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Abstract—Inter-symbol interference (ISI) is a significant chal-
lenge in diffusion-based communication channels, where residual
molecules from previous transmissions interfere with the current
signal interval, leading to detection errors. We introduce a new
infinite family of coding schemes, which we name RLIM, that
require each 1-bit to be followed by at least i consecutive 0-
bits, where i is any chosen positive integer. This enhances ISI
mitigation and improves error correction capabilities compared
to existing ISI-mitigating channel codes. Through extensive
simulations, we demonstrate that the codebooks derived from
the proposed RLIM scheme reduce bit error rate compared to
prominent coding methods. Simulation results also reveal that
an important constraint in RLIM codes is redundant, removal of
which makes them equivalent to run-length-limited (RLL) codes.
Notably, despite this equivalence, the proposed family of RLIM
coding schemes retains a distinct power optimization constraint
and employs a specialized error correction algorithm, preserving
its unique character.

Index Terms—Molecular communication (MC), channel cod-
ing, diffusion, run-length-limited (RLL) coding

I. INTRODUCTION

IN an MC channel, as shown in Fig. 1, a transmitter and
a receiver are surrounded by a fluidic environment that

facilitates the diffusion-based movement of particles [1], [2].
This diffusive and seemingly-random movement of particles is
characterized by Brownian Motion [3], [4]. In this model, the
transmitter releases a number of information molecules at the
start of each signal interval, which are then detected by the
receiver if they come into its vicinity. The receiver decodes
the information sent through the channel based on when, how
many, and what types of information molecules it absorbed.
MC causes a high degree of inter-symbol interference (ISI), a
phenomenon where the gradual accumulation of information
molecules, not yet absorbed by the receiver, impairs the
receiver’s ability to correctly decode the intended signal [5].

A number of coding schemes have been used or proposed
in the MC literature, including ISI-mitigating codes [6], ISI-
free codes [7], Uncoded BCSK [8], and Hamming [9], [10]
codes. In terms of bit error rate (BER), ISI-mitigating codes
have been shown to outperform these techniques [6]. Through
extensive MC simulations across diverse scenarios, we demon-
strate that our novel infinite family of coding schemes,
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Fig. 1: MC Channel [11]

RLIMi(n) for i ∈ {2, 3, 4}, offers a significant BER advantage
over prominent methods, including ISI-mitigating codes. The
key feature of RLIMi(n) (where n represents the code length)
is that it ensures the transmission of i consecutive 0-bits
following each 1-bit. This design equips RLIM codes with
enhanced error correction capabilities compared to existing
MC channel coding schemes.

The structure of this paper is as follows: In the initial part
of Section II, system model is provided. Section II-A gives
the codebook constructions for the proposed RLIMi(n). Error-
correction and detection algorithms are given in Section II-B.
An analytical estimation of static threshold is available in
Section II-C. In Section III, MC channel simulation results
are provided. This paper is concluded in Section IV.

II. RUN-LENGTH-LIMITED ISI-MITIGATION (RLIM)
CODING

One of the most wide-spread MC modulation techniques
[12] is the binary concentration shift keying (BCSK) [8]. In
BCSK, if a current signal interval corresponds to a 1-bit, a
certain number of information molecules are released into the
environment from the transmitter at the very start of that signal
interval. If a current signal interval corresponds to a 0-bit, no
information molecules are released. This paper uses BCSK
modulation and assumes perfect time synchronization between
the transmitter and receiver, both of which are common
approaches in most MC coding studies [1].

The analytical function [13] that gives the probability that
an information molecule touches (i.e., gets absorbed by) the
fully absorbing spherical receiver until time t (in seconds) is

F (t) =
rR
r0
· erfc

(
r0 − rR√
4 ·D · t

)
, (1)

where rR denotes the radius of the spherical receiver in µm,
r0 represents the distance between the center of the spherical
receiver and the point transmitter in µm, D is the diffusion
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coefficient of the fluidic environment in µm2/s, and erfc(·)
denotes the complementary error function. The ith channel
coefficient, pi, is defined to be the probability that a molecule,
emitted in the kth signal interval, gets absorbed during the
(k + i− 1)th signal interval. Channel coefficients [1] are

pi = F (i · ts)− F ((i− 1) · ts), i = 1, 2, . . . , I, (2)
where I is the channel memory, and ts is the signal interval
duration. Let bj represent the bit information transmitted in
the (j − 1)th previous signal slot (with b1 indicating the bit
from the current signal interval and b2 indicating the bit from
the previous interval). Through basic probability theory [14],
the number of expected molecules, Nexp, to be detected in
the current signal interval can then be modeled by using a
summation of binomial distribution expressed as

Nexp ∼
( I∑

j=1

bj · B(M,pj)
)
+N (0, σ2

n), (3)

where M is the number of information molecules emitted at
the start of each signal interval for the transmission of a 1-
bit, B(M,pj) denotes the binomial distribution with M trials
and a success probability of pj , and N (0, σ2

n) is a Gaussian
distribution with mean 0 and variance σ2

n modelling the
counting noise inside the receiver. Using the formula for the
mean of a binomial distribution, (bi ·M ·pi) gives the expected
number of molecules released in the (i−1)th previous slot and
detected in the current interval. For instance, (b1 ·M ·p1) is the
expected number molecules that are both released and detected
in the current signal slot. For sufficiently large values of M ,
the binomial distribution at (3) can well be approximated by
the the following Gaussian normal distribution [14]:

Nexp∼N
( I∑
j=1

bj ·M ·pj ,
( I∑
j=1

bj ·M ·pj ·(1− pj)
)
+σ2

n

)
(4)

Since a summation of binomial distributions can be analyt-
ically non-trivial, the normal distribution given in (4) proves
to be highly beneficial in many analytical derivations as we
demonstrate in Section II-C.

A. Codebook Derivation

We propose a new infinite family of codebooks, denoted by
RLIMi(n), where i, n ∈ N. Here, RLIM stands for run-length-
limited ISI-mitigation, with i representing the order and n the
length. We define the properties of RLIMi(n) as follows.

1. Each 1-bit is followed by i 0-bits, provided i or more
available positions exist following the 1-bit. If fewer than
i positions are available after the 1-bit, all subsequent bits
are 0-bits.

2. Each code starts with i 0-bits.
3. Each code must contain at least one 1-bit.
The 1st and 2nd restrictions are needed to ensure that, after

an accurate detection of a single 1-bit of any code, none of the
following i bits can be a 0-bit. So that, if one of these i bits are
erroneously detected to be a 1-bit, it can be error corrected to a
0-bit. The 3rd condition has to the with the adaptive-threshold
detection technique; and why it is needed will be illustrated
in Section II-B. If the 3rd condition were dropped, RLIMi(n)
would be equal to run-length-limited codes of order (i,∞) of

length n [15]. Note that, when the order i of the RLIM scheme
is set to 1, resultant codes correspond to the ISI-mitigating
codes.

Let Ci(n) denote the the subset of all codes belonging to
{0, 1}n, with the 1st condition in place, but the 2nd and 3rd

conditions dropped. In coding literature, Ci(n) is known as a
d-limited sequence (where d substitutes i) [16]. Then, through
basic Combinatorics, and from [16], Ci(n) conforms to the
following relation (5), where each row represents a distinct
code, and |.| is the cardinality function. Note that 0mn denotes
a matrix of 0s with m columns and n rows; and similarly 1mn
denotes a matrix of 1s with m columns and n rows.

Ci(n)=

 01
|Ci(n−1)| Ci(n − 1)

11
|Ci(n−1−i)| 0

i
|Ci(n−1−i)| Ci(n − 1 − i)


(5)

This recursive relation holds, because the elements of Ci(n)
can be categorized into two groups: those that start with a 0-
bit, and those that start with a 1-bit. If a code starts with a
0-bit, the remaining part of it can be any element of Ci(n −
1). Similarly, If a code starts with a 1-bit, this 1-bit must
be followed by i 0-bits, then the remaining part can be any
element of Ci(n − 1 − i). To obtain the RLIMi(n), first we
need to enforce the 2nd condition, which was dropped in the
derivation of Ci(n). That is, i 0-bits are concatenated to the
start of each code of Ci(n − i). Then, to enforce the 3rd

condition, we need to remove the code that consist entirely of
0-bits from the matrix. These operations can be done via the
matrix given below. Note that the superscript (*) indicates the
removal of the code (i.e., the row) consisting completely of
0-bits.

RLIMi(n) =
[
0i
|C∗

i (n−i)| C∗
i (n − i)

]
(6)

To better illustrate how these matrices can be utilised,
we will now obtain the code space of RLIM2(6) using the
matrices given above. We first need the base-cases. Let us
give C2(1), C2(2), and C2(3).

C2(1) =

0
1

, C2(2) =


0 0

0 1

1 0

, C2(3) =


0 0 0

0 0 1

0 1 0

1 0 0

 (7)

Now we apply the recursion matrix given at (5) to obtain
the C2(4) as follows.

C2(4) =

 014 C2(3)

112 022 C2(1)

 =



0 0 0 0

0 0 0 1

0 0 1 0

0 1 0 0

1 0 0 0

1 0 0 1


(8)

To obtain RLIM2(6) we need to apply the matrix given at
(6) to the C2(4). This procedure is as follows.
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RLIM2(6) =
[
025 C∗

2 (4)
]
=



0 0 0 0 0 1

0 0 0 0 1 0

0 0 0 1 0 0

0 0 1 0 0 0

0 0 1 0 0 1


(9)

Any RLIMi(n) can be obtained using the recursive proce-
dure defined in this section. For a given value of i, only the
base cases, Ci(1), . . . , Ci(j), . . . , Ci(i + 1), where 1 ≤ j ≤
i+1, should be pre-computed as in (7). This is a trivial task:
Each base-case Ci(j) has, in total, j + 1 codes (i.e., rows).
The first code of each Ci(j) is the 0 vector, and the remaining
j codes have the following property: The kth code (i.e. row)
of Ci(j), where 2 ≤ k ≤ j+1, has a 1-bit in the (j+2−k)th

position, with remaining places all assigned with 0-bits.
Finally, to perform encoding and decoding, after deriving

the code space RLIMi(n), a bijective function needs to be
created between {0, 1}⌊log2 |RLIMi(n)|⌋ and a subset S of
RLIMi(n) with size 2⌊log2 |RLIMi(n)|⌋, where ⌊.⌋ is the floor
function. The subset S should include codes of RLIMi(n)
with the fewest number of 1-bits. This criterion is important
because it ensures that the coding scheme can utilize a greater
number of information molecules for transmitting each 1-bit,
thereby reducing the bit error rate.

Let us denote such a subset S of RLIMi(n), by RLIMi(n, k)
provided that |RLIMi(n)| ≥ 2k. That is, S a minimal subset
with size 2k of RLIMi(n) in term of the total number of 1-
bits it contains. Please note that there can be multiple such
minimal subsets, in which case one of them can randomly be
chosen. After creating the subset S, we order it by the binary
values of its codes to facilitate the binary search algorithm
during decoding. Specifically, when converting each code in
S back to its associated element in {0, 1}k, the binary search
enables retrieval in O(k) time. The Python implementations of
codebook generation, encoding, and decoding algorithms, for
any RLIMi(n, k), are given in the Code Availability section.

B. Detection and Error Correction

Assume that an RLIMi(n) coding scheme is used. We will
adopt the adaptive threshold detection technique. Let m be the
sequence giving the absorbed number of molecules at each
signal interval of a code c ∈ RLIMi(n). Define mmax =
max(m) [6] and mmin = non zero min(m) [17]1. If m
is the 0 vector, mmin is taken to be ∞ (so that m can be
detected as the 0 vector) [17]. Then the adaptive threshold,
τmadapt, pertaining to m is found as

τmadapt = a ·mmin + (1− a) ·mmax, (10)
where a is the channel-specific scaling constant [6]. Note that
0 ≤ a ≤ 1, and thus mmin ≤ τmadapt ≤ mmax. If the number
of absorbed molecules falls below τmadapt, the corresponding

1For ISI-mitigating codes, mmin is defined as the minimum of m −
{m1} (i.e., the sequence m excluding its first element). By redefining
mmin = non zero min(m), this approach is generalized beyond ISI-
mitigating codes in [17]. To ensure fairness, we also conducted simulations
for ISI-mitigating codes, using its original detection approach, whose results
are given in Figs. 4 and 5.

Algorithm 1 Proposed Detection with Static Threshold

Require: let m be a sequence of number of absorbed
molecules with size n, let τstatic be the static threshold,
let i be the order of RLIMi(n).

1: let detected bit sequence be a sequence of 0s of size n
2: for j ← 1 to n do
3: if m[j] ≥ τstatic then detected bit sequence[j] = 1
4: end if
5: end for
6: if detected bit sequence[i+ 1 : n] is the 0-vector then
7: max index = i+ 1
8: max value = −1
9: for h← i+ 1 to n do

10: if m[h] > max value then
11: max value = m[h]
12: max index = h
13: end if
14: end for
15: detected bit sequence[max index] = 1
16: end if
17: return detected bit sequence

Algorithm 2 Proposed Error Correction for RLIM

Require: detected code with size n, order i of RLIMi(n)
1: for j ← 1 to i do
2: detected code[j] = 0
3: end for
4: for j ← 1 + i to n do
5: if detected code[j] == 1 then
6: for h← 1 to min(i, n− j) do
7: detected code[j + h] = 0
8: end for
9: end if

10: end for

signal interval is detected as a 0-bit, otherwise it is detected as
a 1-bit. To find the optimal value of a, ensuing pilot signals,
whose content is pre-known by the receiver, are sent [6]; and
the value of a that results in the least BER value is chosen.
The receiver can do this selection by increasing a from 0 to
1 with a pre-determined step size of k, whose value, in this
paper, is taken to be 0.005. Through this approach, an element
of m that has the value mmax is always detected to be a 1-bit.
This is why RLIMi(n) needs at least one 1-bit in each code.

Additionally, we provide the implementation of RLIM-
specific static-threshold detection technique in Algorithm 1,
as we will evaluate both the static and dynamic approaches
in Section III. Algorithm 1 strengthens the classical static
threshold algorithm [8] by providing robustness against edge
cases through its Lines 6–16. It ensures that each detected code
contains at least one 1-bit, which holds true for all RLIMi(n)
codes. Using pilot signals, the optimal static threshold for
a given channel can be determined similarly to the optimal
scaling constant derivation: By testing thresholds from 1 to
M , the threshold that yields the lowest BER is identified.

By observing that in any code of RLIMi(n), the first i bits
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(a) RLIM1(24, 16) [6] with M = 1294 and ts = ((16/24) · 200) ms
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(b) RLIM2(31, 16) with M = 1484 and ts = ((16/31) · 200) ms
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(c) RLIM3(37, 16) with M = 1590 and ts = ((16/37) · 200) ms
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(d) RLIM4(42, 16) with M = 1621 and ts = ((16/42) · 200) ms

Fig. 2: Detected Molecule Distributions for coding schemes RLIMi(n, 16) in an MC channel with, D = 79.4 µm2/s, rR = 5
µm, r0 = 10 µm, I = 200, σ2

n = 0, and unnormalized signal interval and molecule counts of ts = 200 ms, and M = 1000

are 0 and no 1-bit can be followed by another 1-bit within the
next i positions, we propose Algorithm 2 for error correction.
Note that, when the order i is set to 1 in Algorithm 2 the
resulting algorithm coincides with the one for ISI-mitigating
codes presented in [6]. After applying the error correction
algorithm to a detected code, the resultant code c may not
be an element of RLIMi(n, k), in which case we iteratively
substitute the right-most 1-bit of the code c with a 0-bit, while
searching it inside RLIMi(n, k) at each substitution.

C. Analytical Estimation of Static Threshold

Both the adaptive and static threshold techniques described
in the previous section requires sending pilot signals at the
start of the communication. However, if the receiver has
the knowledge of the channel parameters, transmitting pilot
signals beforehand may no longer be necessary.

Our contribution in this subsection is adapting the analytical
derivation method for ISI-mitigating codes to RLIMi(n), with
significant modifications which will be clarified at the end of
this subsection. Define ISIj = N (M ·pj ,M ·pj · (1−pj)) as
per equation (4), which approximates the distribution of the
expected number of molecules detected from the emission of
M molecules at the (j − 1)th previous signal slot. Assuming
RLIMi(n) is used, when a 1-bit is transmitted in the current
signal slot, the distribution of the maximum expected number
of detected molecules can be given by the following equation
(11).

iNmax
1 = lim

I1→∞

( I1∑
k=1

ISI1+(i+1)·(k−1)

)
+N (0, σ2

n) (11)

Rather than deriving a distribution for the maximum possi-
ble number of detected molecules, we aim to derive a distribu-
tion for the average case. To approximate mean value of a such
a distribution, I1 should be a positive integer. To illustrate this
phenomenon, consider the detection count distribution from
a binomial simulation of 10000 consecutive codewords, each
encoding a random bit sequence of length 16. The simulation
uses RLIM codes of orders from 1 to 4 in an MC channel
whose simulation parameters are provided in the caption of
Fig 2. with corresponding normalized parameters given in
the sub-captions. The simulator selection and normalization
procedure will be explained in the next section. As can be
seen in the right sections of each subfigure in Fig. 2, I1 = 3
provides a more accurate representation of the molecule count
distribution of 1-bits (shown in purple) compared to other
values of I1, based on its similarity to the mean value
of the distribution. Please note that we observed a similar
phenomena for molecule count (M ) values smaller than 1000.
Accordingly, we assume the following approximation in (12):

iNaverage
1 ≈

( 3∑
k=1

ISI1+(i+1)·(k−1)

)
+N (0, σ2

n) (12)

Now, consider the case where the current signal slot cor-
responds to a 0-bit, and all preceding signal slots have been
detected accurately. For any code of RLIMi(n), this implies
that if there are any 1-bits within i previous signal slots
or if the current interval corresponds to one of the first i
positions of a code, then regardless of the threshold value,
the error correction algorithm will always correctly detect the
current signal slot as a 0-bit. Accordingly, we denote a 0-
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bit, which is neither in one of the first i positions of a code
nor has any preceding 1-bits within i slots, as a 0̂-bit. For
the transmission of a 0̂-bit, the maximum expected number of
detected molecules is given by the following distribution:

iNmax
0̂

= lim
I0̂→∞

( I0̂∑
k=1

ISI1+(i+1)·(k)

)
+N (0, σ2

n) (13)

Setting I0̂ = 2 provides a better approximation for the mean
of iN average

0̂
(as shown in the left sections of the subfigures in

Fig. 2), but, like other values of I0̂, it fails to accurately model
the variance. Moreover, I0̂ = 2 is insufficient for predicting
the distribution of iN average

0̂
at higher molecule counts. We

chose I0̂ = 3, as given in Eq. (14), as it more accurately
approximates the distribution at higher molecule counts.

iNaverage

0̂
≈

( 3∑
k=1

ISI1+(i+1)·(k)

)
+N (0, σ2

n) (14)

Future research should focus on developing more accurate
theoretical distributions for iNaverage

1 and iNaverage

0̂
. While

the complex and recursive nature of RLIMi(n, k) makes
theoretically obtaining these distributions a challenging task,
achieving more precise distributions will lead to BER-wise
improved static threshold values, which will further discard the
need to send pilot signals in advance of the communication.

Let P1 denote the appearance probability of 1-bits in
the code space RLIMi(n, k), and similarly let P0̂ denote
the appearance probability of 0̂-bits inside the code space
RLIMi(n, k). Then, using the Formulae (12) and (14), the
probability of correctly detecting the current signal slot, as-
suming all preceding slots have been detected accurately, is
given as

P=P0̂ ·
[
1−Q

(
τstatic−(

∑3
k=1 M ·(p(1+(i+1)·k)))√

(
∑3

k=1 M ·(p(1+(i+1)·k))·(1−p(1+(i+1)·k)))+σ2
n

)]
+P1 ·Q

(
τstatic−(

∑3
k=1 M ·p(1+(i+1)·(k−1)))√

(
∑3

k=1 M ·(p(1+(i+1)·(k−1)))·(1−p(1+(i+1)·(k−1))))+σ2
n

)
(15)

where Q is the tail probability function of the Gaussian normal
distribution (i.e., Q

(
x−a√

b

)
gives the integration of N (a, b)

from x to ∞), and τstatic is the static threshold constant. We
need to find the highest value of (15) in terms of τstatic. For
simplicity, we make the following substitutions:

A =
(∑3

k=1M · (p(i+1)·k)
)

B =
(∑3

k=1M · (p(i+1)·k) · (1− p(i+1)·k)
)
+ σ2

n

C =
(∑3

k=1M · p1+(i+1)·(k−1)

)
D =

(∑3
k=1M · (p1+(i+1)·(k−1)) · (1− p1+(i+1)·(k−1))

)
+ σ2

n

(16)

Then, taking the derivative of (15) with respect to τstatic,
and equating it to zero, the analytical derivation of τstatic is
obtained as follows:

τstatic =
−B·C+D·A−

√
B·D·

(
(C−A)2−2·(B−D)·loge

(√
D·P

0̂√
B·P1

))
B−D

(17)

As an example, for RLIM4(41, 16)
2, the values of P0̂ and

P1 are 996497
41·216 and 323397

41·216 , respectively. Then, we calculate
the corresponding {px} values from equation (2) based on
the normalized channel parameters outlined in the sub-caption
of Fig. 2(d) and the remaining parameters that are given in
the main caption of Fig. 2. Substituting all these values into
equation (17) yields a static threshold estimate of 90.4385, as
marked in Fig. 2(d).

In [6], the dynamic threshold formula (a · mmin + (1 −
a) · mmax) is used in place of τstatic within equation (15).
The values of I1 and I0̂ are both set to 1. The derivative of
equation (15) is then taken with respect to a, set equal to
zero, and solved for a. As a result, in [6], a new analytical
value for a is determined for each detected codeword molecule
count sequence, m, based on mmax and mmin. The dynamic
threshold, τmdynamic, is updated accordingly, as per Eq. (10).

However, in such an analytical approach, regardless of
the values mmax and mmin take, τmdynamic always equals
to τstatic. Therefore, while our approach in this paper for
RLIM1(n) is equivalent to that in [6] for ISI-mitigating codes
when I0̂ = 1 and I1 = 1, it is computationally more
efficient: Our method requires computation only once and
can be applied across all codeword detections. Moreover, as
demonstrated in Fig. 2, the values I1 = 3 and I0̂ = 3 generally
provide a better estimate than I1 = 1 and I0̂ = 1. This is
because, if I1 = 1 and I0̂ = 1 were used, the threshold value
would decrease in all four subfigures of Fig. 2; it is evident
that this would result in a poorer estimate, as the threshold
would intersect with the distribution of 0̂-bits, leading to a
greater number of detection errors.

III. PERFORMANCE EVALUATION

There are 3 main approaches to simulate an MC channel.
The first is a discrete particle-tracking-based simulator. This
method operates in discrete time steps (∆t), updating the
3D positions of all information molecules using the random
distribution N (0, 2 ·D ·∆t)3, derived from diffusion physics
[18], [19]. It then counts how many molecules are absorbed by
the receiver during each time step and removes the absorbed
molecules from the simulation. The second approach is to
use the summation of binomial distributions expressed in
equation (3) to compute the absorbed (i.e., detected) molecule
count within a signal interval. The third and computationally
fastest approach utilizes the normal distribution formula given
in equation (4). Although this method is efficient, it may
introduce slight errors for lower molecule counts and can
occasionally produce negative detection counts.

To highlight the distinctions between these three ap-
proaches, we calculated the averaged number of detected
molecules during each signal interval over 104 samples, as
illustrated in Fig. 3(a). These simulations are based on an
initial release of 1000 molecules at the start of the first signal
interval. The corresponding channel parameters are provided

2As detailed in Section II-A, there may exist multiple RLIM4(42, 16)
codebooks, each with identical P1 but slightly different P0̂ values. The
codebook we used was generated via our custom Python implementation,
accessible in the Code Availability section.
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(a) Averaged Detection Comparisons
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(b) Exemplary Single-Run Detection Graphs

Fig. 3: Simulator Comparisons for Channel Parameters of
M = 1000, D = 79.4 µm2/s, rR = 5 µm, r0 = 10 µm,
and ts = 10 ms.

in the caption of Fig. 3. Additionally, Fig. 3(b) presents a graph
of individual simulation runs to provide a clearer conceptual
illustration. As shown in Fig. 3(a), smaller time steps yield
more accurate results in particle-tracking simulations. How-
ever, reducing the time step below 1 ms results in excessively
longer simulation run-times. In this paper, we employ the
binomial distribution approach to simulate the MC channel
for its accuracy and computational efficiency.

A. Normalizations and Simulation Parameters

To fairly compare different coding strategies, it is essential
to normalize the signal interval and the molecule count per
transmission of a 1-bit values. This ensures that the same
amount of information is transmitted across different coding
schemes within equal time periods and using an identical
number of information molecules. The normalization, as given
in [17] and [20], is done as follows: Let I be the set of all
available information. Assume each element of I are equally
likely to be transmitted. Suppose that a coding scheme C1

encodes all the information of I , using S1 bits, and M1

1-bits. Also assume that a coding scheme C2 encodes all
the information of A, using S2 bits, and M2 1-bits. The
signal interval value for coding scheme C2 should be S1/S2

times that of the coding scheme C1. Likewise, the number of
molecules transmitted per 1-bit in coding scheme C2 should be
M1/M2 times that in coding scheme C1. For our simulation,
let I be the set {0, 1}16. To encode I using RLIMi(n) we
derive the following inequalities:

TABLE I: Normalized Signal Interval Values

Coding Method Signal Interval of
200 ms 250 ms

Uncoded [16→16] 200 ms 250 ms
RLIM1(24, 16) [16→24] [6] (16/24) · 200 ms (16/24) · 250 ms
RLIM2(31, 16) [16→31] (16/31) · 200 ms (16/31) · 250 ms
RLIM3(37, 16) [16→37] (16/37) · 200 ms (16/37) · 250 ms
RLIM4(42, 16) [16→42] (16/42) · 200 ms (16/42) · 250 ms
Hamming(4,7) [16→28] [9] (16/28) · 200 ms (16/28) · 250 ms
ISI-Free(4,2,1) [16→32] [7] (16/32) · 200 ms (16/32) · 250 ms

TABLE II: Number of 1-bits and Normalized Molecule Counts

Coding Method Number Molecule Count
of 1-bits (M ∈ N+)

Uncoded [16→16] 16 · 215 = 524288 1 ·M
RLIM1(24, 16) [16→24] [6] 405251 ⌊1.2937 ·M⌉
RLIM2(31, 16) [16→31] 353228 ⌊1.4842 ·M⌉
RLIM3(37, 16) [16→37] 329724 ⌊1.5900 ·M⌉
RLIM4(42, 16) [16→42] 323397 ⌊1.6211 ·M⌉
Hamming(4,7) [16→28] [9] 917504 ⌊0.5714 ·M⌉
ISI-Free(4,2,1) [16→32] [7] 1048576 ⌊0.5 ·M⌉

|RLIM1(23)| < 216 < |RLIM1(24)| = 75024 < 217 (18)

|RLIM2(30)| < 216 < |RLIM2(31)| = 85625 < 217 (19)

|RLIM3(36)| < 216 < |RLIM3(37)| = 82628 < 217 (20)

|RLIM4(41)| < 216 < |RLIM4(42)| = 67984 < 217 (21)

Thus, each of the sets RLIM1(24, 16), RLIM2(31, 16),
RLIM3(37, 16), and RLIM4(42, 16) are valid codebooks for
encoding the information set {0, 1}16. As explained in Section
II-A, these codebooks are created in a way that minimizes the
total number of 1-bits contained inside them. The normalized
signal interval periods are given in Table II, for two different
values: 200 ms and 250 ms. Table I presents the number of
1-bits in RLIM codebooks, along with the molecule count
per a transmission of 1-bit values, normalized according to
the Uncoded case, where ⌊.⌉ rounds the given number to the
nearest integer. The full range of the parameters used in our
comparative MC simulations are listed in Table III3.

To determine the optimal static threshold and scaling con-
stant4 values for each coding scheme across different channel

TABLE III: Simulation Parameters

Parameter Value
Diffusion coefficient (D) 79.4 µm2/s
Distance between Tx and Rx (r0) 9.5− 11.5 µm
Receiver radius (rR) 5 µm
Molecule count per a 1-bit for Uncoded (M ) 100− 1000
Signal interval for Uncoded (ts) 200− 250 ms
Receiver Gaussian counting noise variance (σ2

n) 0− 20
Channel Memory (I) 200

3The values of the parameters D, rR, and r0 (with r0 = 10 µm) in
Table I are standard in MC literature. They model an MC channel where
human insulin hormone is utilised as information molecules [21].

4Dynamic detection algorithm assumes at least one 1-bit per code, which
is the case for all RLIMi(n) but not necessarily for Uncoded, ISI-free, and
Hamming schemes. To address this issue for these coding schemes, we used a
modified dynamic detection algorithm from [17], which introduces additional
channel-specific parameters min and spacing alongside a. Through pilot
signal transmissions for these schemes, we determined min, optimal a, and
optimal spacing values.
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Fig. 4: MC Simulation Results for Different Block Lengths

parameters, we transmitted a total of 61440 bits by encoding
8 different randomly chosen 7680-bits sequences. Each of the
8 runs was independent. For instance, RLIM1(24, 16) encodes
7680 bits using 11520 bits, where all of the bits are transmitted
in a contiguous manner. In MC simulations, imitating ISI,
which stem from the accumulation of molecules over time, is
important. Thus, uninterruptedly simulating long contiguous

TABLE IV: Values of {xk
i } in Fig. 4(a) and (b)

k xk
1 xk

2 xk
3 xk

4

4 7 9 11 13

8 13 16 20 23

12 18 24 28 33

16 24 31 37 42

codewords with a high value of channel capacity (which we
took as 200) provides a realistic representation of the MC
channel, as we do here.

After having determined the optimal values of the static
threshold and scaling constants (along with min and optimal
spacing values for Uncoded, ISI-free, and Hamming schemes
4), we sent a total of 1290240 bits (8 contiguous runs of the
encodings of randomly chosen bit sequences of length 161280)
to calculate the respective BER values. Please note that these
specific number of bits have been chosen to ensure that all
different block lengths of 4, 8, 12, and 16 perfectly divide these
numbers, ensuring a fair comparison among coding methods
in Fig. 4. Note that in Figs. 4 and 5, RLIM1(n, k) is referred
to as ISI-mitigating codes [6] of length n with block length k
(i.e., ISI-M. (n, k)), as they are equivalent.

B. Evaluation of Simulation Results

1) Impact of Block Length on Performance: The simulation
results for different block lengths k (i.e., different information
sets {0, 1}k) are provided in Fig. 4(a) and (b). The corre-
sponding values of {xk

i }, whose derivations follow a similar
process to those given in formulae 18-21, are shown in Table
IV. Note that, in Figs. 4 and 5, o.d., ori., e.s., and o.s., stand
for optimal dynamic, original1, estimated static, and optimal

Fig. 5: MC Simulation Results for Different Parameters
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static respectively. These figures demonstrate that increasing
the coding block length k generally enhances performance
for higher-order RLIM codes, though it slightly reduces the
performance of ISI-mitigating codes. Notably, in both Fig.
4(a) and (b), the best overall performance among all coding
schemes and block lengths is achieved when a block length of
16 is used. This is why we chose k = 16 for the remainder of
comparisons. Note that the normalizations of molecule count
and signal interval values for block lengths 4, 8, and 12 (not
shown for brevity) follow the same process as for block length
16, as detailed in Tables I and II.

2) Effects of Different Parameters: As can be inferred
from Fig. 5, higher molecule count and signal interval values
improve BER, while higher r0 and receiver noise σ2

n levels
degrade it. Increasing the coding order i initially improves
BER, but we conjecture that benefits diminish after a certain
value of i, especially with shorter coding block lengths, as
can be seen in Fig. 4(a) and (b). Additionally, at greater
distances between Tx and Rx (r0), the performance of all
coding methods (including Uncoded) degrades significantly,
becoming unreliably worse. In such situations, the Uncoded
method, however, surpasses all others, as shown in Fig. 5(e)
and (f).

3) Storage Requirements and Trade-offs: While increasing
the block length k can improve BER, it exponentially raises
memory requirements, as each RLIMi(n, k) requires n·2k bits
of storage space. These trade-offs must be carefully considered
for practical applications of the proposed coding scheme. For
k = 8, 12, 16, the proposed RLIM codes of order i ≥ 2
still outperform others (in their respective detection technique
categories), as demonstrated in Fig. 4(a) and (b). Accordingly,
if data storage capacity is limited, opting for k = 8 or
k = 12 instead of k = 16 is advisable. For future comparative
simulations of our proposed family of codes, we recommend
using a coding block length of at least 12 for a fair comparison,
with k = 16 being a more preferable option.

4) Equivalence with Run-Length-Limited Codes: A key ob-
servation is that for all RLIM, the optimal static threshold de-
tection method consistently outperforms the optimal dynamic
threshold method. Consequently, dynamic threshold detection
would only be necessary when the MC channel is in a closed
space or when the transmitter is non- or partially absorbing,
as both scenarios would lead to a higher accumulation of
information molecules over time. Henceforth, it is no longer
necessary to assume the presence of a single 1-bit in a code.
Thus, for future uses with static threshold, we make the
enhancement in Eq. (22) for RLIM codes, making them equal
to run-length-limited (RLL) codes of order (i,∞) of length n
[15]. Please note that implementing this enhancement would
eliminate the need for Lines 6–16 in Algorithm 1.

ˆRLIMi(n)=
[
0i
|Ci(n−i)| Ci(n − i)

]
=RLLn(i,∞)

(22)

There is a thesis [22], where the authors applied the RLL
codes to MC. However, as the authors did not incorporate
the ordering (i,∞) or use the RLIM error correction method
outlined in Algorithm 2, they obtained numerical results in

which RLL codes were surpassed by Uncoded in terms of
BER.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

This paper presents a novel infinite family of codebooks,
RLIMi(n), which we have developed to enhance molecular
communication channel performance through improved error
correction capabilities while maintaining simplicity. We have
demonstrated that these codes achieve a substantial bit error
rate (BER) improvement over compared coding schemes par-
ticularly when i ∈ {2, 3, 4}. The key feature of RLIMi(n) is
that each 1-bit is followed by at least i 0-bits.

Notably, simulation results reveal that the constraint enforc-
ing each RLIMi(n) code to contain at least 1-bit is redundant.
Removing this constraint makes the RLIMi(n) codebook
equal to run-length-limited (RLL) codes of order (i,∞).
Nevertheless, the practical encoding scheme RLIMi(n, k)
(where RLIMi(n, k) ⊆ RLIMi(n) with |RLIMi(n, k)| = 2k)
maintains its distinct power constraint and specialized error
correction algorithm, preserving its unique character. Future
work should focus on developing more precise theoretical
distributions for iN average

0̂
and iN average

1 , which could improve
the BER of static threshold estimation and potentially elim-
inate the necessity of sending pilot signals before communi-
cation. Overall, the success of the proposed RLIMi(n) and
RLIMi(n, k) codes represents a significant advancement in
MC channel coding.
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