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digital data with synthetic DNA sequences and decodes DNA sequences back to digital data via sequencing. For efficient target data
retrieving, existing Polymerase Chain Reaction (PCR) based DNA storage systems apply primers as specific identifier to tag different set
of DNA strands. However, the PCR based DNA storage system suffers from primer-payload collisions, causing a significant reduction
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process, to split collisions and recover primers. The executing time of our scheme is linear to the number of primer-payload collisions.
The scheme serves as a post-processing method to any DNA encoding scheme. The evaluation of three state-of-the-art encoding
schemes shows that the scheme can recover thousands of usable primers and improve tube capacity ranging from 18.27% to 19x.
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1 INTRODUCTION

Modern archival storage has been trying to preserve the ever-growing digital data reliably for centuries [64]. However,
typical archival storage media/devices are not matching the booming storage demand. The storage requirement in
hyper-scale data centres is expected to reach 32.6 million petabytes in 2030, which might surpass the total supplied
storage capacity [11][28]. Besides, the typical storage media/devices are also not durable enough (usually within a
decade), thus introducing expensive data preservation costs.

DNA is emerging as a promising archival storage medium to meet the burgeoning storage demand. Theoretically,
DNA storage can have a density of about 1 exabyte/mm3 and preserve the data for hundreds of years [20]. Even
considering the implementation overheads of a practical archival system, existing DNA storage systems can still be
orders of magnitude denser than tape[11]. Additionally, other unique properties of DNA, such as sustainability and
energy efficiency, further make DNA a desirable medium for storing archival data for many decades.

In existing DNA storage systems, digital data is encoded and synthesized as the payloads of DNA strands. The
DNA strands are usually dehydrated and stored in physical tubes for long-term preservation. When retrieving data,
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people liquidize the DNA and use a drop of the liquid for sequencing (i.e., the read process in DNA storage). To
ensure efficient data retrieval, polymerase chain reaction (PCR) based random access has been introduced to DNA
storage [71][20][100][98]. In the PCR-based random access, each DNA payload is flanked by a pair of primers (i.e., short
nucleic acid sequences) to form DNA strands. The primers serve as unique tags to identify different sets of DNA strands.
When retrieving payloads (data), only strands with specific primer pairs can be amplified by PCR and then sequenced.
In such a system, the number of DNA payloads stored in a tube is proportional to the number of usable primers in a
tube. In this paper, the usable primers refer to primers that function well without violating bio-constraints, including
no primer-payload collisions, which we discuss later.

The existence of primer-payload collisions disables many primers. Primer-payload collisions refer to almost identical
subsequences between a primer and any portion of a payload [71]. A primer must be disabled for reliable PCR if it
collides with any payloads in the same tube. The number of usable primers in a tube can decrease up to 70%-99% as the
number of payloads increases [89]. As a result, the tube capacity of random-access-based DNA storage is significantly
decreased.

A few works are trying to increase the number of primers that can be used. For example, the approach of nested
primer [81][97] combines multiple short usable primers to form a new, longer primer. The number of new primers can
increase by combining the multiple layers of short usable primers. However, the nested primer approach does not solve
the primer-payload collision issue directly. Besides, using the usable primers in a nested manner will reduce each DNA
strand’s payload length, assuming the length is fixed. Other related work [71][34] keep randomizing DNA sequences
until all payload sequences have no collision with primers and still satisfy biological constraints. These works can avoid
collisions in small-scale data. Nevertheless, as data storage scales, they have an unacceptable computation overhead
and a giant mapping table to record the randomization.

This paper proposes a variable payload (strand) length scheme, called VL-DNA, to break up primer-payload collisions
using DNA storage’s inherent payload-cutting process. Instead of cutting DNA payloads with fixed current maximum
length (e.g., 200 bases), VL-DNA cuts payloads into several variable payload lengths (e.g., 150, 160, 190, and 200 in this
paper). We combine these payload lengths to build cutting points at different positions so that we can break the potential
primer-payload collisions and recover more usable primers. Since strand length is the payload length plus metadata
length (including primers and an internal index), variable payload length means variable strand length. Hereafter, we
use variable payload/strand length interchangeably. A heuristic scheme is proposed to find the cutting points of payload
to balance the trade-off between DNA strand length and the number of recovered usable primes. As a result, VL-DNA
extricates a considerable amount of primers from collisions and thus improves the tube capacity of DNA storage. Note
that VL-DNA is generic and independent. We can apply it to any existing DNA encoding schemes or optimizations (e.g.,
nested primer approach) to gain storage capacity enhancements.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces DNA storage backgrounds, including storage
workflow, factors that affect capacity, and primer-payload collision. Section 3 elaborates on the concept of the variable
payload length and the corresponding algorithms. Section 4 shows the complete DNA storage system equipped with
the VL-DNA scheme. Section 5 evaluates our scheme. Conclusions are drawn in Section 6.
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Fig. 1. Workflow of typical DNA storage system

2 BACKGROUND

2.1 DNA Storage in Brief

Several researchers have demonstrated the feasibility and discussed the potential capacity of DNA archival stor-
age [39] [56][89]. Figure 1 shows the typical workflow of the current DNA storage system.

In existing DNA storage systems, digital data will first be added with some error correction code (e.g., Reed–Solomon
Code) for data recoverability [57] [23]. Certain encoding schemes will then encode the resultant data to a sequence of
DNA bases (A, T, G, and C). The DNA sequences will be cut into multiple shorter subsequences called DNA payloads.
Each payload will be flanked by a pair of primers and an internal index to form a DNA strand. The primer pair is a
unique tag that enables random access to DNA storage based on PCR. Multiple DNA strands can share one primer pair,
and an internal index helps identify the strands. Eventually, each DNA strand will be chemically synthesized base by
base and stored in physical tubes.

(a) standard PCR (b) PCR with primer-payload collision

Fig. 2. standard PCR and defective PCR with primer-payload collision

The PCR-based random access is a process that first amplifies target DNA strands with a specific primer pair and
then sequences only the target strands. The amplification usually takes 20 to 40 PCR cycles. A standard PCR cycle is
shown in Figure 2 (a). In each cycle, target DNA strands are denatured into two single-stranded DNA molecules, and
each molecule anneals with the added complementary primer templates. Then the DNA bases (A, T, C, G) from the
added mixture solution will pair with the annealed molecules to form new DNA strands. After multiple PCR cycles,
the target strands have enough concentration and can be sequenced out. Finally, the read-out DNA sequences can be
decoded back to digital data. The ECC added before can help recover some errors during the synthesis and sequencing
processes.
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Fig. 3. Distribution of primers with different numbers of collisions (encoding scheme: Blawat, data: 135MB video)

2.2 DNA Tube Capacity and Primer-Payload Collisions

A DNA storage system must obey many bio-constraints to provide reliable data storage; thus, many factors affect DNA
tube capacity. DNA tube capacity is the multiplication of the following factors [56][89]: 1) DNA payload length, 2) the
number of digital bits each DNA base can store (i.e., encoding density), 3) the number of strands that one primer pair
can accommodate (i.e., parallel factor), and 4) the number of usable primers. A practical DNA strand length is limited to
100-300 bases because the error rate soars up when the strand becomes overlong [11][61]. After excluding the primer
pair and internal index, a payload is usually no longer than 200 bases. Similarly, the parallel factor is also limited (e.g.,
1.55 ×106 [56]). Based on different encoding schemes, the encoding density varies from less than one bit per DNA
base to at most two bits per DNA base (e.g., A=00, T=01, C=10, G=11). The number of usable primers is also limited by
certain primer design rules and the primer-payload collisions that we will discuss later. The DNA tube capacity equals
the payload length × encoding density × parallel factor × the number of usable primers / 2 (i.e., the number of primer
pairs).

Given all biological constraints, primer-payload collision is the most critical factor affecting the tube capacity. As
Figure 2 (b) shows, a collision occurs if a pair of almost identical subsequences exists between a primer and a portion of
payload stored in the same tube [71][89]. The subsequences are usually longer than 12 bases and have at most two
mismatches or gaps. In each PCR cycle, the PCR can amplify some irrelevant strands if these strands contain payloads
that collide with the target primer. More importantly, this consumes the limited PCR reagents (e.g., complementary
primers used to bind with the target primer and free DNA bases waiting for complementing new double-helix strands).
Figure 3 shows the distribution of primers with different numbers of payload collisions. The input data is a 135MB
video [? ], and the encoding scheme is Blawat code [19] (see the encoding scheme, primer generating, and collision
checking in Section 5). Although input data is only 135MB, 27,658 primers (i.e., 98.77% of primers in our primer library)
have collisions with those payloads, and the average number of collisions per collided primer is 155.45 (i.e., on average,
a primer has collisions with 155.45 payloads). If the input data keeps scaling up, most collided primers likely have
hundreds or thousands of collisions. In this case, PCR amplification is very vulnerable to primer-payload collisions. The
target primer must compete for the limited PCR reagents with thousands of collided payloads in each PCR cycle. Even
if a primer has only a few collisions at the beginning, the collisions can still significantly impact the final result. That is
because PCR is an exponential augmentation process. Slight amplification variations can exacerbate cycle by cycle
and consume ever more PCR reagents. Eventually, the resultant solution will be saturated with plenty of irrelevant
sequences but very few target sequences. As a result, the sequencing for target sequences is inhibited.

Organick et al. first [71] reported a PCR failure due to primer-payload collisions. They successfully accessed a target
file when the DNA tube contained no other data but failed to do so when there were nine files in the tube (the target data
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is 17.4% of the whole data in the tube). After that, Wei et al. [89] investigated the impact of primer payload collisions
based on 1.5TB of different types of digital data. Their results showed that the primer payload collision could cause 70%
to 99% tube capacity loss depending on different encoding schemes. Most of the existing encoding schemes can achieve
only several Gigabytes of tube capacity, which is much lower than people’s expectations and may inhibit DNA storage
from practical use.

Given that other capacity factors (e.g., strand length) are all restricted by current biotechnologies, it is critical to
relieve the malevolent influence of primer-payload collisions to enhance DNA storage capacity. In this paper, we apply
BLAST [12] to check the primer-payload collisions. BLAST is one of the most widely used genomic sequence analysis
tools and has been applied by previous DNA storage works [71][89].

3 VL-DNA DESIGN AND ALGORITHM

In this section, we first explain how VL-DNA uses the inherent payload-cutting process to break up collisions. Then,
we propose a heuristic algorithm to achieve the balance between payload length and primer recovery.

3.1 Variable Payload Length

Fig. 4. Possible cut-points with payload length 150/160/190/200

A collision occurs if there exist two consecutive and almost identical subsequences longer than 12 bases in a primer
and a payload. We can remove a collision by splitting it into two parts no longer than 12 bases. However, current
DNA storage systems cut DNA sequences into fixed-length payloads. In this case, we can only cut collisions located
in the multiple of the fixed length. By contrast, arbitrary length can cut any collision. However, arbitrary length can
generate very short payloads that not only waste strand length but are easily mistaken as noisy reads (i.e., by-products
of sequencing, usually short broken DNA strands). Moreover, arbitrary length is less tolerable to DNA base insertion
and deletion errors.

Making a trade-off between fixed and arbitrary payload lengths, we identified and proposed to use only four payload
lengths as bases and combine them into longer variable lengths to cut most collisions. Given that the current practical
strand length is usually 100-300 bases, we assume the maximum payload length is around 200 bases after excluding
the primer pair and internal index. We select 150/160/190/200 as our four basic payload lengths. Fig. 4 shows possible
combinations of the four payload lengths. Starting from any position, we can set cut points at the next 150/160/190/200th
base, generate one payload with a corresponding length, and break up collisions at corresponding positions. Combining
two or more payloads, we can further break up collisions at more places. Specifically, we can have a possible cut point
every ten bases since the 450th base. Since collisions are longer than 12 bases, a possible cut point of every ten bases
can cover most of the collisions. We only need one DNA base as metadata to indicate the length of the payload (i.e., less
overhead).
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Why these four payload lengths: except the payload length group of 150/160/190/200, there are also many other
lengths. For example, if we have a payload length as short as 5, we can have cut points every five bases. If we adopt
more than four payload lengths, we may have more length combinations and cover more collisions. However, too
short or too many payload lengths can also bring other overheads. To comprehensively understand and select payload
lengths, we summarize the following principles:

• Payload length should not be too short: An abridged payload length means a loss of capacity. Meanwhile,
DNA sequencing will generate plenty of noisy reads (i.e., broken segments of DNA strands). Short payloads
could be easily mistaken as noisy reads. Therefore, we only select lengths in the range of [150,200] based on the
assumption that the current maximum payload length is 200.

• The number of payload lengths should not be too many: DNA strand needs extra metadata to indicate
strand length since strand length is essential in error detection. In Section 5 we will see that increasing the
number of payload lengths does not significantly increase the capacity and will bring higher length indicating
overhead. Therefore, this paper aims for four payload lengths with only one DNA base as the length indicator.

• The combination of payload lengths should cover as many areas as possible: The more areas a payload
length group can cover, the more chances collisions are cut. To estimate how many areas a payload length group
can cover, we define number of covered bases of a payload length group as the total number of bases if both
two sides of the base can have possible cut points. The cut points on both two sides should be within 12 bases.
Because collisions are longer than 12 bases, a base with potential cut points on both sides means collisions
starting from this base can always be covered.

Among all the four-length groups in the range of [150,200], 150/160/190/200 is one of the groups with the highest
number of covered bases. We compare the length group of 150/160/190/200 with other length groups in Section 5. The
result shows that our length group of 150/160/190/200 outperforms all other length groups with four lengths and is
comparable to other length groups with more lengths, as shown in section 5.

Because the four basic lengths are multiple of 10, the combination is always a multiple of 10. We check positions
inside each collision that are multiple of 10. The position is the collision’s functional cut point if it splits the collision
into two parts that are both shorter or equal to 12 bases. Otherwise, we use BLAST [12] to double-check whether the
collision is removed. We consider the position as the collision’s functional cut point only if BLAST returns no collision.
Otherwise, we consider that our variable length cannot remove the collision.

3.2 Problem Formulation:

We first define two properties of primers and then use the properties to formulate the primer selection problem.

• Primer_capacity is the number of DNA bases the primer can accommodate. Given a fixed parallel factor,
Primer_capacity is determined by the payload length of DNA strands. Since VL-DNA cut payloads into variable
(shorter) lengths, the more collisions a primer has, the smaller the Primer_capacity is.

• Primer_conflicts describes how many other primers a primer conflicts with. We consider two primers conflicting
with each other when their collisions are closely grouped and cannot be all cut. Recovering a primer inhibits the
recovery of other conflict primers.

Problemdefinition:Given all collided primers𝑉 = (𝑝1, 𝑝2, ....𝑝 |𝑉 | ), find a primer subset 𝑃 ⊆ 𝑉 that
∑
𝑝𝑖 ∈𝑃 Primer_capacity (𝑝𝑖 )

is maximum, and for each 𝑝𝑖 ∈ 𝑃 , Primer_conflicts (𝑝𝑖 ) ∩ 𝑃 = ∅.
6
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Consider an undirected graph in which each vertex is a collided primer, vertex weight is the Primer_capacity, and
edges connect vertices if the corresponding primers conflict. We can interpret the problem as selecting a vertex subset in
which the selected vertices have maximum total weight and have no edges connected. When the weight of all vertices
is equal, this is the maximum independent set problem [95], a well-known NP-hard problem. Since the maximum
independent set problem is a particular case of our problem, any solution to our problem also works to the maximum
independent set problem. Since exactly solving our problem is at least as hard as solving the maximum independent set
problem, we consider solving our problem with efficient heuristic algorithms.

3.3 VL-DNA Algorithm

The heuristic algorithm is based on the number of collisions and conflicts each primer has. The number of collisions
hints at the direct overhead of recovering a primer. The more collisions a primer has, the shorter payloads will generate
when recovering the primer. The number of conflicts indicates the indirect overhead of recovering a primer. One
primer’s recovery will block its conflicted primers’ recovery and lead to a potential overall capacity decrease.

Algorithm 1: VL-DNA algorithm
Input :Collided primers and associated collisions
Output :Cut points

1 Function Variable Length():
2 recovered[]= Null;
3 abandoned[] = Null;
4 pending[] = all collided primers;
5 cut_point[] = Null;

6 ascending sort primers in pending[];
7 foreach primer 𝑝𝑖 in pending[] do

8 foreach 𝑝𝑖 ’s collision 𝑐𝑖 do
9 cut_point[].add(𝑐𝑖 ’s cut-point);

10 end
11 foreach 𝑝 𝑗 that conflicts 𝑝𝑖 do
12 move 𝑝 𝑗 from pending[] to abandoned[];
13 end
14 move 𝑝𝑖 from pending[] to recovered[];
15 end
16 return cut_point[];

The algorithm is shown in Algorithm 1. The input is all collided primers and their associated collisions. The goal
is to obtain the necessary cut points to remove collisions and recover primers, so that tube capacity is enhanced to
the most extent. We initialize four lists: 𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑑 [], 𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔[], 𝑎𝑏𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑜𝑛𝑒𝑑 [], and 𝑐𝑢𝑡_𝑝𝑜𝑖𝑛𝑡 []. All collided primers are
initially in 𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔[]. We first sort primers in ascending order based on either their number of collisions or conflicts.
After that, we sequentially try to recover each primer in 𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔[]: the functional cut point of each collision of the
current primer 𝑐𝑖 will be added into 𝑐𝑢𝑡_𝑝𝑜𝑖𝑛𝑡 []; the conflicted primers of the current primer will also be moved from
𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔[] to 𝑎𝑏𝑎𝑛𝑑𝑜𝑛𝑒𝑑 []. We then move the current primer from 𝑝𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑖𝑛𝑔[] to 𝑟𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑣𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑑 [].

After processing all primers, we return the 𝑐𝑢𝑡_𝑝𝑜𝑖𝑛𝑡 []. We then combine the variable payload lengths to reach each
cut point and cut payloads accordingly. Note that this algorithm only returns necessary cut points used to remove
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collisions. As for other places with no collisions, we can just cut payloads with a maximum allowed length or other
lengths if required. The sorting criteria can be either collision number or conflict number because they have a very
strong correlation (Section 5).

4 DNA STORAGE SYSTEM EQUIPPEDWITH VL-DNA

An archival storage system (e.g., Amazon S3 Glacier) keeps receiving data archival requests. A DNA archival storage
system equipped with the VL-DNA scheme should be able to ingest the sequential archival requests and store data tube
by tube. We propose a system workflow to handle this situation, as shown in Fig. 5.

The incoming data would first be buffered until it is enough to fill a DNA tube. Initially, we start storing data in a
DNA tube when it reaches 250 GB (i.e., an empirical value of DNA tube capacity). The storage system appends Error
correction codes for the data and then encodes the data into a long DNA sequence. Next, the system uses BLAST to
check collisions and obtain each collided primer’s collisions and their conflicted primers. Based on the collision statistics,
the VL-DNA algorithm intelligently suggests certain primers to recover and returns necessary cut points used to break
up collisions of the recovered primers. The system can then calculate the number of payloads the cutting process will
generate.

Fig. 5. Workflow of the DNA archival storage system equipped with VL-DNA

Meanwhile, the system can also calculate the number of storable payloads based on current input data. It is the
multiplication of the number of usable primers, 0.5 (we need a primer pair), and parallel factor [56]. The number of
payloads generated and storable can indicate the difference between input data size and calculated tube capacity. Only
when the storable payloads are within 5% higher/lower than the generated payloads do we consider the VL-DNA
algorithm’s result reasonable. Otherwise, we adjust the input data size and rerun the algorithm. The size adjustment
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follows a binary search: each time, we adjust the input data size to the middle of the last input data size and the last
storable data size. The rerunning is quite efficient because most digital data has already been encoded and collision-
checked. We only need to rerun the algorithm itself. The algorithm’s time complexity is O(n), where n is the number of
collisions being cut.

After finding a proper input data size, the system cuts the DNA sequence into payloads based on the cut points
defined by the VL-DNA algorithm. Finally, the system appends metadata (i.e., length indicator, primer pair, and internal
index) for each payload and sends them to DNA synthesis. If there is still enough data in the buffer, the system prepares
to process the data for the next DNA tube. Note that data is sequentially processed: we do not intentionally choose data
and allocate them into different tubes. The VL-DNA scheme works independently with DNA encoding. Even if payloads
are cut into different lengths, the decoding process is still the same: orderly assemble payloads based on the internal
index and then use the corresponding encoding scheme to decode the DNA sequence back to a bit sequence. We can
apply the VL-DNA scheme as a post-processing method to any encoding scheme to enhance the storage capacity.

5 EVALUATION

This section evaluates the VL-DNA scheme in aspects of capacity improvements and payload length selection. Following
previous works [71][89], we generate a primer library with 28,000 primers for the evaluation. To obtain DNA tube
capacity, we adopt the 1.55 ×106 as the parallel factor and apply the same capacity calculation as described in Section 2.2.

5.1 Tube Capacity Improvements

In this subsection, we use multiple encoding schemes to encode digital data and apply two VL-DNA schemes to evaluate
the improvements in the number of usable primers and tube capacity. At the time this paper is completed, the only
scheme that tries to alleviate the primer-payload collision problem is payload randomization used by Organick et
al. [71]. The randomization is done by decoding collided payloads back to bit sequences and XOR the bit sequences
with a number of pseudo-random bit sequences. The scheme keeps randomizing the input data until the randomized
data will be encoded into a DNA sequence without any collision. This scheme works well only in small-scale data
with a small-scale primer library. Given the size of our primer library (i.e., 28,000 primers), each payload has to be
randomized many times to have no collision with any primer in the library. As the input data set keeps scaling, the
randomization scheme consumes unacceptable time for collision checking with BLAST and DNA encoding/decoding.
Randomization also needs a humongous randomization seed mapping table to record which randomization has been
applied on a payload.

To fairly evaluate the VL-DNA scheme, we designed three baselines and compare them with two VL-DNA schemes:

• Fixed 200 bases: Cut the encoded DNA sequence into multiple fixed 200 bases payloads
• Fixed 200 bases + 5 randomization opportunities: We also cut the encoded DNA sequence into multiple
fixed 200 bases payloads. After that, each payload can be randomized at most 5 times. We check the collisions
of each randomization and select the randomized result that collides with the least number of primers. This is
different from the original randomization scheme which allows randomizing a payload unlimited times.1

• Fixed 200 bases + 10 randomization opportunities: Same as the last baseline except that each 200 bases
payload has 10 randomization opportunities.

1Grass is encoded and decoded three DNA bases at a time which is not divisible by 200 bases. When decoding payloads generated by Grass code, we leave
the last two bases unchanged and only randomize the first 198 bases.
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Fig. 6. Enhancements of VL-DNA in the number of usable primers and tube capacity. The parallel factor is 1.55 ×106. The encoding
density of Blawat/Grass/Rotation is 1.6, 1.78, 1.58.

• VL-DNA (collisions): Apply the VL-DNA scheme to cut payloads based on the collision statistics reported by
BLAST [12]. The procedure is shown in Figure. 5. The VL-DNA algorithm is collisions-based (i.e., prioritizes the
recovery of primers with fewer collisions) as discussed in Section. 3.3.

• VL-DNA (conflicts): Same as VL-DNA (collisions) except that the VL-DNA algorithm is primer conflicts based
(i.e., prioritizes the recovery of primers that have fewer conflicts with other primers).

We have collected digital data from ImageNet [30], LibriSpeech [73] and other small collections from InternetArchive [46].
The types of digital data have insignificant influence on collisions because all possible bit sequences will appear multiple
times as data set scales [89]. Therefore, we mixed the above data to mimic a common archival storage input. First,
we apply Reed–Solomon(255,239) on the input digital data to append 16 parity bytes to each 239 data bytes. We then
implemented three state-of-the-art encoding schemes: Rotation code [20][100], Blawat code [19], and Grass code [43],
to encode the data respectively.

We respectively perform the three baselines and two VL-DNA schemes on the encoded DNA sequences. The results
are shown in Figure 6a. Due to the difference in encoding schemes, Rotation code initially has more usable primers than
Blawat and Grass (Rotation: 8,136, Blawat: 56, Grass: 210) when we only cut fixed 200 bases. That is because Rotation
code creates a particular sequence pattern on its payloads: every DNA base will differ from the last base. This pattern
makes the Rotation code avoid collisions with primers that have several identical consecutive bases. In comparison,
Blawat code and Grass code do not restrict a string pattern on their payloads and thus suffer more collisions (see more
analysis in [89]). This difference makes DNA payloads of Blawat code and Grass code have more collisions than DNA
payloads of Rotation code. As a consequence, VL-DNA can recover more primers in Rotation code than Blawat code
and Grass Code. Regardless of the different collision resistance of different encoding schemes, the VL-DNA scheme can
still recover thousands of primers (e.g., Blawat: 1,029, Grass: 908, Rotation: 1,566 in the collisions-based VL-DNA). To
recover those primers, the VL-DNA scheme (collisions-based) respectively cuts 0.94 million, 1.07 million, and 49.69
million collisions in payloads of Blawat (157 billion DNA bases), Grass (162 billion DNA bases), and Rotation (1,398
billion DNA bases). This indicates a rather acceptable overhead of the VL-DNA scheme. The average payload length of
collisions-based VL-DNA is 199.87 for Blawat code, 199.85 for Grass code, and 198.54 for Rotation code. Although some
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payloads are tens of bases shorter than the maximum payload length (e.g., 160 vs 200), the VL-DNA algorithm only
recovers primers with fewer collisions, and the large data set can amortize the length reduction of a few payloads.
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Fig. 7. Rank primers based on collision number and conflict primer number. The encoding scheme used is Rotation and the input
data is ImageNet.

The recovery of usable primers enhances tens of Gigabytes of tube capacity as shown in Figure 6b. Compared with
only fixed 200 bases, Blawat code and Grass code become much more practical after the VL-DNA scheme improves the
tube capacity (i.e., 19x capacity increase for Blawat and 5x capacity increase for Grass). Rotation code also improves
18.27% of its tube capacity despite the relatively large initial tube capacity. On the other hand, the two randomization
schemes do not significantly increase the number of usable primers and tube capacity. That is because the randomization
schemes are essentially equivalent to selecting the most collision-resistant bit sequence from 5 or 10 randomized bit
sequences. Even though the selected randomized bit sequence after encoding can have fewer collisions than other
randomized bit sequences, the selected bit sequence is still constrained by the encoding schemes. Due to the absence of
collision resistance, Blawat code and Grass code still suffer from the collision problem even applied with randomization
schemes. Rotation code, because of the collision resistance stemming from its intrinsic special payload pattern, benefits
a little from the randomization schemes. However, the increase is still subtle compared with the VL-DNA scheme. If the
number of primers in a primer library keeps increasing, the randomization scheme can provide less and less benefit.

When comparing the VL-DNA schemes based on either primer collisions or primer conflicts, the conflict-based
scheme usually recovers a few more primers but has a shorter average payload length. However, the differences are
negligible. That is because the primer collision number and primer conflict number have a very strong correlation, as
shown in Figure 7. In Fig.7, X-axis is the ranking of collided primers based on the number of collisions, and Y-axis is
the ranking based on the number of conflicts. The encoding scheme used is Rotation code [20], and the digital data is
ImageNet [30]. The Pearson correlation coefficient, a measure of the linear dependence between the number of conflict
primers and collisions, is 0.98. That means primers with many collisions also tend to have many conflicted primers. It is
because conflicts come from the inappropriate position of collisions, and a primer with fewer collisions usually has a
more negligible conflict probability. This observation allows us to prioritize primers either based on the number of
collisions or the number of conflicted primers rather than any complicated combination schemes.
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5.2 Comparison of Payload Length Groups

Table 1. Comparison of Length groups in terms of the number of usable primers and tube capacity

Length groups # usable primers Tube capacity

150/160/190/200 9,702 257.35 GB

————– — —-

150/160/180/200 9,657 255.11 GB

150/170/190/200 9,652 255.69 GB

150/170/180/200 9,652 255.48 GB

150/180/190/200 9,643 255.49 GB

160/170/180/200 9,583 254.66 GB

160/170/190/200 9,612 255.50 GB

160/180/190/200 9,585 254.83 GB

170/180/190/200 9,532 253.59 GB

————— — —-

160/170/180/190/200 9,628 255.80 GB

150/160/170/180/190/200 9,756 258.96 GB

————— — —-

100/130/160/200 9,885 254.23 GB

100/140/170/200 9,822 253.71 GB

This subsection compares the 150/160/190/200 length group to other length groups. Table 1 lists the number of
usable primers and the obtained tube capacity of different length groups. The scheme used is collisions-based VL-DNA.
All length groups are supposed to have a length of 200 so that we can cut the maximum payload length when the
DNA sequence has no collisions. We first consider the lengths ∈ [150,200] to ensure considerable long payload lengths.
Meanwhile, the lengths are multiple of 10 for ease of implementation. The first length group in Table 1 is our length
group. The following eight length groups are all possible groups that have four lengths and the lengths satisfy the above
demands. Our length group outperforms all other four length groups in terms of the number of usable primers and
obtained tube capacity. That is mainly because the combination of 150/160/190/200 can cover more bases (the number
of covered bases is defined in Section. 3.1). 150/160/190/200 can have potential cut points every ten bases as early as
450th bases. In comparison, other groups have recurrent cut points since 600+th bases.

We also compare groups that have more than four lengths (the two length groups in the middle). Although the two
length groups have five and six variable lengths, they may not be better or just slightly better than the 150/160/190/200
group. Nevertheless, they need one more DNA base to indicate the length used. Considering the overhead of the
VL-DNA scheme (i.e., reduction of payload length) is just one or less than one DNA base (Section 5.1), trading one more
DNA base for the limited increases in the number of covered bases is relatively costly. We only show length groups
with up to six lengths because the capacity increment diminishes as the number of lengths increases.

Moreover, we extend the length space from [150,200] to [100,200] to check whether shorter payload lengths can
recover significantly more primers (the last two length groups). Since there are two many possible length groups, we
only show two of them. Other length groups roughly have similar trends. Shorter payloads do recover more usable
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primers than our four length group and even the six length group. However, the capability of recovering more primers
means cutting more collisions with shorter payloads and thus leading to a suboptimal tube capacity.

The above discussion is based on the current practical payload length (200 bases). However, the VL-DNA scheme
also works well for future DNA strand lengths. As strand length increases, it is reasonable to have more basic lengths to
combine more variable lengths because the increased strand length amortizes the overhead of metadata (i.e., indicating
length). Moreover, as strand length increases, the capacity of primer also increases. VL-DNA, which targets to recover
more usable primers, becomes ever more valuable.

6 CONCLUSION

This paper proposes a variable payload length scheme for DNA storage systems. This scheme serves as a post-processing
to enhance DNA tube capacity by recovering more usable primers. It can be applied on top of any encoding schemes.
Evaluation of multiple existing encoding schemes shows that our scheme can improve tens of Gigabytes of tube capacity,
which counts for at least 18.27% tube capacity.
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