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Abstract

Locally repairable codes(LRCs) play important
roles in distributed storage systems(DSS). LRCs
with small locality have their own advantages since
fewer available symbols are needed in the recovery
of erased symbols. In this paper, we prove an upper
bound on the dimension of LRCs with minimum
distance d > 7. An upper bound on the length of
almost optimal LRCs with d =7, r =2 at ¢° 4+ ¢+ 3
is proved. Then based on the t-spread structure,
we give an algorithm to construct almost optimal
LRCs with d = 7, r = 2 and length n > 3[¥24] when
q > 4, whose dimension attains the aforementioned
upper bound.

Index Terms-Locally repairable codes, dis-
tributed storage systems, t-spreads.

1 Introduction

To meet the growing needs for efficient and reliable
cloud storage systems and big data storage systems, dis-
tributed storage systems have been widely used. In dis-
tributed storage systems, a data is partitioned and stored
in different data storage devices. Inevitably, data loss may
occur. Erasure codes are introduced to prevent data loss,
such as locally repairable codes. The notions of the lo-
cality of code symbols and the formal definition of locally
repairable codes were introduced in [1] and [2]. The bounds
and constructions of locally repairable codes have attracted
the attention of many researchers in recent years.

Let ¢ be a prime power. An [n,k,d]q linear code C is
called a locally repairable code with locality r if for ev-
ery i € {1,2,...,n}, there exists a codeword ¢’ in its dual
code C* such that wt(c’) < r+ 1 and i € supp(c’). The
well-known Singleton-like bound

dgn—k—(§1+2 (1)

was proved in [1].

LRCs whose parameters attain bound (1) are called
optimal LRCs. LRCs with parameters satisfying d =
n—k—[%] 4+ 1 are called almost optimal LRCs. In the
works [3],[4], the upper bounds on the length of optimal
LRCs with fixed d,r were proved. There were many con-
structions of optimal LRCs, e.g., [3], [4], [5], [6], [7], [8],
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[9]. In [3], LRCs with d = 3,4 and unbounded length were
constructed, and for any 5 < d < r + 2, optimal LRCs

with length at least cq1+ [@=572] were constructed, where
¢ is a constant that only depends on d and r. By polyno-
mial evaluation, [5] constructed optimal LRCs with n < q.
It is worth noting that the constructions in [5] only re-
quire 7, k to satisfy r < k and % < 31 By the algebraic
structure of elliptic curves, optimal LRCs with length up
to ¢ + /g were constructed in [6]. Optimal cyclic LRCs
with d = 3,4 and unbounded length were constructed in
[7]. In [8], via binary constant weight codes, optimal LRCs
with d = 5,6 and length greater than cq® were explicitly
constructed, where ¢ is a constant that only depends on
d,r. In [9], the connections between optimal LRCs with
Vandermonde-like parity-check matrices and hypergraphs
were established. Practical algorithms were given to ob-
tain the desired parity-check matrices of optimal LRCs,

whose length is at least chW, where ¢ is a constant
that only depends on d and r. In [4], the optimal LRCs
with d = 6, r = 2 and disjoint local repair groups were
completely characterized, then optimal LRCs with lengths
3(¢+1),3(¢ + /g + 1) and 3(2q — 4) were explicitly con-
structed. However, as will be shown in Lemma 2, there is
no optimal LRC with d = 7, » = 2 and disjoint local re-
pair groups. Thus, we attempt to construct almost optimal
LRCs with d = 7, » = 2 and disjoint local repair groups.
Some upper bounds are also derived in the process.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In
Section 2, we review some definitions and necessary results.
In Section 3, we give our main results as follows:

(1)An explicit upper bound on the dimension of LRCs
with minimum distance d > 7 and disjoint local repair
groups. This upper bound outperforms the explicit upper
bound proved in [10] when r = 2, 3.

(2)An upper bound on the length of almost optimal
LRCs with minimum distance d = 7, locality » = 2 and
disjoint local repair groups at g2 + ¢+ 3. This upper bound
is better than that proved in [3] and [4] when d =7, r = 2.

(3)An algorithm to construct almost optimal LRCs with
minimum distance 7, locality 2 and disjoint local repair
groups, whose length is at least 3(§q} when g > 4. It is
worth noting that these LRCs attain the upper bound on

dimension in Lemma 3.
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2 Preliminaries

2.1 Notations and definitions

We recall some notations and definitions.

e Let |a], [a] be the floor function and the ceiling func-
tion of a, respectively.

e Let F, be the finite field with g elements, where g is
a prime power.

o Let Fj be the n-dimensional vector space over [Fy.

e For any positive integer n, we denote by [n] the set
{1,2,...,n}.

e For any ¢ = (c1,¢2,...,cn) € Fy, the support set of ¢
is defined as supp(c) = {i € [n]|c; # 0}, the hamming
weight of ¢ is defined as wt(c) = | supp(e)].

e For any non-trivial vector space V over F,, we denote
the set of all one-dimensional subspaces of V' by [‘1/] .

Now, we give the formal definition of locally repairable
codes.

Definition 1 A g-ary [n, k,d] linear code C is said to be
a locally repairable code with locality v if for any i € [n],
there exists a set R; C [n]\{i} such that |R;| < r and for
any codeword (c1,¢2,...,¢n) € C,

C; = E ijj,

JER;

where kj € F,\{0} are fized elements. R; U {i} is called a
local repair group. We denote its parameters by (n, k,d,r)q.

If some local repair groups form a partition of [n], and each
of them has cardinality (r + 1), then we say that C has
disjoint local repair groups.

An LRC has disjoint local repair groups if and only if
it has an equivalent parity-check matrix of the following
form:

1 1 ...110 0 ...0... 0 O .0
o 0 ...001 1 ...1....] 0 O .0
0 0 .00 O ...0...; 1 1 ...1
ugl)...u£1)0|u§2)...u£2)0|...|u§L)...u£L)0

2.2 The LRCs with minimum distance
7, locality 2 and disjoint local repair
groups

In this paper, we focus on LRCs with minimum distance

7, locality 2 and disjoint local repair groups. There exists
no LRC attaining the Singleton-like bound (1) in this case.

Lemma 1 ([3], Lemma 2.2) Letn,k,d,r be positive in-
tegers.
If (r+1)|n andn—k — [£] +2=d, then

n d—2
— =d—2— 2
r+1 \‘r+1j ()

Also, equality (2) along with (r + 1)|n and d — 2 # r
mod (r + 1) imply n —k — [£] +2 = d.

n—k

Lemma 2 ([9], Remark 1) Let n,k,d,r be positive in-
tegers and q be a prime power. If d —2 =r mod (r + 1),
then there is no (n,k,d,r)q LRC satisfying (r + 1)|n and
n—k—[&8+2=d.

Remark 1 Due to this phenomenon, an (n,k,d,r)q LRC
satisfying d — 2 = r mod (r + 1), (r + 1)|n, and d =
n—k—[£]41 is also called an optimal LRC in [3] and [9].
Howewver, in this paper, we call it an almost optimal LRC
since its minimum distance differs one from the Singleton-
like bound (1).

We review a recent result in [11]. It will be useful to
determine the minimum distance of the LRCs in our con-
struction.

Theorem 1 ([11], Theorem 1) Let C be an optimal
[n, k,d]q linear code with all-symbol (r,0)-locality. Assume
n=m(r+4d6—1),k=ur,u>2.

If 2|r and m > u+ 1 then

qz¢<(<§+m2’"+rﬁj 1))2>,

where ¢(x) is the smallest prime power greater or equal to
x.

5

If24r and m > u+ 2, then

qzaﬁ((éril))

When § = 2 in Theorem 1, C is an LRC with locality r as
defined in Definition 1. We then have the following corol-
lary.

Corollary 1 Let C be an (n,k,d,r)q LRC. If r = 2,
n = 3L>q+4 and k = 2(L—2), then the minimum distance
d<T.

Proof By the inequality (1),
2(L —2)
2

If d = 8, then C is an optimal LRC satisfying the condition
of Theorem 1. By Theorem 1, we have

d<3L-2(L-2)—] 1+2=38.

¢>6(3(L—-2+1)—1)>3L-d=n—4,
which is a contradiction. Hence d < 7. O

Thus, if we have an almost optimal LRC with parameters
(n=3L,k =2L—4,d ="7,r = 2)q and n>q + 4, then it
obtains the best possible minimum distance when its other
parameters and the field size ¢ are unchanged.

3 Main results

3.1 An upper bound on the dimension
of LRCs with disjoint local repair
groups and d > 7

By analysing the parity-check matrix, we have the fol-
lowing upper bound on the dimension of LRCs with mini-
mum distance d > 7 and disjoint local repair groups.

Lemma 3 Let C be an LRC with disjoint local repair
groups and parameters

(n=Lr+1),k=Lr —u,d>7,1)q,

then we have

n

k<
—r+1

— log, (¢+ (¢ = DaGn—")]  (3)



Proof C has an equivalent parity-check matrix P of the
following form.

1 1 ...110 O . 0f.. 0 0 0
0O 0 ...01 1 1. 0 0 0
P=1 o s
0 0 .00 0 O ...0.../! 1 1 ...1

ugl) .. 'u,,(nl) 0|’u,§2) .. ugL) 0

w@ ol

Let hgt) be the ((¢ — 1)(r + 1) +4)-th column of the above

matrix, uit_)H =0 € Fy for t € [L], and u(tj) = ;t) — ugt)
for i # j € [r + 1],t € [L]. We have the following claim.

Claim 1:Let S1 = {(i,4,t)|i<j € [r + 1I]\{1},t =
1}, S2 = {(i, 4, t)i<j € [r + 1,t € [L]\{1}}, then
{span{ugg,ugt]).ﬂ(i,j, t) € S1 U S2} is a set of distinct two-
dimensional sdbspaces of Fy and these subspaces pairwisely
intersect in the one-dimensional subspace span{u(l)

To prove Claim 1, we need to show that for any
(i1,j1,t1) 75 (iz,jz,tg) c S U 5'27 uz(:fj)-l,ug%)wugl% are
linear independent.

Assume that klu(tl) + ko ult?) + k3 u(l) = 0, where

21,71 12,72

(k1, k2, ks) € 3, then we have

k(R — ) 4 ko (R — B{)) 4 k(S — R{Y) =0

If k3 # 0, then the coefficient of hgl) in above equation is
non-zero. Note that any six columns of P are linear inde-
pendent. This leads to a contradiction.

If ks = 0, k1 # 0, then the coefficient of h;il) or hgfl)
in above equation is non-zero, which is a contradiction.

If k3 = 0, k2 # 0, then the coefficient of h;?) or hEZZ)
in above equation is non-zero, which is a contradiction.

Thus, k1 = k2 = k3 = 0, uE?J)N 532])27u§1% are linear
independent.

By Claim 1, there exist (Lw — 7‘) distinct two-

dimensional subspaces containing span{ugg} in Fy. Note
taining span{ugg} in Fy. We have
“—q ,rr+1)
>L - 4
e R R )
q“ = q+(q- 1)(1(2”—7’)
m
k< il —log, (¢+ (¢ —1)a(5 n*T))
Since k£ and % are positive integers, we have
™m
k<o = fog, (g + (9= Dagn—n)1. O

Remark 2 By Theorem 11 in [10], under the setting of

Lemma 3, we have

(r—1r(g—
6

Our upper bound (3) is tighter than this upper bound when

r=2o0r3,q>2. The LRC in Example I attains the bound

(3), but does not attain the above bound.

m rn 1)(¢g — 2)n
k< ———1 1 —-1)— .
| ogg (1+@@—-1)7 + )

3.2 An upper bound on the length of
almost optimal LRCs with mini-
mum distance 7, locality 2 and dis-
joint local repair groups

Lemma 4 Let C be an almost optimal LRC with disjoint
local repair groups and parameters

(n=3L,k=2L—4,d="T7,7r=2)q,

then

n<3+q(g+1). (5)

Proof By the inequality (4) in the proof of Lemma 3,

¢“=q  rlr+l)
?—q 2
where u 2 Lr — k = 4.
Thus n < ¢ + ¢ + 3. ]

Remark 3 (1) Let C be an LRC with disjoint local repair

groups. If its parameters (n,k,d,r)q satisfy the equation
(2) and d > 5,
then by Theorem 3.2 in [3], we have
4(d—2)
- Ttlxﬁxq d=a d=1,2 mod 4
n < 4(d—3)
P (gt x g7 +1) d=3,4 modd

where a = d — 4([2] - 1).
by Lemma 8 in [/], we have

n <

RN
)

qg—1
When d = 7,7 = 2, the above two upper bounds become

g*-1)

n < % and n < ((qfl), respectively. The upper bound

(5) is better than the above two upper bounds in this case.

3.3 Almost optimal LRCs with mini-
mum distance 7 and locality 2 based
on t-spread

In this subsection, we will construct almost optimal
LRCs with minimum distance 7, locality 2 and disjoint local
repair groups. The following lemma is useful.

Lemma 5 Let g be a prime power. L > 3 is an integer.
There is an LRC with disjoint local repair groups and pa-

rameters [n = 3L,k = 2L — 4,7 < d < 8,2|q if and only if
there is a vector sequence ug ,u;) € F4 t € [L] satisfying

the following conditions
C.1 dim(span{ugi)7 uél)}) =2 for any i € [L].

C.2 span{u{”, u{? }nspan{u{’ u{’} = {0} for anyi<j €

(L].

C.3 dim(span{uff),'u,,()J)7 ul"}) = 3 for any i<j<t € [L],
a,b,c € {0,1,2}.

where u(()i) = ugi) — ugi)A

Proof Let H be an (L 4 4) x 3L matrix over [, of the
following form.

1 1 110 O OF--| 0 0 0

0 0 01 1 1}---]1 0 0 0

H=1 . 4 0 =
0O 00 0 0 of 1 1 1

T W O 0P 0| | w70

Let h{” (i € [L],a € [3]) be the (3(i — 1) + a)-th column of
H. We divide the proof of Lemma 5 into two parts.
Necessity: If there is an LRC with disjoint local repair
groups and parameters (3L,2L — 4,7 < d < 8,7 = 2)g,
then it has an equivalent parity-check matrix H and any
six columns of H are linear independent.
Then we have



(1) hgi), hg), hz(,f), hgj), héj), héj) are linear independent for

any i<j € [L]

(2) h((li)7 héi)7 hgj)7 hilj), h((f), h;t) are linear independent for

any i<j<t € [L] and a # b,c # d,e # f € [3].

We identify the above vector groups with matrices, then
by elementary transformations, we have
R e e e e e

are linear independent for any i<j € [L].
2) B~k b R —hP hY AD — R B are lin-

ear independent for any i<j<t € [L] and a # b,c #

d,e# f €3]

Note that the first L components of h((f)
[3],i € [L]) are all zeros. We have

(1) ui uy uf ug

i<j € [L].

_ hgj), hgj)

~h%a#be
are linear independent for any

(2) ul?, ugj),ug) are linear independent for any i<j<t €
[L] and a,b,c € {0,1,2}.

Thus the vector sequence u1 ,ugz)ﬁ = 1,2,...,L must
satisfy the conditions C.1,C.2 and C.3. The necessity is
proved.

sufficiency: Assume that the vector sequence
ul” ul) e F;,i € [L] satisfies the conditions C.1,C.2,C.3.
Then we have
(1) u ugl), ,uéj ) are linear independent for any
i<j € [L].

(2) ul? ul(,]),ug are linear independent for any i<j<t €
[L] and a,b,c € {0,1,2}.

We put the above vectors into their corresponding positions

of H. Note that the first L. components of Ry — hél) (a #

b € [3],i € [L]) are all zeros. Then we have

R e e e e e
are linear independent for any i<j € [L].

2) B — R b R — P hY RS — R B are lin-
ear independent for any i<j<t € [L] and a # b,c #
d,e# f €3]

We identify the above vector groups with matrices, by ele-

mentary transformations, we have

(1) hgi)7 héi)7 héi), hgj), hgj), hgj) are linear independent for
any i<j € [L].

(2) hff)7 héi)7 hgj)7 hfij), hg), hgf) are linear independent for
any i<j<t € [L] and a # b,c £ d,e £ f € [3].

Thus, any six columns of H are linear independent, the
minimum distance of the LRC with H as a parity-check
matrix is at least 7, the dimension of this LRC is at least
2L — 4. If the dimension is greater than 2L — 4, then there
will be a contradiction by the Singleton-like bound (1). So,
its dimension must be 2L — 4. Again by the Singleton-like
bound, its minimum distance is at most 8. The sufficiency
is proved. O

_ hgj), hgj)

With Lemma 5, we could construct LRCs with minimum
distance 7, locality 2 and disjoint local repair groups, whose
length is at least 3[?{\4 The construction is based on ¢-
spread of vector spaces. We briefly review its definition and
some related results.

Definition 2 (t-spread) Given positive integers t < m
and m-dimensional vector space Vi, (q) over Fq. The set of
all t-dimensional subspaces of Vin(q) is denoted by Gq(m, t).

If § = {Whi,Wa,...,Wr} C Gg(m,t) satisfies Wo N
Wy = {0} for any a # b € [L], then we call S a partial
t-spread of Vi (q) with size L.

If also UL W; = Viu(q), then we call S a t-spread of
Vin(q) with size L.

Lemma 6 ([12], Lemma 2) If positive integers t|m,

then there is a t-spread of Fy' with size qqt — -

The following Corollary is an immediate consequence.

Corollary 2 There ezists a 2-spread of Fé with size ¢> +1.

V\Elth (t)hlS 2-spread, we have an algorithm to find

wuy,us 1 = 1,2..., L satisfying the condition of Lemma

Algorithm 1
Input Finite Field Fy,q¢ > 4
Step 1 (Initialization)
Let : = 0.
By Corollary 2,
{Pl, Po,. .., Pq2+1}.
Let set family M

Fg has a 2-spread P =

= {Al,Ag, e ,Aq2+1}, where

Ay = [Ii"] for any t € [¢* + 1].
Let Mo = M.
Step 2 (Choose)
Let i =i+ 1.
Arbitrarily pick a set A from set family M,
arbitrarily pick three elements from A,
find their bases 'u,(()z)7 ugl), ugz) such that
wf = ul — uf)
Let M = M\{A}.
Step 3 (Trim)
Ifi>2and M # @,
For B € M,
For j € [i — 1],
Let B=B\ U {Span{"%)’uiﬂ}} 4
a,be{0,1,2}
end for
If |B|<3,
Let M = M\{B}.
end if
end for
end if
It M # o,
go back to Step 2.
end if
If M=o,
let L =1,
Output {ugl)7 ug1)7 Cul u;L)}.
end if

Since |Mo| < ¢ + 1, Algorithm 1 stops when i = iq for
some io € [¢° + 1]\{1}.

Proposition 1 The output of Algorithm 1 is a set of vec-
tors {ulV ul” wl? wl? Wl WiV I L > 3, then it

satisfies the condition of Lemma 5.



Proof Note that span{ugl),ugl)}, .. ,span{ugL), uéL)}

are distinct two-dimensional subspaces from
the 2-spread P by Step 2 of Algorithm 1.
{ugl),uél), u§2), ué2), e ,ugL), uéL)} satisfies the condi-

tions C.1 and C.2 in Lemma 5.
We then verify that it satisfies C.3. For any positive
integers 1 < a<f<vy < L and a,b,c € {0,1,2}, we need to

(a) 1(,’8)7'1143’) are linear inde-

prove that non-zero vectors uq
pendent.

After every Step 3 in Algorithm 1, we call the

past Step 2 and Step 3 the i-th round. Note
that u'® € span{ug (a)} ulg ) € span{ugﬂ) ué’e)}
and span{uga a)} span{u(ﬁ) 2’8)} are distinct two-

dimensional subspaces from the 2-spread P. Vectors
(@) are linear independent. By Step 3 of the

Uy ul(,B

(e)  (B)
-th round, span{u(” span{uauy" } Thus
B ) | ,

ufla), 'u,,()B)7 ugﬂ’) are linear independent . The desired result

follows. O

Theorem 2 The output of Algorithm 1 is a set of vec-
tors: {ul , (1), 52),11&2), e ,ugL),uéL)} C F;, where
L> max{(TqL?;} when g > 4.

By Proposition 1 and Lemma 5, there exists LRCs with
parameters (n = 3L > max{?ﬁ%qLQ}, k=2L—-4,d=T7
or 8,1 = 2)q attaining the bound (3) when q > 4.

In particular, the minimum distance d = 7 when n>q+4
by Corollary 1, in which case it is an almost optimal LRC
and obtains the best possible minimum distance if its other
parameters and the field size q are unchanged.

Proof Since |[Mo| = ¢*> + 1, we have 2 < L < ¢*> + 1 when
Algorithm 1 stops. The set family Mg has the following
form

span{ugl) ) u21)} span{u?) ’ u2 )}
1 1 o
L)}

|:span{u(]“)
1

,Bth,...,quHL}

Since the sets in My are pairwise disjoint, for any j<i €
[L] and a,b € {0,1,2}, span{ul’} and span{u,(f)} ¢
Bi, Bs, ..., Bg2,q_r. Thus, we have

q2+1—L
U (Bt N

t=1

span{ul’ 7ul(7j)
1

)’Sq—l—l—Q. (6)

Since the set family M must be empty when Algorithm 1
stops, for any ¢ € [¢*> + 1 — L], we have
)| <3

Lot span{ul’ ,u(J)
Bt\(UU U [p { ) b }

i=2j=1a,b€{0,1,2}

Since |B;| = ¢+ 1, we have

(i) , ()
R}

L i—1

sn(UU U

i=2 j=1a,b€{0,1,2}

Since Bi, Ba,...,B,21,_ are pairwise disjoint sets, we
have
?+1-1L L i—1 @ .
span{u,”’, u,;”’ }
U (»n(UU_y [rtei)))
t=1 =2j=1a,b€{0,1,2}
> (¢ +1-L)(g—1),

thus,

L oi-1 a?+1-1L () 5,
span{uy’, u,;”’}
0,0, U )

2j=1a,be{0,1,2} t=1

>(@®+1-L)(g-1). (7
Note that

L
=2

=2 j=1

i—1 ¢’ +1-L
(Bt n
t=1
q2+1—L
(3 n
t=1
By inequalities (6) and (7), we have

<30

span{u(') ,()j)}] )‘

1

span{ug’, uy} } ) ’
: :

a,be{0,1,2}

i

Uy

uy

1,2}

(q2+1— Ng—1) < 9(i — 1)( q—l))7
(@@ +1)(g—1) < (q—l)g(L%)LJr(q—l)L,

2((12 +1) 2 2
—= <L —L+=L.
9 - + 9
When ¢ = 4, we have L > 3.
When ¢ > 5, we have @ < L2
Hence L > max{(@q},?;} when ¢ > 4.
Let C denote the corresponding LRC constructed via
. Its length n=3L> max{S[ 241, 9}. Its dimen-
sion k=20—4< 20 _ [log, (q+q(q—1)(max{3]—Tq],9}—2))]
by the bound (3 )
When ¢ = 4,5,7,8, it is easy to verify that

Lemma 5

flog, (a + alg — 1) (max(3] %2q1, 9 ~ 2))] = 4.

When g > 9, Wehaver 2q]1 > q+4, so

fog, (a+ alg — (max{(37 21,9} —2))
> [log, (¢ +q(g—1)(g+4—-2))] =4

Thus, the dimension of C attains the bound (3) when
q>4. O

By Algorithm 1 and Lemma 5, we give two examples below
with the help of the computer algebra system Magmal[l3].
The minimum distances of these LRCs are also verified by
Magmal[13].

Example 1 When g =4, lety € Fy be a root of > +x+1 €
Fa[z], then Hy is a parity-check matriz of an almost opti-
mal LRC with parameters (9,2,7,2)s. By Corollary 1, this
LRC obtains the best possible minimum distance if its other
parameters and the field size q are unchanged.

1 1 1|0 0 0]0 0 0
0 0 0[1 1 1|0 0 0
0 0 0[0 0 0|1 1 1
Hi=|1 4% 0[]0 4% 0]0 4% 0
0 v 0[1 0 0|0 0 0
0 0 0/0 1 0|y ~* 0
L0 ~ 0|0 v 0[]0 4* 0 |




Example 2 When ¢ = 7, let Fr = {0,1,2,3,4,5,6}. We
obtained an (18,8,7,2)7 almost optimal LRC with H2 as a
parity-check matriz. By Corollary 1, this LRC obtains the
best possible minimum distance if its other parameters and
the field size q are unchanged.

111|000 0{00O0|00O0|00O0|0O0O0T
0001 11(000|00O0|0O0O0|0O0O0
000/00O0OI1T11/000|0O0O0|0O0O0
00O0/00O0IOO0O0O01T11|000/0O00
Hoy — 000/00O0IOO0O00O0O0O|1 11000
00O0/00O0I00O0|00O0|0O0O0|1T 11
050/610(530/230|540{410
230/420(540|250/260[020
06 0/430(620/210(300(660
L2 1 0{0 3 0/0 4 0{000(320(6 50

4 Conclusions

In this paper, we focus on LRCs with minimum dis-
tance 7 and locality 2. We prove an upper bound on the
code length of almost optimal LRCs with d =7, r = 2 and
disjoint local repair groups, which is better than the bounds
proved in [3] and [4] in this case. Almost optimal LRCs with
d=7,r=2 and length n > 3(%] are constructed by an
algorithm.

However, there is still a gap between the code length of
our construction and the upper bound on the code length.
More works need to be done to improve the upper bound
or the construction.
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