K = L. For any given



65

codeword 2™ () in a codebook Cys, we define the minimum-distance maximal set M, (j) C [M] as the largest
subset of [M] such that
A(P (3, (7)1, (1)), WE) = p (B.129)

my ? Y Me

L

ma

for all my, ma € M,(j), and so z% (j) and z% (j) are “far” according to the distance A. Furthermore, by the
maximal property of this set, it is clear that if m ¢ M, (j), then there exists m’ € M, (j) such that zZ (j) and
xL,(j) are “close”. Thus the size of M, (j) is a measure of the scattering of the molecules of the codeword
zEM (5). In principle, the index set M ,(j) can be different for each codeword j € [|Cps|]. However, as we show
a sequence of capacity achieving codebooks can be found for which M, (j) = [M,,], that is, identical to all the
codewords j € [|Ca|] in Cax.

The second structural property is that the molecules of the codeword in a specific index m € [M] can have
a constant composition Px ,,, € Pr(X), again, for all j € [|Cps]].

These properties are summarized in the following proposition.

Proposition 29. Suppose that the rate R is achievable for the DNA channel DNA = {«, B, W'}. Then R is also
achievable by a sequence of codebooks {Cps}pren+ for which:

1) There exists M, such that M, (j) = [M,] for all j € [|Cp]).

2) There exists { Px m}mep) S PrL(X) (with L = $log M) such that P (xL,(j)) = Px m for all j € [|Cp|).

Proof: The result is a simple consequence of the number of possibilities for sets M, and for the number of
types, as well as the DNA channel property that the order of the molecules does not affect the error probability
of the codebook. We will establish those properties in two stages. In each stage we find a suitable sub-codebook
which satisfies the property and has negligible rate loss, and, trivially, lower error probability (under optimal
decoding).

Let a codebook Cys of size e (1= be given. First, the number of possible sets M, (j) C [M] is at most
oM — ¢o(ML) gince L = Blog M. Thus, for all M large enough, there must exist a sub-code Cj, of size larger

than

oML(R—0) 5
>2 > _2 ,
ICar1> Y > exp [ML (R 2)} (B.130)

such that M ,(j) is identical to all codewords. We denote its size by M,. By re-ordering the molecules for

each codeword, we may assure that M ,(j) = [M,]. Second, the number of possible types for each molecule

zk () € XL is less than (L + 1)I*l and so the number of sequences of M ordered types for a codeword is less
than

(L4 DIFM = exp ML - | X1M 'EgL(L U] _ o), (B.131)
A proper sub-code can be found similarly to the first stage. [ ]

We will henceforth assume that the codebooks {Cj,} satisfy the structural properties of Prop.
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D. Upper Bound on the Mutual Information

In this section, we derive an upper bound on I(X“M:YLN) and so complete the proof of the upper bound
on the capacity. To this end, we consider a genie-aided decoder proposed in [25]], [40], and specifically, we
assume that the genie-aided decoder has a modified output Y LM instead of YLV, as we next define. Let Z#Sm

be the output clusters of the molecule X,’;;, that is
zZES =y k.U, =m} (B.132)

is the set of outputs which are the result of the sequencing of the mth molecule. Note ZX%» ¢ L5 that is,
Zm has a variable number of L.S,, symbols from ), where S, is the number of times molecule m have been
sampled. Thus, whenever S5,,, = d, we may consider Z,, to be the L-tuple output of L. memoryless uses of the
binomial channel W®¢ | for the input molecule X% . So, we equivalently consider Z~ to have L of symbols
from )%, and slightly change the notation to Z%. We then let ZM% = (Z(’)'“, N4 f/[_l) (where each Z,,, might
have a different alphabet YSm). As discussed in [25], [40], a genie-aided decoder whose output is ZML g
too strong, and would lead to a loose upper bound. So, we only assume that the decoder knows a random
permutation of ZM~_ In other words, the decoder knows the outputs clusters, but does not know which input
molecule is the source of which cluster. Concretely, let U : [M] — [M] be a permutation drawn uniformly at

random from the symmetric group Gy, and let

Vi =2zEk eydo.l (B.133)

m

for all mm € [M], and then consider the vector Y™ = (Y&, ... Y,k ). This is illustrated in Fig.

We assume that the output of the genie-aided channel is Y LM rather than Y2V Note that this also implies
that the genie-aided decoder knows the amplification vector Q™V*!, that is, how many molecules have been
sampled d times for d € [N + 1]. This assumption essentially transforms the DNA channel as follows: On
the original DNA channel with the original decoder, the M input molecules {X#L}me[ ) are transformed into
output molecules {YHL}HE[ N]» Where each Y,F is the result of X 5" sequenced by the DMC W¥. In the modified
channel, there are only M outputs YEM | and each output Y, is the result of X(@]m sequenced by the binomial
channel, W4, where d = Sg. » and Y is the alphabet size of 17,,%. In other words, while the original DNA
channel had N homogeneous outputs — each is a sequencing of a single molecule, the modified channel has M
possibly non-homogeneous outputs — each is a (possibly) multiple sequencing of the same molecule.

Evidently, given YEM | the genie-aided decoder can generate an output which is distributed as YV by

separating its clusters and performing a random permutation. Hence, by the data processing theorem

I(XEM Yy ENY < [(XIM, y LM (B.134)
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Figure 8. Illustration of permuted output clusters for M = 3 and N = 5. Here, 2{° = (v&, ¥, vE), 28 = (yf,y¥) and 25° = () (s

empty), while @ = (1,0, 2).

Thus in what follows we concentrate on upper bounding I(X*M Y LM ). Moreover, since the genie-aided
decoder, in fact, is aware of QN !, we will focus on bounding (XM y LM | QV*1) [which also satisfies a
data processing bound as in ]. The error probability in the DNA channel depends on U™ only via Q1.
Thus Q! can be considered a random state of the channel. Since @4 is the number of molecules which have
been sampled d times, or, otherwise stated, were input to a d-order binomial channel, QN +1 represents the
distribution of channel “quality” for the M molecules (with d being larger means that the channel is less noisy).

We thus upper bound the mutual information I(XZM;YEM | QN+1) in three steps:

1) Appendix Conditioned on a fixed given amplification vector QN+ = ¢/V*!1, and assuming a fixed
composition codebook Cys, namely, 2 (z% (j)) = Px for all m € [M], and for all j € [Cys]. (per the structural
property of Prop. 29).

2) Appendix Averaged over the distribution of QV*!, while still assuming a fixed composition
codebook.

3) Appendix Averaged over the distribution of Q™V*!, for a general composition codebook. Per the

structural property of Prop. it can still be assumed that Z(zk (j1)) = 2 (xk (j2)) for any ji,j2 € [Cu]
and any m € [M].
The order in which we develop the upper bound on the mutual information is not arbitrary, or just chosen for
the convenience of the analysis. Allowing a general composition codebook at an earlier stage of the derivation
would lead to an upper bound in which a different input distribution Px 4 can be chosen for input molecules
which are sampled d times. Clearly, such a bound will not be generally tight in a DNA channel, in which the
encoder does not how many times each molecule is sampled.

1) Fixed Composition Molecules and Given QN1 : We next upper bound the mutual information for a DNA
channel with genie-aided decoder. We will need a slight generalization of the original model, which pertains to

the molecule scaling length. For the DNA channel, there are M molecules, each of length L = 3log M. Here
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we still assume that L = (S log M, yet the total number of molecules is 03, M for a general 0, € (0, 1], which

may even decay to zero, yet sub-polynomially.

Proposition 30. Let M = M for some 0 = 0y = W € (0, 1], and assume a DNA codebook with molecules
of length L = Blog M and a total of M molecules per codeword. Let d € Nt and ¢V ' € 2(M, N) be given,

and assume that

1
i (W) = log ———— . B.135
Vnin( W) 3= amax | log qrze s < 00 (B.135)

Further assume that 2 (XL) = Px with probability 1. Then,

L Ja(Px.W.B) + [ 1= 2L ) log X +og,4((1) (B.136)

~ M
deld] de|

[~

1 .
_ I XLM;YLM N+1 — N+1 <
T | Q <D

=|

where Jq(Px, W, ) is as defined in (B.1).

To prove Prop. [30, we need the following lemma which bounds I(XZM; YEM | QN+1 = ¢N+1) in case all
molecules have been sampled the same number of times d, that is, under the event, S,,, = d for all m € [M],
and so the total number of output molecules is dM. Note that in the DNA channel N = aM and so d = « in

this event, yet here we consider a general d.

Lemma 31. Let M = OM for some 0 = 0y = W € (0,1], and assume a DNA codebook with molecules
of length L = Blog M and a total of M molecules per codeword. Assume that the codebook Cy7 is such that
P(xm(j)) = Px for all m € [M] and j € [|C37|] and that the sequencing channel satisfies Vyin(W) < oc. Let
g1 be given such that g3 = M for some d € [N + 1] (that is Sy, = d for all m € [M)]).

If X LM jg uniformly distributed over Cy then

1 [ —
7 XLM;YLM N+1 — N+1
7L ( | Q g ")
I(Px, W®) — & +o(1), CID(Px, W) > 2
= I(Px, W) — CID(Px, W) + & +0(1) 5 < CID(Px, W) < 2. (B.137)

I(Px, Wed) CID(Px, W) < &

We remark that the following proof utilizes Lemma [41] from Appendix which shows that the mutual
information obtained by K DMC uses is roughly the same when the input distribution is i.i.d. and when the input
has a fixed composition over the type class induced by the input distribution. This result may be of independent

interest.

Proof: To simplify the notation, we remove throughout the conditioning on QN*! = ¢™N*1 and simply

write M instead of M = @M. The exact location in which this matters will be highlighted.
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We begin by modifying the input distribution. Recall that the distribution of the input X =M is
1 .
pe,, (M) = —— Z 1 {2a"M(j) = 2} (B.138)

Let us denote 2% (5) = (2m,0(4) - - - Tm,1—1(j)) so that 2, ¢(j) € X is the £th symbol in the mth molecule of
the codeword 2 (5). Let 5 (j) = (T,o0)(F)s -+ s Tmo(z—1)(J)), where o: [L] — [L] is a permutation from
the symmetric group &y,. Let Cps» denote the codebook obtained by applying the same permutation o to all
molecules, and for all codewords. Further let us temporarily denote the mutual information, I(XM; Y LM), with
an input distribution P¢,, as I(FPe,,). Then, since the sequencing channel is memoryless I(Fe,,) = I(Fe,, »)

for any permutation o € G,.. Let

B.139
‘Gd > Peyo (B.139)

0EG,
denote the uniform mixture of F¢,, ,. By concavity of the mutual information in its input distribution, it holds
that I(P) > I(Fe,,). Thus we may upper bound I(P) = I(XM;YLM) under the input distribution P. Note
that under P the marginal distribution of any molecule X is uniform over the type class 77 (Px). Other than
that, the order of the molecules is unchanged, and the closeness relations between molecules (according to the
distance A) are unaltered.

Recall that UM is the random permutation which maps X% to }707; 1. It holds that

?LM ‘ XLM) (B.140)
H(YIM | XEMy L g(yEM | xIM My (B.141)
I(YEM. gM | xEM) (B.142)

YLM ‘ XLM UM

) —
) —
) — HOM | XEM) 4 g(UM | XEM y LMy (B.143)
) —

Mlog M + H{UM | XEM y LMy L O(M) (B.144)

where the last equality follows since the permutation UM s distributed uniformly over the symmetric group
G, independently of XM and since by Stirling’s approximation H(UM) = log M!> M log M + O(M).

We continue by bounding H (UM | XM Y EM) and to this end we recall the distance A(Q 5, V) defined in
ti and set pr, = p, obtained by setting K = L in , and taking 7, which satisfies the delta-convention
for alphabet as large as X x V. In essence, we will utilize here Lemma which implies that if a set of far
molecules is randomly permuted and then sequenced, the permutation can be “decoded” by observing the inputs
and the outputs in the sense that the conditional entropy of the permutation is greatly reduced conditioned on
the input and the output. Recall that according to Prop. we may assume that there exists M, € [M] such
that

A (ﬁ(:& (), & (j)),W$d> > o1 (B.145)

mq ? Mo
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for all my,mg € [M,] m1 # my, and that for any mg3 ¢ [M))] there exists my4 € [M)] such thatm
A (9”(90#3(1),:65140)), W@d> <pL- (B.146)

Thus, {x},(j)}me[n,] is @ minimum-distance maximal set for any j € [|Car]]. Let GM € {0,1}" be such that

G = {U,, & [M,]}, that is, G, indicates whether Y,, is the output of a molecule which does not belong
to the minimum-distance maximal set. Given G™ the decoder can partition each of XM YIM apnd UM
into two parts. Intuitively, the knowledge of G™ allows to separate the input, output and channel permutation
to ones which pertain to the maximal set and their complement. Concretely, first X3, = (XOL yeeoy X 1%4971)
and X (M,]e = (X ]\L/[p, o, X ]{44_1) are, respectively, the molecules which belong to the maximal set, and the
remaining molecules. Second, in accordance, }7(0) = (Yt:G,, = 0) and }7(1) = (YL:G,, = 1), the outputs
clusters which are the result of sequencing X[5; | and X[/ |-, respectively, and U(O) = (Up : G, = 0) and
U(l) = (U : Gy, = 1). Tt holds that U (respectively U )) is distributed uniformly over a group isomorphic
to the symmetric group Sy, (respectively Sy Mp]).

Let n € (0,1) be a given constant (which does not depend on M). Then, for all sufficiently large ME]
H(UvM ‘ XLM,Y/LM) < H(UM,GM | XLM7}~/LM)
= HGM | xIM yIMy L goM | gM, XM yLM) (B.147)
<HGY)+ H(Uyy | GM XM Y IMY 4 H(Ugy | GM, XM YEM) (BL148)

(a) . N
< Mlog2+ (M — M,)log M + O(M) + H(Ugy | GM, X" vEM)  (B.149)
()

< O(M) + (M — M,)log M + H(Ug) | Xja1» Vo)) (B.150)
()

< O(M)+ (M — M,)log M + o(M,log M,) (B.151)
<OM)+ (M — M,)log M + o(M log M) + nM log M. (B.152)

where:

o (a) follows since H(GM) <> M] H(Gy,) < Mlog2, and since U(l) has at most (M — M),)! outcomes
and so Stirling’s bound implies H (U | GM, XM Y LM) < log(M — M,)! < (M — M,)log M +O(M),

o (b) follows since conditioning reduces entropy.

e (c) is justified as follows. If M, > nM then we utilize Lemma Indeed, U(O) is a uniform random
permutation, Xy, is a set of “far” inputs, and 17(0) is the set of corresponding permuted outputs over the
channel W9, Specifically, we set therein K = L = 3log M. However, at this point we recall that M is

a simplified notation for 65, M, and so we set T' = noM > exp[L(B -+ log(ne ))]. It then holds that 7,

*Note that since P (Tms(j)) = P(xm,(j)) the distance A is symmetric.
*'The minimal value of M required for this to hold only depends on |X|,|Y|, d and 7.
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therein satisfies 77, > % = 19 for all L large enough (or M) since 7 is a constant and 0y, = w(%) Thus,

the claim of Lemma [24] applies here and results
H(Ugy | Xpa1,), Yio)) = o(M,log M,). (B.153)

This is the only place in the proof in which it matters that 6 may not equal 1. Otherwise, if M, < nM
then we bound by Stirling’s bound H(U(O) | X[Mp},ff(o)) <nMlog(nM)+ O(M) = nMlog M + O(M).
The upper bound in (c) replaces the maximum of both cases (M, < nM) by a sum.

We continue with the analysis of , and next turn to upper bound H (Y M), To this end, let G e [M]

be the following refinement of GM . If G,, = 0 then G,,, = 0 too. Otherwise, if G,, = 1 then

G, = min {m G = 0, A(P(XE XL ), W) < p} , (B.154)

that is G,,, indicates which is the output cluster E%Lm so that ?,,Ll and }%Lm are the outputs of “close” input
molecules, where S%Lm is the output of a molecule in the minimum-distance maximal set. In addition, let F;,
be an arbitrary member of Pr(X x X)) if G, =0 and F,,, = @(X(@]E" ,Xgm) if G, = 1, that is, in case Y,%
is not a cluster which is the result of sequencing a molecule in the max;mal set, F,,, indicates the joint type its

input molecule and the “close” molecule in the maximal set. Note that F,, € Pr(X x X). Then,

H(YEM) < gyiM G pM) (B.155)
=HGY, FMy+ HYM™M |GV, FM) (B.156)
< O(Mlog(log M))) + (M — M,)log M + H(YEM | GV FM) (B.157)

where in the last inequality H (@M,FM ) is bounded as follows: There are ( Aj\fp ) < 2M ways to choose G,
that is, the set of output clusters 17(0) which are the result of molecules in X, ;. This can be specified with
O(M) nats. Then, for each of the M — M, indices in which G,, = 1, it requires log M, nats to specify the
cluster index 7, and

log|PL(X x X)|< log (L + 1)I** = O(log(log M)) (B.158)

to specify the joint type (as follows from standard type counting, e.g., [11, Lemma 2.2]).
Continuing (B.157), we next bound H(YLM | GM FM) as

HYMM | GM FM)

5 =M 5 o AM

=H(Y) |G, FM")+ H(Yyy) | Yi0), G, FM) (B.159)
<HY) |G+ HY | Y0, G FM) (B.160)
(a) ~ o

< Y HEH+ > HYLEIVE R (B.161)

me[M]:G,,=0 me[M]:G,,=1



72

= Y HYhH+ Y. HEEIYE Fn)+HYE | Fn)— HYS | F) (B.162)

me[M]:G,,=0 me[M]:G,,=1
QS HEhH+ Y HEEYE |F.)-HEE) (B.163)
me[M]:G,,=0 me[M]:G,,=1

where (a) follows from the standard independence bound on entropy bound H (A, B) < H(A)+ H(B) and since
conditioning reduces entropy, and (b) follows since EN%L is independent of F},, [under P defined in (B.139)].

Next, we combine this bound with the value of H(YZM | XM 7MY which is the last entropy term in the

decomposition of I(XEM;YLM) in (B.144). For this term, we simply write:

me([M]
= Y HWWIXE)+ Y. HE.IXL) (B.165)
me[M]:G,,=0 / me[M]:G,,=1

Then, combining this expression with

HYM |G FMY - H(YEM | XEM (M)

— Y HEh-HEE|XE)

m

me[M]:G,,=0

2. HOERYG [Fa- > HOGIXp)- ) HOG |XF )
me[M]:G,,=1 me[M]:G,,=1 me[M]:G,,=1 "

- Y. H¥ )+ Y H(}%Lm|X§§) (B.166)
me[M]:Gn=1 me[M]:G,=1 "

= > IXEYh+ ) I(Xl@]m,Xéém;ﬁﬁ,ffén|Fm)—I(X£Fm;)%Lm) (B.167)
me[M]:G,,=0 me[M|:G,,=1

YoM, - M) L-I(Px, W +o(ML) + S I(XL XL VEYE | B (B.168)

me[M]:G,,=1

b
< (2M, — M) - L - I(Px, W% +2(M — M,)L - I(Px,W®?) — L(M — M,) - CID(Px, W®?) + o(ML)

(B.169)

—
=

= ML-I(Px,W%) — L(M — M,) - CID(Px, W%%) 4+ o(ML), (B.170)

where:

« (a) holds since under the assumed input distribution to the channel P it holds that X% ~ Uniform[77(Px)].
and by Lemma 41| from Appendix the mutual information in this case is L-I(Px, W®%)+o(L) (where
I(Px, W®4) is the single-letter mutual information in the DMC W®¢ with input distribution Py).

e (b) follows from Prop. where here we utilized the fact that conditioned on F},, the input distribution

is supported on the type indicated by F;, with probability 1, say @y, and this joint type satisfies
AQyx, W) < p = pr = o(L).
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Combining (B.170) with (B.157) we obtain the bound

HY MMy - g(ytM | XxEM My < ML - 1(Px, W% — L(M — M,) - CID(Px, W®?)

+ (M — M,)log M +o(ML). (B.171)

Further combining the bounds (B.152) and (B.171) on the entropy terms in (B.144) and setting, L = log M

we obtain

HH T < 1w (1= 32 ) o e + (12 212 ) S 2 o] @a72)

Since M, is arbitrary, a general bound must take the worst case over M, € [M]. The term in the last bound
which depends on M, is given by
M,

M, wdy _ 2
4 [CID(PX,W ) 5} (B.173)

and if CID(Pyx, W%4) > % then this term is maximized by M, = M and otherwise by M, = 0. Inserting this
into (B.172), and taking n | 0 we obtain

I(XLM’Y/LM) - I(PX,WEBd) — % —+ 0(1), CID(PX, W®d) Z

B.174
ML - ( )

e N

I(Px,W®?) — CID(Px, W®) + 4 +o(1) CID(Px, W®?) <

The second case above will be used when CID(Py, W®?) > 4. Otherwise, the trivial bound 7(X*"; YEMY) <
ML - I(Px x W®?) — which can be easily obtained by analyzing a decoder which knows the molecule order
UM _ s better. Summarizing all three cases and utilizing the definition of J(Px, W, 3) in completes the
proof. ]
We can now prove Prop. [30
Proof of Prop. 30} To simplify the notation we again use M instead of 657 M. Recall the molecule duplicate
vector SM where S, is the number of times that molecule X have been sampled, and that QV+! = 4/ (SM).

Then,

I(XLM;Y/LM ‘ QN-H _ qN-i-l)

< I(XLM;}”/LM’SM | QN+ = qN“) (B.175)
= J(XEM, gM | QN+1 = (N+1) 4 [(X LM, yLM | gM QN+1 _ (N+1) (B.176)
_ I(XLM;YLM | SM N+l qN+1) B.177)

where the right-most equality follows since XM and S™ are independent given QV*! and so I(XIM; SM |
QN1 = ¢V*1) = 0. We next bound the last mutual information for an arbitrary s for which .4 (s™) = ¢V +1.

Let Mg := {m € [M]: s,, = d} denote the set of molecule indices which have been sampled d times (where
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|Mg|= gq). Conditioned on SM = sM (in essence, assuming that the decoder knows S M — ¢M) the decoder
can partition any codeword X M to sets X, = (XL),nem, for d € [N + 1], and, in accordance, partition the
entire codebook Cys to shorter codebooks Cy,. Since the number of L-tuples in Y;% is trivially known to the
decoder, it knows My := {m € [M]: Y,k € (¥%)F} and so it can similarly partition Y;% to the corresponding
sets f/ﬂd so that the g4 clusters in ffmd are the result of sequencing X, in a random order (uniform over all

permutations). Then,

TCEMPEM | M = M) = 1 (Xt Xty Xty Vg Vg, | S = 5) (B.178)
Q)H<?ﬂo,...,?mN|SM:8M>— Z H(?ﬂd’XMd,SM:SM)
dE[N+1]
(B.179)
®) i )
< ¥ H(Ym) _ H(YM |XMd> (B.180)
de[N+1] de[N+1]
= Y I(Xm Vig,) (B.181)
de[N+1]

where (a) follows since conditioned on X 4, ffﬂd is independent of all other variables, and (b) follows from
the standard independence bound on entropy bound H (A, B) < H(A)+ H(B), and since conditioning reduces
entropy. Each mutual information term (X q,; ffﬂd) in the sum corresponds to a channel z ¢, = Y,
in which each molecule is sampled exactly d times, and so Lemma (31| can be utilized. Specifically, first, for
d = 0 (the erased molecules) I(xr4,;Grm,) = 0. Second, for any d > d (molecules which are “over-sampled”)

we bound

> IXmiYy) < Y. H(zwm,) < [ M= qa | Llog|X|. (B.182)

de[N+1]\[d] de[N+1]\[d] deld)

Third, for d € [d] with d > 0 we have two sub-cases. Let § > 0 be arbitrary.

o If g4 < OM then we bound,
I(Xm,; Yig,) < 0MLlog| X| (B.183)

o If g4 > @M then we use Lemma [31] which can be succinctly written as

M0, F,) < - { Irwros (X57) - DR W5%) — ;L + |a(ry, e - ;L +oln)}.
(B.184)

Note that M is fixed, and so Lemma [31]| holds even if M is replaced with 6, M.
Summing up all mutual information bounds for all d and substituting in (B.I8I)), and then taking ¢ | 0 and
using the definition of Jy(Px, W, 3) in establishes the claimed bound. [ |
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2) Fixed Composition Molecules and Random QN1 : In this section, we remove the conditioning on a given

amplification vector QN+ = ¢V 1 and prove an upper bound on the average mutual information for a random
QN +1

Proposition 32. Consider the same assumptions as in Prop. Then,

mI(XLM VLM | QN+1) < > wald) - Ja(Px, W, 8) + o(1) (B.185)
deN

where Jy(Px, W, [3) is as defined in @), and my(d) = ads!_a Poisson p.m.f. with parameter .

To prove this proposition, we will need a notion of a typical set for amplification vectors, defined as follows:
aq(X) = {qN+1 € 2(M, N):gl?gl]( ga _ ﬂ'a(d)’ < X} (B.186)
€

and the next lemma which estimates the tolerance x required for .2%(x) to have probability ).

Lemma 33 (Typical sampling set). Let d € [N + 1] be given, let S™ ~ Multinomial(N, (37, ..., 7)), let
QN*L = N (SM) be its empirical distribution, and let x (1)) satisfy

P [QM e o (x(v))] = ¢ (B.187)

Then, x(4) = Oz, ()

Proof: By the union bound

POV e #i(x)] <d-P HQd d)‘ > x} . (B.188)
Recall that % is the average of M indicator random variables
Qa 1
S T s 1{Sm = ) .
M {Sm = d} (B.189)
me[M]

and while these variables are not statistically independent, as we shall next show, the correlation between them
is low, and so the probability of the deviation of % from its mean can be bounded by Chebyshev’s inequality.

The mean is E [Qq4/M] = P[S,, = dJ, and the second moment is

E <Qd> ] =5 > Y P{Sn=d}n{Sw =d}] (B.190)
m€ [M]m/e[M]
—IW+A; > P [{S,, = d} N {Sp = d}] (B.191)

m,m’€[M]:m'#£m
P[So=d M?*-M

= 0= T B l{Sm =) 0 (S = d}]. (B.192)




Now, for m’ # m it holds that S,, ~ Binomial(N, 7;) and Sy, | Sy, = d ~ Binomial(N — d, 17—

and

risw=dise-a = (V) () (o)

So, as long as d € [d] and d = ©(1)

Blow —d|Smod (V) (A1) (Mora)®
P[Sy, = d] - M

_ (N—d)---(N—2d+1) (M —-1\*
 N(N—-1)---(N—-d+1) <M—2>

(3 (w5) () (s

®,i0 (L
Y1405 (37)

where (a) follows since M (M — 2)/(M —1)? < 1, and (b) follows since d € [d]. So,

]P)[{Sm:d}ﬂ{sm’ :d}] :P[Sm:d]P[Sm’ :d’Sm:d]

< P2[S,, = d| <1+0d<]\14)>.

Hence, from (B.192)

o[#)-=[(%)]-# (%) - ()

*This is because U™ ~ Uniform[M]\{m} for in the indices n € [N] for which U,, # m.

76

.So

(B.193)

(B.194)

(B.195)

(B.196)
(B.197)

(B.198)

(B.199)

(B.200)

(B.201)

(B.202)

(B.203)

(B.204)

(B.205)

(B.206)
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We thus denote V [%} = % where ¢ depends only on d. By Chebyshev’s inequality

Qd Qu Qa cq
P H i E v >\ P v P[S,=d]| > x| < e (B.207)
and by the union bound
Qq deg
P |max |— —P[S,, =d|| > < . B.208
deld] | =X =u X2 ( )

Let So ~ Pois(«). Since S,, ~ Binomial(N, ﬁ) and NV - ﬁ = «, a constant, the binomial distribution tends to

a Poisson distribution. The approximation error is due to Hodges and Le-Cam (e.g., [13, Sec. 3.6.1])

~ «
(P[SO —d] — P[3, = d}) <Iz=a (B.209)
Since P[Sy = d] = m4(d) (by definition)
P [max Qa _ Ta(d)| > X]
deld]
_ Qa _ _ & _
= P |max | <2 —P[Sy = d] + P[Sy = d] — P [50 - d} > (B.210)
| deld) | M
i Qu B B 5
<P |max| 2% — B[Sy = d] +‘P[So—d]—IP’[SO—dH>X (B.211)
| deld) | M
| Qu ~ o
< _— = = — = _— .
<P | P[Sp d]‘ n ‘IP’[SO d —P [So d} ] > x M] (B.212)
ECE
— (B.213)
M (x - )
Thus for P[QV ! € o (x(¢))] > ¢ it suffices to require y = & + i—cj\fl = OM(\/LM). [ |

We are now ready to prove an upper bound on the mutual information for random Q™V*!.
Proof of Prop. ' We again use M instead of M = 6j;M to lighten notation. The next proof holds
verbatim for any 6y, = W
Let arbitrary ) € (0,1) and 1 > 0 be given, and choose d such that}_ defd) 7o(d) > 1 —n (which is always
possible since » ;. Ta(d) = 1, mo(d) > 0). Then,
IXEMPEM | QN = P [QVH € ahg(x(9))] - 1 (XM VI | QN4 e apg(x(v)))
TP [QVH e g (x(w)] - T (XTI | QY e £t (x(v))  (B214)

< T(XEMTEM | QN € apyx(w)) + (1= $)MLlog|X| (B.215)
since it holds for any ¢V*! € 2(M, N) that

I(XLM;Y/LM | QN+ = qN+1) < H(XLM) < MLlog|X|. (B.216)
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We next bound I(XEM;yIM | QN+1Y for an arbitrary ¢V+! e 27(x(1)). By Lemma for any ¢Vt €
2/(x(1))) it holds

qd 1
7_%61‘507 = B.217
[ rata)] < 03, (i B217)
for all d € [d]. Thus, 4 < m.(d) + Og.p <ﬁ> for d € [d] and also
1= o1 N @)+ 0y LY cnio (A1), (B.218)
« M — ~ dWA\VM) ~ w0\ VM
deld] deld]
So Prop. 30| implies that
I(XEM Y M QN = VT <N " mo(d) - Ja(Px, W, B) + 1 - 1og| X [+0g 1 (1) (B.219)
del[d)

where Jy(Px, W, 3) is as defined in . Taking M — oo and then accordingly d 1 oo, and 1 | 0, ¥ 1 1,
proves the claim of the proposition. ]

3) General Composition Molecules : In the previous section, we have bounded the mutual information
between the input XXM and the output Y“M | conditioned on QN !, and assuming that the input molecules all

have the same fixed composition. In this section, we remove the fixed composition assumption.

Proposition 34. Assume that the sequencing channel is such that vy,(W) < co. Then,

1 LM .-LM
T (XY )s%ixd%wa(d)-Jd<PX,W,B>+o(1> (B.220)

where Jy(Px, W, [3) is as defined in @, and me(d) = adj!fa Poisson p.m.f. with parameter .

Proof: By Prop. it can be assumed that there exists {Px m}men) € Pr(X) (with L = Flog M)
such that Z(x,,(j)) = Px,m for all j € [|Cps|]. That is, the composition is fixed for each molecule index
m € [M] over all codewords, but may change from one index to the another. Let 7™ € [|PL(X)|]M be such
that T, = &P (zy (7)), that is Ty, states the molecule type Px € Pr(X) from which the outputs in YL were
sequenced.

We bound the mutual information as follows:

I(XEM, y LMy < p(x LM,y LM pM) (B.221)
< H(TM) 4 (XM, yIM | M) (B.223)

= o(ML)+ I(XEM, yLM | M) (B.224)
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where the last equality follows since |Pr(X)|< (L + 1)1*! and so

HTM) < Y H(T,) < Mlog [(L + 1)'*'} = O (Mlog(log M)) = o(ML). (B.225)
me[M]

We continue by bounding (XM y LM | TM). Recall that in the proof of Prop. the assumption that the
decoder knows S allowed it to partition XM to subsets of molecules X, which have been sampled d times
(therein, we have used My = {m € [M]: S;,, = d}), and to couple them with the set of output clusters which
contain d molecules, namely ffﬂd. Then the mutual information was upper bounded by ), I (Xﬂd; Yﬂd)' The
same strategy is taken here only with the molecule type replaces the number of samples d. To this end, let
Mp, = {m € [M]: ‘@(Xl[}m) = Px} where we recall that U, is such that Y% = Z[’:jm ={Yl:U, = m}. We
then partition Y to sub-vectors Ympx = (Yrﬁ)meﬂpx for Px € Pr(X). In addition, we set X, to be the

set of X such that 22(XL) = Px (by the structural assumption on the codebook the indices of this set are

the same for all codewords, and thus known to the decoder). Then, as in (B.181]

XMy My < Y (X Mpys Yag,,)- (B.226)
PxePr(X)

Let 7 > 0 be given, and denote for brevity wy, = |Pr(X)| and Mp, = |Mp, |. We then split the possible types

Pr(X) to those with M% < & and their complement, and bound as in (B.226

LM .x-LM M v i Val
I(XEM, y M My < ZN I(Xapy i Vi, ) + ZN I(Xatp, i Vaq, ) (B227)
Px€PL(X):— 7~ < - Px€PL(X): 7> 1
< nM Llog|X|+ > I(Xmpy: Vg, ) (B.228)
PXGPL(X)ZM]}:IX Zﬁ

where the inequality follows from the (generous) bound (X, ; ?ﬂp ) < Mp, Llog|X| and since the number

. . . . M
of total terms in both sums is wy. We continue by bounding I(Xuq,_; MPX) for the case —7~ > & Let

Qp, be the restriction of the amplification vector QV*! to the molecules which have type Px. Then,

(X Mps Yo, ) S T(XMis Yag, - Qpy) (B.229)
= I(XMpy s QPy) + 1(XMpy s Yag,, | Qpy) (B.230)
@ I(Xppy: Yz, | Qpy) (B.231)
(b)
< Mp, LY ma(d) - Jo(Px, W, 8) + o(ML) (B.232)
deN
< Mp,L- max Ta(d) - Jo(Px, W, B) 4+ o( ML) (B.233)

PxeP(X) den

where (a) follows since X, and Qp, are independent, and (b) follows from Prop. yet requires the
following justification: Prop. requires that the codewords have 6,; M molecules, each of length . = Slog M.
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Here, we apply this proposition to the case in which there are Mp, > % > (injgm =0 (bg'%M) and

so =0 (W) which decreases sub-polynomially, as required. It should be emphasized, that that the
asymptotic terms in Lemma [24]— which the proof Prop. (32) hinges on — do not depend on the input distribution

of the molecules Px.

Inserting the bounds (B.233) into and then to (B.224)), and taking »n | 0 leads to the claim. [ |

APPENDIX C

AUXILIARY RESULTS AND PROOFS
A. Symmetry of Binomial Extensions of Symmetric DMCs

In this section, we explore when symmetry of a DMC V: A — B is preserved for its binomial extensions
V&d: A — B (Definition @) To this end, it will be convenient to identify a DMC V: A — B with a matrix
of | A| rows (for input letters) and |B| columns (for output letters). Thus, the ath row of V' contains the values
of V(- | a), and so sums to 1. We will denote the sub-matrix of V' of dimension |A|x|By| comprised of the

columns pertaining to By by V|z,. We begin with the following definition:

Definition 35. A matrix U is said to be doubly-permutation if each row of U is a permutation of each other

row, and each column of U (if more than 1) is a permutation of each other column.
We recall the definition of a symmetric channel, in a strong sense, and in Gallager’s sense.

Definition 36. A DMC V: A — B is said to be symmetric if its channel matrix is doubly-permutation. A
DMC V: A — B is said to be symmetric in Gallager’s sense [16, p. 94] if there exists a (disjoint) partition of
B = |J; B; such that V|, is doubly-permutation for all i. A DMC is called modulo-additive if A = BB and the

rows of V are cyclic shifts of one another.

As discussed in Sec. modulo-additive channels are obtained by the relation B = A & C where C is
independent of the input A and @ is addition modulo |A| [see (35)].
In this appendix we establish two results regarding the symmetry of V®¢. First, we consider the special case

of modulo-additive channels, and show:

Proposition 37. Let V: A — B be a modulo-additive DMC. Then V% is symmetric in Gallager’s sense for all
d e Nt

For general symmetric channels, symmetry does not always hold for V¢ (see counterexamples at the end
of this section). Nonetheless, we prove that, specifically, for DMCs with 4 letter input and output alphabets,

which are especially relevant for the DNA channel, such symmetry does hold:

Proposition 38. Let V: A — B be a DMC and let V¥ be its d-order binomial extension. Assume that | A|< 4

and that |B|< |A|. If V is symmetric in Gallager’s sense then so is V®? for all d € N*.
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We begin with the proof of Prop.
Proof of Prop.[37; Assume w.l.o.g. that A = [A] where A = | A, and let an arbitrary d € N* be given. We
will partition the output letters of B¢ = [A]¢ to subsets {B¢} such that V|ga is doubly-permutation for all 4. Let
(ag, . ..,aq-1) € [A]? be an arbitrary output letter of VV®¢, We construct from the output letter (ag, . ..,aq_1)

the subset of at most d output letters
Bg: {(ao,...,ad_l),(ao@l,...,ad_l@1),...,(&0@(A—1),...,ad_1EB(A—1))} (C.1)

(if an output letter appears more than once in this construction then we take just one instance of it). Next, we
take an output letter in [A]*\Bg and construct B¢ in the same manner as in . We continue constructing
sets in this manner until | J,{B¢} = [A]?. Furthermore, it is readily follows from the group property of the set
[A] with the modulo addition @ implies that Bfll N Bi is empty. Thus {B¢} is a partition of the output alphabet
[A]4. Now, assume that B¢ was generated, as in , from the output letter (ao,...,aqs—1). Then,

V00 [ V@ot]|o) - [ Veo@A-1)]0) |
d=1y,(. d=1 170, d=1 170, _
Vigs = ITi=o V.<az | 1) | V(' ;@ 11) | IIizo Via @9 (A-1)|1) €2)
| TTS V(e [A-1) T[S Ve |A=2) - IS Ve@(A-1)[A—1) |
[T Vi 10)  TIE Ve |A—=1) - [I5, Vi(ai | 1)
_ Hi’:&mi RO § Vialo) - [T Vi 12) -
IS Ve [ A=1) T[S V(e |A=2) - [T Ve | 0) |

where the second equality follows since V' is a modulo-additive channel. It is evident that V|ga is a circulant
matrix, and hence doubly-permutation. As this is true for any subset Bg, it holds that V¢ is symmetric in
Gallager’s sense. [ ]

We now turn to the proof of Prop. [38] The proof essentially exhausts all possible DMCs which satisfy the
condition of the proposition. The first step is to identify all doubly-permutation matrices of up to 4 rows. In
order to identify only matrices which are essentially different, we classify matrices Uy and Us as equivalent if
Us can be obtained from U; by row permutations followed by column permutations, and denote this relation
by U; = Us. We say that a doubly-permutation matrix U is an atom if its columns cannot be partitioned into

subsets {B;} such that V|, are doubly-permutation for all i.

Claim 39 (Taxonomy of small doubly-permutation atoms). Let U be a doubly-permutation matrix of r rows
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and c columns. Then, any doubly-permutation matrix atom of r = 2 is equivalent to either

bo Po D1
U(271) = ,U(z’z) = (C4)

Do P1 Po

for some pg, p1; of » = 3 is equivalent to either one of the following matrices

Do Po P11 P2
Usy =1 po | Uss=|m p2 PO (C.5)
Po P2 Po D1

for some pg, p1, p2; and of r» = 4 is equivalent to either one of the following matrices

Po Po D1
Po Po P1
Uy = U2) = ; (C.6)
bo P1 Po
| Po | | P1 Po |
bPo P1 P2 D3 Po P1 P2 P3
(A) | P1 Po P3 P2 @ | Pt Po P3 P2
Ulaa) = Uiy = : (C.7)
b2 p3 Po P1 P2 pP3 P1 Do
| P3 P2 P1 Po | | P3 P2 Po P1 |
Po P1 P2 DP3 Po P1 P2 DP3
( | Pr P2 P3 Do o | Pr P38 Po P2
U(4,4) T 7U(4,4) = . (C.8)
b2 P3 Po P1 P2 DPo P3 D1
| P3P0 P1 P2 | | P3 P2 P1 Po |

for some pg, p1, P2, P3.

Proof: All these matrices can be found either an automated or a manual exhaustive search procedure, in

which all doubly-permutation atom U will be constructed. Few general properties may aid this search :

o If all rows of U are equal then it is not an atom, and thus henceforth we ignore these matrices.

o If ¢ = 1 then the matrix U = [pg,po,...]7 is doubly-permutation and an atom for any » > 1. Thus, we
next only consider ¢ > 1.

e ¢ < r must hold. Indeed, assume by contradiction that ¢ > r then as we have assumed that all entries
of the first row are unique, at least one of these elements does not appear in the first column. Since the
columns are permutation of one another, that element does not appear in any of the other columns too, a

contradiction.

In what follows, we will refer to the requirement that U has rows (respectively columns) which are permutations
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of one another as the row-permutation property (respectively column-permutation property). In addition, we will
refer to the fact that permuting the rows (respectively columns) leads to an equivalent matrix by row-permutation
equivalence (respectively column-permutation equivalence). If both row- and column-permutation equivalence
are used, we will refer to this as permutation equivalence.

We first consider the case in which the first row of U has unique entries. Under this assumption, it further

holds that:

o If ¢ = r, it can be assumed by permutation equivalence that the first row of U, say (po,p1,.--,pPr—1) I8
the transpose of its first column. Indeed, if this is not case, and the first column of U is not comprised of
the values {po,p1,...,pr—1} — one time each — then there is some p; which does not appear in the first

column, and by the column-permutation property, not anywhere in U, which is a contradiction.
We now go over all possible dimensions:

Case 1. r = 2. The only 2 X 2 atom is clearly U o).

Case 2. r =3 and c = 2. By the row-permutation property any doubly-permutation matrix is equivalent to
Po P1

p1 po |- By the column-permutation property po = p; must hold, and so the resulting matrix is

Po P1
not an atom.

Case 3. r = 3 and ¢ = 3. We may first set the first row of U to (po, p1, p2) and the first column to its transpose.
From this point, there is only a single way to complete the matrix to assure the doubly-permutation
property, as in U3 3).

Case 4. r =4 and ¢ = 2. By the row-permutation property, the rows of U must be either (pg, p1) or (p1,po)-
The only way to satisfy the column-permutation property is by having two rows of (pg,p1) and two
rows of (p1,po), as in Uy g).

Case 5. r = 4 and ¢ = 3. Let the first row of U be (po,p1,p2). If we set U(2,1) = po, then we can
complete the second row either with (p1,p2) or (p2,p1). Assuming the former for example, by the

column-permutation property, we must complete U as

Po DP1 D2

Po DP1 D2 (C.9)

* Po Do

* Po Po

which cannot satisfy the row-permutation property. Thus we cannot set U(2,1) = pg, given the
first row. Suppose that given the first row, we set U(2,1) # pp, which can be taken w.lo.g as

U(2,1) = p1. Then, we may complete the second row either with (pg, p2) or (p2,po). Suppose that
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we set the former (po, p2), then by the column-permutation property, we must complete U as

Po
n
P2
b2

n
Po
P2
b2

D2
D2

*

*

(C.10)

which cannot satisfy the row-permutation property. Suppose that we set the latter (p2, po). Then, by

the column-permutation property we can set U(3,1) = po. Then, by row-permutation property, we

must complete the third row in either of these two ways:

bo
b1
b2

*

b1
D2
Pbo

*

P2
Po
b1

*

bo
b1
b2

*

b1
D2
b1

*

b2
Po
Pbo

*

(C.11)

Both evidently cannot be completed to be doubly-permutation. Thus, there is no 4 x 3 doubly-

permutation matrix.

Case 6.

r =4 and ¢ = 4. Let the first row of U be (po, p1, p2, p3) and set its first column to its transpose. To

satisfy the column-permutation property, there are 3 ways to complete the second row (pg, p3, p2),

(p2, p3,po) (p3,po, p2) (otherwise, there is a column with two identical values). Then, using the row-

and column-permutation properties, we may complete the matrix in either of the following ways:

bo
p1
b2

ps3

bo
b1
b2

b3

b1
D2

b1
b3

D2
ps3

b2
Do

Po
p1
P2
p3

b3
DPo

*

*

b3
D2

p1 P2
bo P3

* *

* *

ps3
b2

*

*

Po
P
P2
b3

Po
p1
P2
p3

P
P2
b3
Po

p1
p3
Po
p2

D2
ps3

b2
Do

Po
p1
P2
p3

b3
Po

*

*

b3
D2

P
Po
p3
P2

D2
b3

*

*

ps3
b2

*

*

bo
p1
b2

b3

Po
p1
p2
p3

n
p2
b3
Po

p1
p3
Po
P2

(4,4)’

P2
p3
Po
n

p2
Po
p3
P

b3
Po

b3
b2

L U™ p®

(44)°

(C.12)

(C.13)

This exhausts all possible cases with unique first row entries. Now suppose the first row of U does not have



85

unique entries. If ¢ = 2 then this cannot lead to an atom, and so we consider only ¢ = 3 and c = 4.

Case 1. r =3 and ¢ = 3. By column-permutation equivalence, we may set the first row of U to (po, po, p1)
where pg # p1. Since the first column must contain p; we may then set U(2,1) = p;. This leads to
a matrix which is equivalent to U3 3).

Case 2. r = 4 and ¢ = 3. By column-permutation equivalence, we may first set the first row of U to
(po, po, p1) where py # p1. Since the first column must contain p; we may then set U(2,1) = p;.

By the row-permutation property

Po DPo D1 Po Po D1
pr *x x pP1 Po Do
— . (C.15)
* * * * * *
k k * * k k

Suppose we next set U(3,1) = pg. Then attempting to complete the third row with (pg, p1) violates

the column-permutation property. Completing the third row with (p1,pg) leads to

Po Po D1

b1 Po Do (C.16)

Po P1 Do

* ok %k

and attempting to complete the fourth row with any permutation of (pg, po, p1) violates the column-
permutation property. Thus, U(3,1) = pg is impossible, and so suppose we set U(3,1) = py. Then,

by the row-permutation property, the third row is completed with (pg, po)

Po DPo D1

b1 Po Do
(C.17)

P1 Po Do

* * *

which violates the column-permutation property. Thus, there are no atoms with » = 4 and ¢ = 3,
even with non-unique first row entries.

Case 3. r =4 and ¢ = 4. There are 3 sub-cases:

Case i. By column-permutation equivalence we may assume that the first row is (po, po, po, P1)
where pg # pi1. We may set U(2,1) = p; and then by row-permutation property, we
must complete the second row with (po, po, po). Then, setting U(3,1) = p; violates the
column-permutation property, and so we set U(3,1) = po. Then, there are two possible

choices U(3,2) = pg and U(3,2) = p;. After completing the matrix while preserving
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colum- and row- permutation properties, the resulting matrix is equivalent to U, ((le) .
Case ii. By column-permutation equivalence we may assume that the first row is (po, po, p1, p2)
where {po, p1,p2} are unique. We may then set U(2,1) = p; and U(3,1) = p,. Suppose

we set U(2,2) = po. By column- and row-permutation properties

Po Po P1 P2 Po Po P1 P2 Po Po P1 P2
b1 po * % b1 po * * P1 Po P2 Po
— —

P2 x k% P2 x k% P2 x k%
k * k k po k k k po * k *
Po Po P1 P2 bPo Po P1 P2
P1 Po P2 Do P1 Po P2 Do

— —
p2 p1 *x % P2 P1 Po Do
i bo p2 * % i i bPo P2 Po P1 i

"

which is equivalent to Uy ;). Next, suppose we set U (2,2) = p2. By the By row- and

column-permutation properties

Po Po P1 D2 Po Po P1 D2

pP1 p2 x  k p1 P2 Po Do
— . (C.18)

pz * * % p2 * * *

>k * * * k * * *

If we set U(3,2) = p; then this leads to

Po Po DP1 D2 Po Po DP1 D2
p1 P2 Po Po pP1 P2 Po Po
— (C.19)
P2 P1 Po Po b2 P1 Po Do
O | Po Po P2 P1 |

which is equivalent to U (’ 1,4)" If we set U(3,2) = po then we may only complete the third

row either with (pg,p1) as otherwise the column-permutation property is violated. This

leads to ~ _ _ -
Po Po P1 D2 Po Po P1 D2
p1 P2 Po Po P1 P2 Po Do
— (C.20)
P2 Po Po P1 P2 Po Po P1
i * ok ok ok i | Po P1 P2 Po |

which is equivalent to U (’Z 1)

Case iii. By column-permutation equivalence we may assume that the first row is (po, po, p1,P1)
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where pg # p1. We may then set U(2,1) = p;. Suppose we next set U(2,2) = py.

Then we complete the second row with either (pg,p1) or (p1,pp). Assuming the former

(po, p1), the row- and column- properties lead to two possibilities

bo
b1

which are both equivalent to U,

Pbo
Do

b1
Pbo

b1
b1

bo
b1

Po
Po
p1
p1

"
(4,4)°

b1
Pbo

n
P
Po
Po

;

\

Po

b1

b1

Po

Po

b1

Po

b1

Po

Po

b1

b1

Po

Po

b1

b1

b1

Po

DPo

b1

b1

DPo

b1

DPo

b1

b1

Pbo

Pbo

b1

b1

Pbo

Pbo

(C.21)

Complete the second row with (p1,po) leads to a

similar result. Now, suppose we set U(2,2) = p;. By row-permutation property, we may

complete the second row with (pg, pg). There are four ways to set U(3,1) and U(3,2).

By symmetry, we may consider (po,po) and (p1,po). By row- and column- permutation

properties, the first possibility leads to

bPo Po

b1

b1

Po Po

*

b1

b1

Po Po

*

*

*

*

Po
p1
Po

*

DPo

b1

Po

*

b1

DPo

b1

*

b1
Po
b1

*

Po
P
Po
n

Po
n
Po
Y41

Y41
Po
p1
Po

p1
Po
b1
Po

(C.22)

which is not an atom (the first subset is the first and third columns and the second one
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is its complement). Similarly, the second possibility leads to

/ -

Po Po P1 P1

pP1 P1 Po Po

po Po P1 D1 po Po P1 D1 p1 Po P1 Po
b1 P1 Po Do b1 P1 Po Do Po P1 Po D1
— — < - (C.23)
pr po * ¥ b1 po * ¥ Po Po P1 D1
* % % % Po Pp1 k%

- - - - pP1 P1 Po Do

P1 Po Po D1

Po P1 P1 Po

\ L .

where the first is not an atom, and the second is equivalent to U, (’Z e

This exhausts all possible cases with non-unique first row entries, and completes the proof. [ ]
Now, consider a DMC V: A — B which is symmetric in Gallager’s sense and for which | A|< 4 and |B|< | A|.

Claim restricts the number of such channels.

Claim 40. Let V: A — B be a DMC with | A|< 4 and |B|< |A| which is symmetric in Gallager’s sense, and

does not have equal rows”] Then,
o If |A|: 2 then V = U(Q?Q).

o If |A|: 3 then V = U(373).

W) y® O o)

o If | A|= 4 then V is equivalent to either one of U(4,4), (1,1 Vg Uia

)or to

Po P1 P2 P3

P1 Po P2 D3

pP1 Po P3 P2

Proof: The case |B|= 1, and the partition of B to |B| subsets of size 1 leads to identical rows (and zero
capacity) and thus can be ignored. Then, the only cases for |.A|= 2 (respectively |.A|= 3) are |B|= 2 (respectively
|B|= 3) and the claim follows directly from Claim since there are no non-trivial ways to partition B. For

|A|= 4, we may consider either |B|= 2,

B|= 3 and |B|= 4. For [B|= 2, V = U4 ) which leads to identical

#If two rows are equal they can be combined into a single input letter, thus effectively reduce |.A|.
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rows, and thus ignored. For |B|= 3 the only symmetric channel in Gallager’s sense is

bPo DP1 D2

Po P1 P2
[Ua1), U] = (C.25)

Po P2 D1

bo P2 P1

which again has identical rows, and thus can be ignored (it effectively creates a channel of size 2 x 3 for which we
make no claims). For |B|= 4 we may partition the output alphabet to subsets of sizes (1,1,1,1),(2,1,1),(2,2)
and (4,0). In the case of no partition (4,0) Claim [39| directly implies that V' is equivalent to either U((le),
U((EL)’ U((Bl), or U((ZZL). The case (1,1,1,1) can be ignored, as discussed above. Next, the case (2,1,1) leads

to identical rows and thus can be ignored. It remains to consider the case (2, 2). In this case V is equivalent to
Vi) MU 2)]] (C26)

for some row permutation II. All such channels with non-equal rows are equivalent to U, (E) [ ]

(4,4)
We now turn to binomial extension of channels. In principle, the output alphabet of the binomial channel
V&4 is B, However, since V¥4(b? | a) only depends on a and the composition of b%, we may assume that the

output alphabet of V¢ is the set of all compositions in B¢. Specifically, we change the output alphabet to

B .= {5“3" €ld+1)P:5, e N, Y 5, = d} (C.27)
beB

where with this representation 68/ = _#(b9), that is d}, is the number of times b € BB appears in the composition,
such that the probability of this output alphabet under a is

d
@d 5|B| _ . 0p
VEd(§IBl | g) = <50751’ > [TV a). (C.28)

"-75|B|71 e

Proof of Prop. 38} By Claim [0} it suffices to verify the statement of Prop. [3§] for the symmetric channels
U(2,2), Uz,3) and U((::ZI), U((ﬂ), U((ﬁ), U((zi), U((fi), while assuming po, p1, p2, p3 are all unique. In fact, U3 o)
(BSC), Uz 3) and U ((Aizl) are modulo-additive channels, for which optimality of uniform input holds for general
size input (output) alphabet in Sec.

To show that V¥ is symmetric in Gallager’s sense, we need to prove that 5% can be partitioned into

subsets, such that the columns and rows of the channel transition matrix restricted to each of the subsets is

doubly-permutation.

Case 1. 'V =Uy). Considering {(do,01), (01,00)} € B4 we observe that

o O 010
d Po’P1 Py Py

U(2.2)[{(60,6:),(61.50)} = (50 51> e iy (C.29)
’ 0 P1
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which is doubly-permutation. Note that this subset may be degenerated, that is, only contain a single
element dp = 01 = d/2, but the claim holds for this case too. This is true for all next cases too.

Case 2. 'V = U3 3. Considering the subsets {(do,d1,02), (01,02, o), (02,00, 1)} € B we observe that

d
U3 3)1{(00,61.02).(81.02.00), 200,00} = \ 50 51 5, )

6 & - - 6, o o & o
Py " P1 P’ Py’ - Py Do Py’ Py Py
6 & 0. 4. 0, o o § o
P’ - Py Py Py Py’ Dy Py’ Py Py

So 01,0 5o 8o 0
py’ Py Py Py’ Py’ Py Py Py Py
which is doubly-permutation.

Case 3. V = U((ii). Considering the subsets
{(0, 01,02, 83), (61, b0, 03, 02), (2, 33, 60, 01), (03, 02, 61, 60) } (C.30)

(the vectors are isomorphic to the rows of U ((:31)), we observe that

Po P1 P2 P3

U(A) _ pP1 Po P3 D2 (C.31)

P2 P3 Po D1

pP3 P2 P1 Po

we observe that

o® —( ! >><
(4,4)[($0,51,62,63),(51,61,63,82)(52,63,80,51),(63,62,51,61 ) 80,81, 62, 03
R R R AR R S Y Uy Uy S R R S
R Ry R S SR R S o S ULt Y AR U U SR R S o
S Y R R R AR S LS St Ay R S SR R U
TR I 5 R

which is doubly-permutation, and equivalent to U ((221)

Case 4. V=U ((313’21) and V =U ((181) V=U ((Ei) and V =U ((5)4) can be verified similarly to the previous case.
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Counterexamples: We conclude this section we two counterexamples. The channel

W= -

Ot W N e =
=k ot W N
B~ Ot = N W
N = W Ot

5
1
4 (C.32)
2
3

is symmetric, yet I/Vl@2 is not symmetric, not even in Gallager’s sense. The channe

12341 2 3

4
1 |21 432143
(C.33)

1

2

200 13 41 2 3 4 2
432 14 31

is symmetric in Gallager’s sense, yet VV2692 is not symmetric in Gallager’s sense. Furthermore, the capacity input
distribution of both W2 and W is not uniform (though very close to being uniform, with deviation on the

order of 1073).
B. Proof of Proposition [13|
Proof of Prop. [I3} We first loosen the upper bound of Theorem [0 by upper bounding

I(Px, W% + Qq(8, Px, W)

;

I(Px, W%) + 4, CID(Px, W) < §
= [(Px,W®) —CID(Px, W) + 2, § < CID(Px, W¥9) < 3 (C.34)
I(Px,W&d), CID(Px, W®?) > 2
= (I (Px, W) 4 ;) A ((PX, W) — CID(Px, W) + Z)} v [I(PX, W@d)} (C.35)
@ [I(PX,W@d) + ;] A [(I(PX,W@d) — CID(Pyx, W) 4+ ;) v (I(PX,W@d))] (C.36)
< <I(PX,W@d) — CID(Px, Wod) 4 ;) I(Px, W) (C.37)

where (a) follows from the distributive law for minima and maxima (c; V ¢2) A cs = (1 V ¢3) A (c2 V ¢3) for
c1,¢2,c3 € R and since 1/3 > 0.
We next show that for any d € N*, each of the two terms in the maximization of (C.37) is individually

maximized by the uniform distribution P)(; nif), First, I(Px, W®?) is the mutual information of a symmetric

%The channel matrix is a juxtaposition of two symmetric channels of sizes |X|= |V|= 4.
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channel (Prop. , and so clearly maximized by the uniform distribution P)(; nif) Second, we let (X,Y,Y) €
X x Y? be such that

PIX =2,V =y V' = 79 = Px(z) - WPy | 2) W77 | z) (C.38)

for some d € NT. Then,

I(Py, W®) — CID(Py, Wo) = [(X,Y%) — 21(X; V) + I(X; V. T (C.39)
= I(X; Y47 - 1(X; YY) (C.40)
= I(X;Y" | Y9 (C.41)
—HY" | YY) -HY? | XYY (C.42)
W ayt v - BT X) (C.43)
Oy vl - Hy*| X =) (C.44)

where (a) follows from Markovity, and (b) holds for any € X and follows from the fact that W is a modulo-
additive channel, for which the conditional output entropy H(Y? | X = z) does not depend on = € X. Indeed,
if the noise p.m.f. in the modulo-additive channel is P[Z = 2] = w, for z € X, then the multiset of X'¢ possible

values of P[Y? = 44 | X = 2] is given by

d—1 d—1
{H Wy, —) } : {H . } (C.45)
=0 ylexd =0 2deXd

for any 2 € X. Thus, the Px-maximizer of I(Px, W®) — CID(Px, W®9) + % over Px is the maximizer of
H(ET" | Y¥). We next show that H(Y" | V%) is maximized by the uniform distribution. To this end, we let
G(w,t) :==t- H(¥) be the perspective function of the entropy function, defined for (w,t) € [0,1]> x R* such
that 1 > w; =1 and w;/t > 0. Then,

HE! YY) = 3 Praly®) - H (Pray(149) (C.46)
ydEXd
P ay? (yda )
= Pya(y?) - H | XX~ - C.47
ydeZXd Y (y ) ( Pyd(yd) ) ( )
Z X P d*d(:vayda )
_ Pou(u® - I zeX XYy C.48
ya;\gd v¥') < Pya(y) (49
ZxE/YPX(x) PYdeX(ay ‘.%')
= Pya(y®) - H | C.49
ydeZXd Y (y ) ( Pyd(yd) ( )
(a) d erXPX($)'PYd\X(y |x)Pyl|X(a’x)
= Pya H C.50
deZXd V) ( Pya(y?) (€30
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=G (E PX(x)'PYHX( | )Pyd‘X( | )7 PY‘i(yd)> (C.5D)

TEX
where (a) follows from Markovity. Now since the entropy function is concave, then so is (w,t) = G(w,t) [3}

Sec. 3.2.6]. Furthermore, both the arguments of G in (C.51), to wit

> Px(x) Prox(y? |« )Py (| 7) (C.52)
zeX
and
Pya(y?) = Px(x)- Prox(y” | x) (C.53)
TEX

are affine mappings of {Px(x)}sex, and composition with an affine mapping preserves concavity [5, Sec.

3.2.2]. Thus, H(Y | Y'?) is a concave function of Py. For any z € X, let P( %) be the distribution defined via

PP (z) = Px(z + 2). (C.54)
Due to the symmetry in the modulo-additive channel the entropy H (Y \ Y?) is the same for any choice

P)(() (z) for any z € X. By concavity of H(Y ] Y?) in Px, the distribution Py = T Xl Y .ex P ( ) has larger
H (Y | Y¢) than any for P)(()(a:). However, Py is clearly the uniform distribution over X'

We thus have shown that both terms in the maximization of (C.37) are maximized by the uniform distribution,
for all d € NT. Now, if —CID(Py punid , Wed) —|— < 0 for all d € N then the resulting (loosened) upper bound

on the capacity, obtained by replacing I(Px, W@d) + Qq(5, Px, W) with their upper bound in , is given
by

max 3 mald) - KI(PX,W@d) — CID(Py, W) + ;) v (I(PX,W@d))] - ; (1 = 7a(0))

P X
x €P( dens

<3 mald)- | max <J(PX,W@d) — CID(Py, W) + ;) v ( ma I(PX,W@d)>] - ; (1 = 70(0))

deN+ | Px €P(X) PxeP(X)
(C.55)
=Y mald)- <J(P§;‘“if),w@d) CID(PY™D W) 4 2) v (P, W@d)} a0y ©s6)
deN+ L B B
= 3 mald) - IPE Wy — L (1 - (0) (C.57)
deNt ﬁ

which matches the lower bound. Since CID(P)((u“if),W@d) is monotonic increasing (Corollary then this
condition is satisfied if 3 > 2/CID(Py pLiD , W), as claimed. [ |
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C. Mutual Information of K DMC Uses with i.i.d. v.s. Fixed Composition Inputs

In this appendix, we consider K independent uses of a DMC V: A — B, so the input is AX and the output is
BE ~ VE(.| AK). In this channel, the maximal mutual information is obtained by choosing the input Ay, to be
i.i.d.. For the next lemma, we compare this maximal mutual information to that obtained by the K-dimensional
mutual information obtained for AX ~ Uniform[7x (P4)], that is, a uniform distribution over the type class
Ti(P4) (where we insist P4 € Pg(A). The next lemma shows that the different in mutual information is

o(K).
Lemma 41. Let a DMC V: A — B, K € Nt and Py € Pk (A) be given. Let AK be distributed i.i.d. so that
Ay, ~ Pa and let AKX ~ Uniform[ T (Pa)]. Let BX ~ VE (.| AK) and BX ~ VE (- | AK). Then,

0 < I(AK; BE) — 1(AK; BX) = O(VK -log K) = o(K). (C.58)

The constant involved in the asymptotic order term only depends on |A|,|B|.

Proof: The non-negativity of the mutual information difference in (C.58) stems from the fact that memo-
ryless input distributions maximize mutual information for memoryless channels. We turn to prove the upper

bound. To this end, write
I(AX; BX) — 1(AX, BX) = H(A®) — H(A®) + H(B®) — H(BY) — H(AX, B¥) + H(AX B¥). (C.59)
We upper bound each of the three entropy differences above. The first entropy difference can be easily bounded
H(A®) — H(A®) = K - H(Pa) —log|Ti (Pa)|< | Al log(K + 1) (C.60)

since A¥ is distributed uniformly over Tz (P4) and using |7z (P4)|> (K +1)~ Ml X H(P4) (from 11, Lemma
2.5]). We next turn to bound the third entropy difference, to wit, H(AX, BX) — H(AX, BKX). To bound this
entropy difference we first bound the KL divergence between the distributions Pjx zx and Pgxpx of AK BK
(respectively A® | B). Then, we use Marton’s transportation inequality [29], [30] to bound Ornstein’s d-distance
between these distributions. Finally, we use [36, Prop. 8] to bound the entropy difference using the bound on

the Ornstein’s d-distance. We begin by bounding the KL divergence:

D(Pjup || Paxpr) = D(Pgx x VE || Pyx x V) (C.61)
= D(Pjx || Pax) (C.62)
_ K PAK(GK)
- a};}( P;i(a™)log Poar (aF) (aX) (C.63)
B SR V(1 con

K
aX €Tk (Pa) ‘TK(PA)’ Pax (a )
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(a) 1

@y L .
8 b (T () (€65

®)

< |A|- log(K + 1) (C.66)

where (a) since P4« (a’€) is identical to all a’ € T (Py4), and (b) follows since Pax (Tx (Pa)) > (K +1)~ Al
[11, Proof of Lemma 2.3]. Now, let Ornstein’s d-distance between distributions over (A x B)% be

_ 1 s

APy gy Paxpr) i= - infE [pH(AKBK, AKBK)] (C.67)

where for (a’€, %), (a¥,b5) € (A x B)K

pH ((@K>5K)a (aKabK)) => 1 {(akabk) # (@k,gk)} (C.68)
kE[K]

is the Hamming distance, and the infimum is taken over all couplings P;zx 4x gx Of Pjpx and Pyxpx. Now,

since Pyxpr = er[ K] P4, x Pp, is a memoryless distribution, Marton’s transportation inequality implies that

_ D(Pir || Paxpr Al-log(K + 1
d(PAKB,PAKBK)g\/ (P BQ’K ARB )g Al g;{ ) (C.69)

where the right inequality is from (C.66). As was stated in [36 Prop. 8] the d-distance controls entropy

difference, in the sense that for any pair of distributions P;, P, € P(AKX),
|H(P1) — H(PQ)’ < E(Pl, PQ) - K -log (‘.A‘—l) + hy (E(Pl, PQ)) . (C.70)
Thus for all K large enough so that d(Pjx g, Pax px) < 1/2 it holds that

(a)

< K - [d(Pj« g, Paxpr) - (log|A x B|=1) + hy (d(Pjx g, Paxpx))] (C.71)

O] _ _ 1

< K- d(PAKB7PAKBK) . (10g|./4 X B’*l) + 2d(PAKB,PAKBK)10g = (C.72)
(Pjix 5> Parcprc)

Y O(VE -10g K) = o(K). (C.73)

where (a) follows from (C.70), (b) follows from h;(t) < —2tlogt for all ¢ < 1/2, and (c) follows from (C.69).
This completes the bound on the third entropy-difference term in (C.59). The bound of the second entropy-
difference term H(B*)— H(BX) is similar to the third one since by the lumping property of the KL divergence

and ([C50)

3IThe d distance function denoted here is not related to the constant d used in the proofs.
2This is a generalization to K > 1 of [3], [46].
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Combining the bounds on the three entropy-difference terms and inserting to (C.59) completes the proof. H

APPENDIX D

COMPUTATIONAL ASPECTS OF THE BOUNDS

Capacity lower bound: In general, the infinite sum in (I12) can be truncated to a finite sum ending at
d < oo, so that if > aen N\ Ta(d) < € then the loss in the capacity bound is at most €log|X'|. Regarding the
maximization over Px, since I(Px, W@d) is a concave function of Py, then so is the capacity lower bound. It
should be noted that while d should be chosen finite, it does not have to be small. Naively, the output alphabet
size of W% is indeed |V

that if the output letters y¢, ¢ € Y of W satisty 22(y?) = 2(y?), then W (y¢ | x) = W(y? | x) is the

4 however, since W% (y? | x) only depends on x and the type Z(y%), it holds

same for all z € X, and the two letters can be merged to a single output letter, without changing the mutual
information. For example, if W is a BSC with crossover probability w and d = 3, then W3 has the output
letters {000, 100,110,111}. In general, the number of merged output letters is simply the number of output
types [Py(d)|= (drg‘;?/_‘?) < (d+1)™! (by [11], or by the stars and bars model, see footnote , which is only
polynomial in d.

Reliability function lower bound: As for capacity, a computationally feasible bound can be obtained by
restricting the infinite sums in |i and to (even different) finite value d, and replacing Yodgenta =1
with > defd) f; < 1 (this can be deduced from the Proof of Theorem . Assuming such a truncation, the
minimization over {0;} defd is a convex optimization problem. To see this, let y =1 — Zie[d] 0; and consider
the dth term in the sum, i.e., p- db(%d || Taj>a(d)). Since & — dy(6 || 7) is convex in 0, its perspective function
(e, 0) = - db(% || ) is jointly convex in (u,6) for % € [0,1] and p > 0 [5, Sec. 3.2.6]. A composition
of a linear function y = 1 — Zie[d] 6; with a convex function results a convex function. Thus any of the d
terms in the (truncated) sum of is convex, and so is their sum. The next step is maximization over Py,
which can be simply performed by a grid search over the (|X'|—1)-dimensional simplex P(X). In principle, it
can be shown that maximization-minimization optimization problem is concave-convex over Px € P(X) and
{04} geqa € Psuw([d]), where Pyyp([d]) := >_defd P4 < 1, by using strong Lagrange duality [5, Sec. 5.2.3] to
cast (I5) as a Lagrange optimization problem. However, since there are two constraints in (16} (beyond the
interval constraints 6; € (0, 1]), the resulting optimization problem requires searching over Lagrange multipliers
(Mo, A1) € (R1)2, and solving a concave-convex maximization-minimization optimization problem for each
(which can nonetheless be efficiently solved, e.g. [6, Sec. 5.2]). However, while this extra complication compared
to a simple grid search over P(X) is feasible, it does not seem to be computationally beneficial here, since for
the DNA channel |X'|= 4 is typical, and thus the grid search is merely three-dimensional.

Capacity upper bound: First, as for the lower bound on capacity, the infinite sum in (24) can be truncated

to a finite value d, so that if den+\d Ta(d) < € then the loss in capacity bound is at most €log|X’|. Assuming
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that this approximation has been made, the next computational step is the maximization over Py. While we

cannot propose any general computationally effective algorithm for this task, in a practical DNA channel |X|= 4,

and so, the maximization problem is only three-dimensional, and it can be easily solved by standard global

optimization methods. It should be noted, however, that the computation of the upper bound is more complex

than the lower bound. Specifically, for a given d, the computation of the upper bound requires computing

CID(Px, W®%), which, in turn requires computing the mutual information I(Px, W®(29) which has larger

output alphabet size then than I(Px, W®9). As said, however, the effective output size of W®? increase rather

slowly as (d + 1)V
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