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Abstract—Distributed systems store data objects redundantly to
balance the data access load over multiple nodes. Load balancing
performance depends mainly on 1) the level of storage redundancy
and 2) the assignment of data objects to storage nodes. We
analyze the performance implications of these design choices by
considering four practical storage schemes that we refer to as
clustering, cyclic, block and random design. We formulate the
problem of load balancing as maintaining the load on any node
below a given threshold. Regarding the level of redundancy, we
find that the desired load balance can be achieved in a system
of n nodes only if the replication factor d = Ω(log(n)1/3), which
is a necessary condition for any storage design. For clustering
and cyclic designs, d = Ω(log(n)) is necessary and sufficient.
For block and random designs, d = Ω(log(n)) is sufficient but
unnecessary. Whether d = Ω(log(n)1/3) is sufficient remains
open. The assignment of objects to nodes essentially determines
which objects share the access capacity on each node. We refer
to the number of nodes jointly shared by a set of objects as the
overlap between those objects. We find that many consistently
slight overlaps between the objects (block, random) are better
than few but occasionally significant overlaps (clustering, cyclic).
However, when the demand is “skewed beyond a level” the impact
of overlaps becomes the opposite. We derive our main results by
connecting the load-balancing problem to mathematical constructs
that have been used in the literature to study other problems.
For a class of storage designs containing the clustering and cyclic
design, we express load balance in terms of the maximum of
moving sums of i.i.d. random variables, which is also known as
the scan statistic. For random design, we express load balance
using the occupancy metric for random allocation with complexes.

Index Terms—Distributed systems, Load balancing, Data
placement, Redundancy.

I. INTRODUCTION

Motivation: Data access times are the main bottleneck to the
performance of computing systems [1]. In modern, large-scale
cloud systems, data access times greatly suffer when storage
nodes exhibit poor or variable performance [2]. Many factors
cause poor performance, but primarily, it comes from resource
sharing across multiple workloads. The resulting contention
at the system resources creates overloaded storage nodes [3],
[4]. Therefore, distributed systems must be able to limit and
control data access load at the storage nodes.

Offered load must be balanced across the storage nodes as
evenly as possible. Modern storage systems, such as HDFS
[5], Cassandra [6], and Redis [7], replicate data objects across
multiple nodes to enable multiple service choices. This storage
redundancy allows splitting the offered load, which we refer to
as the object demands, across multiple nodes (service choices).
Storing each object at every node achieves the best support for
load assignment, but it is costly and thus applied only when the
system is sufficiently small. Replicating objects with adequate
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redundancy requires knowledge of fixed object demands, but in
practice, object demands are unknown and fluctuate over time.
The design of storage redundancy is the first and arguably the
most critical step in achieving robust load balancing in the
presence of skews and changes in object popularities [1], [8].

Large-scale systems strive to balance the offered load over
the nodes by using as minimal storage redundancy as possible.
Load balancing performance is determined by (1) the level
of redundancy for each data object and (2) the assignment of
objects to nodes. A higher level of storage redundancy implies
better load balancing, but it also incurs higher costs. The impact
of object-to-node assignment is more subtle. Depending on
the object demands, the impact of object-to-node assignment
on load balancing can be significant or negligible. In this
paper, we characterize both factors’ impact on load-balancing
performance.

Prior and Related work: Balancing the offered load has
been studied in two critical settings. In the first, which we
call the dynamic setting, load balancing has been studied in
scheduling tasks to compute nodes. Each node is assumed to
serve tasks through a first-in-first-out queue. Tasks are balanced
by querying the queue lengths at a subset of the nodes and
assigning the task to the least loaded one. Ideal load balance
is achieved by querying all the nodes for each task arrival,
which is impractical in large-scale systems. For this reason,
much research has gone into developing techniques that query a
limited number of nodes for task assignment. These techniques
are based on the well-known power of d choices paradigm. The
research work following this direction has produced a plethora
of asymptotic results on the system performance, often via
analysis using the balls-into-bins models [9]–[11].

The above literature only applies to systems that can direct
any demand to any node, e.g., scheduling tasks to compute
nodes. However, in storage systems, we do not have the
flexibility of querying any subset of nodes for scheduling
because an arriving data access request can only be served
at one of the nodes storing the requested object. A more
appropriate model for storage systems would assume that
requests can be offered to a limited collection of subsets of
nodes. A model along these lines has been considered in [12]
where subsets of nodes are represented as edges in a graph.
The paper studied the power of two choices paradigm on this
restricted model for assigning n balls sequentially to n bins.
This model with a graph was extended to one with a hypergraph
in [13], which allows for studying the general power of the d
choices paradigm. Storage allocations in this paper are special
cases of the balanced allocations on hypergraphs considered
in [13]. The results presented in [13] provide limited insight
into practical storage schemes, for example, for the impact of
storage allocations on the load balance. These results are also
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shown only in the lightly loaded case when the cumulative
load offered on the system scales as the order of the number
of nodes. This paper examines essential storage properties not
addressed in [13] without restrictions to the lightly loaded case.
These properties include the number of different objects stored
per node and object overlaps between the storage nodes.

In the dynamic setting, data access requests arrive sequen-
tially and get assigned to nodes upon arrival. Hence, the load
offered for the objects is not known a priori. In the second
setting, which we name the static setting, the goal is to answer
a different question: can the system serve the offered load if
the object demands are known from the start? The load balance
achieved in the dynamic setting is always achievable in the
static setting thanks to knowing object demands a priori. Data
access performance in the static setting, therefore, represents
the best-case performance of the system.

There are two distinct approaches in the static setting. In
the first approach, the goal is to serve the load as long as any
m objects chosen with replacement out of all stored objects
are requested simultaneously, which leads to the design of
batch codes [14]. The storage schemes we consider here fall
into the class of combinatorial batch codes [15]. In the second
approach, the offered load model is extended. The goal is to
find the system’s service capacity region, which is defined as a
set of all demand vectors that a system can serve with a given
storage scheme [16], [17]. Our treatment of load balancing
falls into this second approach.

Capacity region for various storage schemes has been derived
in [16] and [18]. This line of work, however, considers only the
case where each node stores a single object. Most importantly,
even though capacity region gives a sense of the system’s
overall capacity to deal with changes in the offered load, it
does not capture the probability of stable service when the
expected load is random. This paper addresses this gap by
analyzing the system’s load balancing performance with a
stochastic offered load model and a probabilistic performance
metric. We focus our analysis on four storage designs with
object replication commonly considered or deployed in practical
systems to achieve high data availability.

Similar to this work, a stochastic formulation has been
proposed recently in [19] to analyze load-balancing perfor-
mance in systems with multiple objects per node. Using this
formulation, the authors have drawn various conclusions on
the design of storage schemes. However, the results presented
in [19] are all asymptotic as the scale of the system goes
to infinity. These results provide insight into the performance
improvement achieved by increasing the replication factor; they
do not provide insight into the performance impact of different
storage allocations. Also, the offered load model assumed in
[19] captures only a particular set of load characteristics and
is not extensible. We propose an offered load model that per-
mits modifications for capturing different load characteristics.
Furthermore, our performance analysis is on the finite case
and sheds light on the replication factor and the performance
impact of different storage designs.

Contributions and Organization: We propose a stochastic
offered load model that captures the fluctuations and skews in

object demands. Our load model can be modified to capture
different demand characteristics by changing the object demand
distribution. We use a probabilistic metric to measure the
system’s ability to limit the load on the maximally loaded
storage node below a threshold, which we refer to as the
maximal access load requirement. Specifically, we define
the performance metric as the probability P of meeting the
maximal access load requirement for object demands randomly
sampled from the offered load model. We then present a
mathematical analysis of P for systems that store each object
with the same replication factor, hence the name regular
redundancy. There are many ways to allocate object replicas
to storage nodes. We consider four different storage allocation
strategies that are used in practical systems. We refer to them
as clustering, cyclic, block, and random design.

We refer to the nodes storing an object as its service choices.
We refer to the intersection of service choices for a set of objects
as their service choice overlaps. We show that the cumulative
service choice overlaps remain fixed within the class of storage
allocations that assign the same number of object copies per
node (balanced redundancy). Thus, within the class of regular
and balanced storage allocations, the specific allocation design
determines the distribution of service choice overlaps across
the subsets of objects. The service choice overlaps are highly
skewed by clustering design and evenly distributed by block
design. Cyclic and random design lie between the two.

We show that analyzing P exactly requires taking the demand
assignment for all objects into account at once, and explain
why this is intractable for an arbitrary storage allocation. We
show that it is still possible to derive an upper bound on
P for any given storage allocation, which is tight for the
allocation with the best performance. This, however, is not
accurate enough to yield insight on the performance impact of
different allocation designs. We analyze P for different designs
using ideas and results developed for different problems in
applied probability. The structure of clustering design allows
deriving exact expressions for P . The cyclic or random design
does not permit this. We show that P for cyclic design is
connected to the distribution of scan statistic [20]. We also
show that P for random design is connected to the occupancy
distribution for random allocation with simplexes [21]. We use
these connections to find upper and lower bounds on P for
cyclic, block and random design.

The bounds we find on P show how the system performance
depends on the important system parameters such as the number
of objects k stored in the system, the number of storage nodes
n, and the replication factor d. These bounds also allow us
to derive the behavior of P as the system scale n gets larger.
First, we show that P → 0 as n → ∞ unless replication factor
d = Ω(log(n)1/3), regardless of which storage design is used.
We then show conditions for P → 1 as n → ∞ as follows.
For clustering and cyclic design, d = Ω(log(n)) is necessary
and sufficient. For block and random design, d = Ω(log(n)) is
sufficient but not necessary. That is, P can possibly converge
to 1 even when d = Ω(log(n)1/3). However, we do not have a
proof for this and leave it as a future work. Note that, Table I
below summarizes the main findings presented in this paper.

This paper is organized as follows: Sec. I gives an overview
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of the literature on analyzing data access performance for
storage systems. We also discuss the connections between our
approach and the prior work. Sec. II presents our storage and
offered load model. In Sec. III, we define the metrics we use to
evaluate system performance. In Sec. IV, we consider storage
allocations with no redundancy and evaluate the performance
impact of the number of objects stored per node. In Sec. V, we
consider four different practical storage allocation strategies
with object replication and analyze their performance.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

We study data access in the static setting with continuous
service and offered load model. Our model reveals a connection
between the data access problem, convex polytopes, scan
statistics [20] and random allocations with complexes [21].

A. Storage and Access Model

We consider a system of n storage nodes hosting k data
objects o1, . . . , ok, and their replicas. Nodes have identical
access capacity, defined as the maximum number of bytes a
node can stream per second. An object denotes the smallest
data unit as a fixed-length string of bits.

We refer to the offered load for object oi as its demand ρi.
Demand for an object represents the average number of bytes
streamed from the system per second to access the object,
divided by a single node’s access capacity. We refer to a
node that hosts an object as a service choice for the object.
Replicating an object oi over multiple nodes creates a set of
multiple service choices Ci.

Demand for an object can be split arbitrarily across its
service choices. The load assigned on a node equals the sum
of the offered load portions exerted on it by the objects stored
on it. A node is said to be stable if its assigned load is less
than 1. A system is said to be stable if every node is stable.
We define the maximal load as the maximum load across all
the nodes. We assume that, if feasible, the object demands ρi
are split across their service choices so that the maximal load
is below a given threshold m ∈ (0, 1]. It may be unfeasible
to keep the maximal load below a given m depending on the
object demands and the storage allocation.

As we discuss in more detail in Sec. III-A, whether the
system can achieve the desired maximal load or not can be
determined by (1) solving a linear program or (2) checking a
set of conditions on the union of objects’ service choices. We
refer to the union of service choices for a set of objects as the
span of these objects. Notice that the span of a set of objects
equals the total capacity available to serve those objects jointly.

Definition 1. The service choice span for the set of objects
O = {oi | i ∈ I ⊂ {1, . . . , k}} is given as

span(O) =

∣∣∣∣∣⋃
i∈I

Ci

∣∣∣∣∣ .
Note that the span of a single object oi is given by Ci.

A storage allocation determines how objects are assigned
to the storage nodes. This paper focuses on regular balanced
d-choice storage allocations.

Definition 2. A regular balanced d-choice allocation stores
each object with d service choices and distributes object copies
across the nodes so that each node stores the same number of
different objects.

In the rest of the paper, unless otherwise noted, the allocation
itself will refer to a regular balanced allocation. There are many
ways to design a d-choice allocation. We detail the allocations
we consider in Sec. V.

B. Offered Load Model

In practical systems, object demands change depending on
many factors, such as time of the day, cumulative load offered
on the system, and object popularity. We model the object
demands ρi as i.i.d. non-negative random variables. We capture
different offered load characteristics using different demand
distributions. Some of the demand distributions we consider are
(1) Exponential with rate µ, i.e., ρi ∼ Exp(µ). (2) Pareto with
minimum value λ and tail index α, i.e., ρi ∼ Pareto(λ, α).
(3) Scaled Bernoulli with constant scale λ and probability of
success p, i.e., ρi ∼ λ× Bernoulli(p).

C. Note on the Proofs and the Notation

We denote the distribution of the sum of u (i.i.d.) object
demands Pr {ρ1 + · · ·+ ρu ≤ x} with Fu(x). F (x) denotes
the distribution of a single object demand. We use ϕX(t)
to denote the moment generating function E [exp(tX)] for a
random variable X .

We place the proofs in the Appendix. Throughout the paper,
log refers to the natural logarithm. We use the “→” notation
to denote the convergence of a sequence. Let {fn(x); n ≥ 1}
be a sequence of functions fn : D → R. Let f(x) be another
function f : D → R. If limn→∞ fn(x) = f(x) at every x ∈ D,
we will denote this as fn(x) → f(x).

III. STORAGE SERVICE PERFORMANCE

Our performance metric is the probability of the system
being able to serve the offered data access load while meeting
the maximum load requirement. We first introduce the “service
capacity region” for a given storage system and then use it to
define our performance metric.

A. Storage Service Capacity

Capacity region for a given storage system consists of all
the object demand vectors the system can serve. The systems
of interest, in this case, store data objects with redundancy.
The concept of service capacity region for storage systems has
been introduced in [16], and further studied in [18].

Definition 3. Capacity region for a system with a given storage
allocation is the set of all object demand vectors (ρ1, . . . , ρk)
that the system can serve while operating under stability.

We limit the capacity region’s presentation to the minimum
needed to understand the definitions given in this paper. We
refer the reader to [19, Sec. 2-C] for a concise presentation of
the formulation and to [17] for full exposure to the subject. The
capacity region of a system is the following convex polytope:

C = {ρ | ∃x; M · x ≺ 1, T · x = ρ, x ⪰ 0} . (1)
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TABLE I: Summary of our results on the load balancing performance for four different object-to-node assignment strategies.

Object-to-node assignment strategy Clustering Cyclic Random Block
Distribution of service choice overlaps Heavily skewed −→ Evenly distributed
Bounds on replication factor d
to meet the maximal load requirement

Necessary and sufficient:
d = Ω(log(n))

Necessary: d = Ω(log(n)1/3)

Sufficient: d = Ω(log(n))

Load balancing
performance comparison

when object demands
are heavily skewed

Pclustering > Pcyclic > Prandom > Pblock

(skewed overlaps is better)

otherwise
Pclustering < Pcyclic < Prandom < Pblock

(evenly distributed overlaps is better)
The system consists of n nodes and stores d copies for each data object – see Sec. II-A for the details on system model. Load balancing performance is
measured with metric P with object-to-node assignment indicated with subscript – see Sec. III-C for the details on performance metric.

where M is a binary matrix expressing the storage allocation,
1 is the all ones vector, x is a vector of real numbers and T is
a binary matrix that transforms a given x to the corresponding
demand vector ρ.

We now introduce the modified capacity region Cm for a
given maximal load m. This notion will help us define the
metric we use to measure data access performance. We define
Cm as the set of demand vectors the system can serve while
keeping the maximal load below m. It is expressed as

Cm = {ρ | ∃x; M · x ≺ m1, T · x = ρ, x ⪰ 0} . (2)

The following subsection presents a more insightful expres-
sion of the capacity region. We will extend this expression for
the modified capacity region Cm, giving us a more analytically
helpful way to calculate our performance metric.

B. Capacity region in terms of service choices

Suppose that for each object oi, the system stores di copies
distributed across different nodes. In other words, object i
has di service choices, which we denote with set Ci. Notice
that this storage allocation is more general than the regular
balanced allocation described in Sec. II-A. For such systems
with replicated storage redundancy, we can express the capacity
region by designating a lower bound for the service choice
spans (see Def. 1) for every subset of objects. We present the
expression in the following Lemma.

Lemma 1. The capacity region of a system that stores di
copies for each object oi is given by

C =
{
ρ
∣∣∣ ∑

i∈I

ρi ≤ span(oi; i ∈ I), ∀I ⊂ {1, . . . , k}
}
. (3)

Proof. See Appendix VIII-A.

We can extend (3) to express the modified capacity region
Cm (defined in (2) as) that contains the set of demand vectors
under which the system can meet the maximal load requirement

Cm =
{
ρ
∣∣∣ ∑

i∈I

ρi ≤ m · span(oi; i ∈ I), ∀I ⊂ {1, ., k}
}
.

(4)
We rely on (4) Sec. V where we analyze P for systems with

different storage allocations.

C. Data Access Performance

We measure data access performance with the system’s
robustness against the changes in object demands. A robust

storage system should be able to maintain the maximal access
load below a desired level m when the object demands change.
We quantify system robustness as the probability that the
system can serve the offered demand vector while keeping the
maximal load below m. In our offered load model (discussed
in Sec. II-B), the set of demand vectors that can be offered on
the system and their likelihood is determined by the demand
distribution F (x).
Definition 4. For a system with a given storage allocation, let
Cm denote the modified capacity region with maximal load
m as defined in (2). Robustness P for the system denotes the
probability that the system can serve the offered demand vector
while keeping the maximum load below m

P = Pr {ρ ∈ Cm} . (5)

The expression in (6) is a useful geometric interpretation
for P . It implies that once the modified capacity region Cm of
a system is determined, P can be evaluated by integrating the
joint density of the object demands over Cm as

P =

∫
c∈Cm

Pr {ρ = c} dc. (6)

Recall from Sec. II-B that the object demands ρi are sampled
independently from the same distribution with density function
f(x). Thus we can write the integrand as

Pr {ρ = c} =

k∏
i=1

f(ci). (7)

As the service capacity region is a convex polytope, (6)
implies that P is non-increasing in demand distribution F (x).
Corollary 1. For a system with any storage allocation, let the
system robustness be P and P ′ for demand distributions F (x)
and F ′(x) respectively. If F ′(x) < F (x), then P ′ < P .

Proof. See Appendix VIII-B.

Given that Cm is a convex polytope, we can check whether
a demand vector is in Cm by solving a linear feasibility
problem. This solution, together with (6) gives a recipe to
exactly compute P for systems with any storage allocation.
However, solving a linear program may not help understanding
what differentiates a storage allocation with good performance
from those with low performance.

IV. STORAGE WITH NO REDUNDANCY

We consider single-choice allocations in which each of the
k objects is stored on only a single node, and each of the
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n nodes stores b = k/n different objects, where we assume
n|k. Demand for each object, in this case, must be served
entirely by the only node hosting the object, and each node
has to serve the total demand for all objects stored on it. This
straightforward assignment of object demands to nodes makes
it possible to derive an exact expression for P .

Lemma 2. In a single-choice storage allocation

P = Fb(m)n. (8)

When distribution Fb(x) of the sum ρ1+. . .+ρb has a closed
form expression, (8) would give a closed form expression for
P . For instance, if ρi ∼ Exp(µ), then (8) would be given as

P =

(
γ(b,mµ)

(b− 1)!

)n

,

where γ is the lower incomplete gamma function.
The expression (8) enables us to evaluate the impact of b on

P . Let us now assume that the object demands are distributed
as ρi/b. This ensures a fair comparison between different values
of b by keeping the average cumulative demand on the system
fixed. With this assumption, (8) becomes

P = Pr {(ρ1 + . . .+ ρb)/b ≤ m}n .
When ρi have a finite expected value µ, the mean (ρ1 + . . .+
ρb)/b becomes more concentrated around µ with increasing b.
For most distributions of ρi, the concentration of mean would
imply that P increases with b. This is shown in Fig. 1 for
ρ ∼ Exp. We cannot, however, generalize this for all demand
distributions. For instance, if ρi are distributed as Pareto with
an infinite expected value, then the mean (ρ1 + . . . + ρb)/b
would be larger than ρi in the sense of first-order stochastic
dominance [22].

As P increases with b for most demand distributions of
interest (while keeping the average cumulative demand fixed),
it is safe to conclude that storing one object per node is the
worst-case in terms of P . From now on, we consider the worst-
case b = 1, which implies k = n. Under this assumption, the
system is configured with only two parameters: the replication
factor d and the system scale n. This assumption makes it
more tractable to formulate and study the data access problem
and easier to explain and interpret the presented results. The
results that we present can be extended for the general case
with a fixed value of k/n > 1 by using arguments that are
very similar to those we discuss.

V. STORAGE WITH REPLICATION

In this section, we consider d-choice allocations in which
each of the n objects (recall our assumption k = n from
Sec. IV) is stored on d different nodes. In other words, we
consider storage systems where each object has d service
choices. Our goal in this section is to understand the impact
of the replication factor d and the object-to-node assignment
on data access performance in terms of P .

A d-choice storage allocation defines a d-regular bipartite
mapping from the set of objects to the set of nodes, which
we refer to as the allocation graph. A d-choice allocation is
constructed as follows: for each object (1) select a set of d
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Fig. 1: P vs average object demand for no-redundancy
system with varying number b of objects stored per node.

nodes out of the total n nodes according to some object-to-
node assignment strategy, (2) store the object on the selected
nodes. We denote the set of nodes that host object oi with
Ci. In other words, Ci consists of the service choices for oi.
The object-to-node assignment strategy determines the set of
service choices Ci for the objects.

A. Service Choice Spans and Overlaps

In a d-choice allocation, the total capacity to serve each
object individually is d. The capacity to jointly serve multiple
objects is given by their span (see Def. 1). Recall from Lemma 1
that a demand vector lies within the system’s capacity region
if the service choice spans are large enough to meet the
cumulative demand for all subsets of objects. It is then desirable
to maximize the service choice spans to expand the capacity
region and cover more demand vectors. For instance, Fig. 2
shows how the capacity region for two objects shrinks as
their span is reduced. Span (union) is inversely proportional
to the size of the overlap (intersection) between the service
choices. Therefore, one should reduce the overlaps to expand
the capacity region. However, simultaneously reducing the
service choice overlaps for all subsets of objects is impossible.
For instance, suppose we move a copy of object-i from node-u
to node-v to reduce the overlap between object-i and the other
objects stored on node-u. This move will increase the overlap
between object-i and the objects previously stored on node-v.

Although it is impossible to simultaneously reduce the
overlaps between all subsets of objects, as we show below,
we can reduce the cumulative overlap between all t-subsets of
objects where t > 1. We next define the cumulative overlap.

Definition 5. For a storage allocation with n objects, the
cumulative overlap between the service choices Ci of t-subsets
of objects is defined as

CumOverlapt =
∑

{i1,...,it}⊂{1,...,n}
|Ci1 ∩ . . . ∩ Cit | . (9)

Note that cumulative overlaps directly give us the cumulative
service choice spans. For instance, the cumulative span for
object pairs is given by∑

{i1,i2}⊂{1,...,n}
|Ci1 ∪ Ci2 | . (10)
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Fig. 2: Capacity region for objects o0 and o1 as their span goes from maximum to minimum.

We can express the service choice span for two objects in
terms of the cardinality of their overlap as

|Ci1 ∪ Ci2 | = |Ci1 |+ |Ci2 | − |Ci1 ∩ Ci2 | ,
where the span of a single object is d, i.e., |Ci1 | = |Ci2 | = d.
Substituting (9) into the above expression, we express cumula-
tive span in terms of cumulative overlap as(

n

2

)
2d− CumOverlap2.

Similar to above, cumulative span for t > 2 can be written in
terms of the cumulative overlaps using the following equality∣∣∣Ci1 ∪ . . . ∪ Cit

∣∣∣ =
t∑

u=1

(−1)u+1
∑

{i1,...,iu}⊂{1,...,n}

∣∣∣Ci1 ∩ . . . ∩ Ciu

∣∣∣. (11)

We next show that taking one step towards balancing the
objects over the nodes reduces cumulative service choice
overlaps. The following Lemma shows that moving an object
from a node with u objects to another with fewer objects
reduces the cumulative overlaps CumOverlapt for t < u.

Lemma 3. In a given storage allocation, moving an object
from a node with u objects to another node with v objects
where u > v + 1 reduces CumOverlapt by

(
u−1
t−1

)
−

(
v

t−1

)
.

Proof. See Appendix VIII-C.

Lemma 3 shows that balancing the allocation reduces the
cumulative overlaps. This, however, does not always lead to a
reduction in P . To see that, consider the following example.
Suppose an object is moved from node-i to node-j, hosting
fewer objects. Suppose the objects already stored on node
j overlap at all their service choices. Then, moving another
object to node-j will increase the competition for the capacity
available on node-j. This will reduce P , or at best keep it the
same. The latter would happen if the objects stored on node-i
used to overlap at all their service choices, and the situation
comprehensively improves with one of the objects moving to
node-j.

Examples such as the one in the previous paragraph do
not constitute most cases. Balancing the allocation is more
likely to increase P than to reduce it. Moreover, reducing
cumulative overlaps is still a reasonable goal. As discussed
above, reducing the overlaps for a set of objects leads to a
larger capacity for serving those objects jointly, which is more

likely to increase P than to reduce it. In the following sub-
section, we discuss balanced allocations and show that they
minimize the cumulative service choice overlaps.

B. Balanced Allocations

Recall from Def. 2 that we designate a storage allocation as
balanced when each node stores the same number of object
copies. Construction of a balanced d-choice allocation can be
described as follows: i) Map primary copies for all objects to
nodes with a bijection f0, ii) For i going from 1 to d, map the
ith redundant object copies to nodes with a bijection fi such
that fi(o) ̸= fj(o) for every j < i and o. Thus, every node
stores a single primary and d− 1 redundant object copies, and
each copy stored on the same node is for a different object.

The following Lemma shows that balancing d-choice alloca-
tions minimizes the cumulative service choice overlaps. This
result, together with (11), implies that the cumulative object
span is maximized in balanced allocations.

Lemma 4. In a balanced d-choice allocation for storing n
objects, the cumulative overlap between t-subsets of objects
(see Def.5) is given as

CumOverlapt = n

(
d

t

)
, (12)

which is the minimum value across all d-choice allocations.

Proof. See Appendix VIII-D.

It is worth recalling that balanced d-choice allocations
implement batch codes [19]. Batch codes constructed with
replication are known as combinatorial batch codes [15], [23].
As shown in Lemma 4, cumulative overlaps are fixed in
balanced d-choice allocations. However, multiple ways exist to
distribute the overlaps across different subsets of objects via
different allocation designs. Different designs favor different
service choice overlap characteristics while yielding the same
cumulative overlap. We will next discuss four designs for
constructing d-choice storage allocations.

Clustering design: This design is possible only if d|n. Let
us partition the nodes into n/d sets, each of which we call
a cluster. Let us then assign each object to a cluster such
that each cluster consists of exactly d objects. Every object
is stored across all the nodes within its assigned cluster. The
resulting storage has an allocation graph composed of n/d
disjoint d-regular complete bipartite graphs.
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For instance, the 3-choice allocation for nine objects a, . . . , i
with clustering design would look likeab
c


ab
c


ab
c


de
f


de
f


de
f


gh
i


gh
i


gh
i

 .

Cyclic design: In this design, we follow a cyclic construction.
We start by assigning the original object copies to the nodes
using an arbitrary bijection f0. We assign the ith replicas of
the objects for i = 1, . . . , d− 1 by using bijection fi, where
fi is obtained by applying circular shift on f0 repeatedly i
times. Note that shifting is applied in the same direction in all
steps. In other words, we pick fi such that fi+1(o) = fi(o)+1
mod n for i = 0, . . . , d−1 and every o. For instance, 3-choice
allocation for 7 objects a, . . . , g with cyclic design would look
like ag

f


ba
g


cb
a


dc
b


ed
c


fe
d


gf
e

 .

Notably, a form of cyclic design is used in Cassandra [6]
and other similar storage systems [24].

t is not easy to get a general handle on the service choice
overlaps and control them. The clustering design represents one
of the extreme ways of distributing the service choice overlaps.
With clustering design, objects within the same cluster fully
overlap at all their service choices, while objects in different
clusters do not. Cyclic design moves towards distributing the
overlaps more evenly over different subsets of objects. In order
to state the distribution of overlaps more clearly, let us define
the distance between two objects oi and oj as |j − i|. Then,
with clustering or cyclic design, if two objects are apart with
a distance greater than or equal to d, they do not overlap in
their service choices.

Clustering and cyclic designs have been generalized in [19]
to a class of allocations, namely r-gap design, in which a
single parameter loosely controls the service choice overlaps.
Constructions with r-gap design decouple service choices for
objects that are r-apart.

Definition 6 ( [19]). A storage allocation is an r-gap design
if |Ci ∩ Cj | = 0 for j > i and min{j − i, n− (j − i)} > r.

Clustering and cyclic designs, or their generalization r-
gap design, decouple service choices Ci apart at the cost
of enlarging the overlaps between those close to each other.
We next discuss a different design that distributes the service
choice overlaps evenly.

Block design: A (d, v) block design is a class of equal-size
subsets of X (the set of stored objects), called blocks (storage
nodes), such that every point in X appears in exactly d blocks
(service choices), and every pair of distinct points is contained
in exactly v blocks [23].

We here consider the symmetric block designs with v = 1;
that is, the number of objects and nodes are equal (k = n)
and |Ci ∩Cj | = 1 for every j ̸= i. Note that v = 1 represents
the setting with minimal overlap (maximum span) between the
service choices Ci. Using the fact that every pair of service

choices overlaps at a single node, we obtain the cumulative
overlap between service choice pairs (see Def. 5) as

CumOverlap2 =

(
n

2

)
.

This value must be equal to the value given by the expression
in (12). Thus, the block designs we consider here are possible
only if n = d2 − d + 1. For instance, a 3-choice allocation
with a block design is given asab

c


af
g


ad
e


b

d

f


be
g


cd
g


ce
f

 (13)

When the system parameters do not allow for constructing
block design exactly, it is possible to obtain an approximate one
via a randomized construction. We discuss such a randomized
construction in Appendix VIII-E.

Random design: In this design we follow a random construc-
tion. We start by assigning the original object copies to the
nodes according to an arbitrary bijection f0. We assign the ith
replicas of the objects for i = 1, . . . , d−1 by using bijection fi,
where fi implements a random permutation such that no object
gets assigned to the same node more than once. Random design
may not yield a balanced allocation due to random assignment
of objects to nodes. For instance, 3-choice allocation for 7
objects a, . . . , g with random design may look like

a

b

f

g


[
b

c

] ca
g

 [
d

b

] [
e

a

] 
f

c

d

e



g

d

e

f

 .

C. Robustness of A Given Storage Allocation

We discussed above the importance of service choice
overlaps on the system’s robustness P and presented four
storage designs that implement different overlap distribution
characteristics. As discussed in Sec. III-B, P depends on the
service choice spans (or overlaps equivalently) for all subsets
of objects, making it impossible to derive a single “formula”
to calculate P for any given storage allocation. Analysis of
P largely depends on the storage design. As shown in the
following sections, we cannot reuse the techniques for one
storage design while analyzing P for a different design. This
subsection presents an approach to derive bounds on P for
any given d-choice storage allocation.

The main difficulty in analyzing P is that we cannot decouple
object demands from each other while determining whether the
system can serve them. For a given object-i, how we split and
assign its demand ρi depends on the demand assignment for the
other objects overlapping with object-i in their service choices.
This dependence is captured in (4) by the set of conditions
we should check to see if sufficient cumulative capacity is
available to meet the demand for all subsets of objects. For
brevity, we refer to these as demand-vs-capacity conditions.

Iterating over the object demands (ρ1, . . . , ρn) and checking
the relevant demand-vs-capacity conditions helps us understand
the dependence that renders the analysis of P difficult. In
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the beginning, we only consider ρ1, and there is only one
condition we need to check: ρ1 ≤ |C1|. At step 2, include
ρ2, after which we need to check the following conditions:
ρ2 ≤ |C2| and ρ1 + ρ2 ≤ |C1 ∪ C2|. At step 3, include
ρ3, after which we need to check the following conditions:
ρ3 ≤ |C3|, ρ1 + ρ3 ≤ |C1 ∪ C3|, ρ2 + ρ3 ≤ |C2 ∪ C3| and
ρ1 + ρ2 + ρ3 ≤ |C1 ∪ C2 ∪ C3|. We must continue these
steps until we include all ρi and check all the demand-vs-
capacity conditions. The dependence that renders the analysis
difficult can be seen clearly at step 3. Conditions in which ρ3 is
included depend on the values of the previous demands ρ1 and
ρ2, as well as the previous service choices C1 and C2. This
dependence makes it impossible to decouple the conditions,
calculate the probability of meeting them, and then combine
them to find the value for P .

Although an exact analysis of P is formidable for an arbitrary
storage allocation, it is possible to find bounds on P by focusing
on a subset of the demand-capacity conditions. It is evident that
focusing on only a subset of the demand-capacity conditions
given in (4) would give us a larger (modified) capacity region
Cm than the actual one. Then, calculating P concerning a larger
Cm using (6) would yield an upper bound on its actual value.
We present such an upper bound in Theorem 1. To state the
bound, we need the following definition.

Definition 7. We denote the span of an arbitrary set of t objects
in a storage allocation with spant. Its distribution is given as

Pr {spant = s} =

∣∣∣{(i1, ..., it) ∣∣∣ span(oi1 , ..., oit) = s
}∣∣∣(

n
t

) .

Theorem 1. For a given storage allocation,

P < min
1≤t≤n

Pt, (14)

in which the right-hand side of the inequality is given by

Pt = E [Ft(m · spant)] , (15)

where the expectation is with respect to random variable spant
with a distribution given in Def. 7.

Proof. See Appendix VIII-F.

Distribution Ft(x) given in (15) for the sum ρ1 + · · ·+ ρt
can be written in closed form for certain demand distributions.
For instance, the sum would have a Gamma distribution if
ρi ∼ Exp, or a Binomial distribution if ρi ∼ Bernoulli. It is
also worth noting that the upper bound in (14) can be improved
by including the conditions ρi ≤ d and updating (15) as

Pt = E [Pr {ρ1 ≤ d, . . . , ρn ≤ d, ρ1 + · · ·+ ρt ≤ m · spant}] .
This, however, makes it harder to compute the upper bound.

A comparison between the upper bound in (14) and the
simulated values is given in Fig. 3. As shown in these plots
and others that we omitted here, the upper bound gives almost
the same values for clustering, cyclic, and random designs, as
expressed by the curves placed on each other. This indicates
that the upper bound given in (14) does not capture the impact
of different ways of distributing the service choice overlaps. For
the demand distributions Exp and Pareto used while generating

the plots, cyclic design performs better than clustering design,
and random design achieves the highest P . This is not always
the case for all demand distributions, as explained in the
following. The upper bound is reasonably tight on P for random
design (the best-performing storage design), and tight for large
values of d (see the plots for d = 10).

Impact of Service Choice Overlaps: We elaborate on different
strategies for distributing service choice overlaps regarding their
impact on P . As explained in Sec. V-B, cumulative service
choice overlaps are the same across all balanced d-choice
allocations. However, different designs distribute the overlaps
according to different strategies.

Fig. 4 shows the simulated values of P for 3-choice
allocation constructed with clustering, cyclic, block and
random design. It assumes that the demand distribution is
λ×Bernoulli(p) for fixed λ and varying p. An object is either
actively requested with a demand of λ or not requested at all.
Note also that P is calculated for maximal load m = 1; it
quantifies the probability that the system can serve the offered
demand under stability. When D = 2, P for different storage
designs is ordered as

Pblock > Prandom > Pcyclic > Pclustering. (16)

We present the plots for Bernoulli demand distribution only,
but we have found that the order in (16) holds for other demand
distributions as well. Examples with other demand distributions
can be found in Fig. 3. This observation suggests that designing
many but consistently small service choice overlaps performs
better than fewer but occasionally larger overlaps. Notice that
random design performs close to block design, which is an
important observation for practical systems. It suggests that
we cannot substantially improve the system’s robustness (in
terms of P) by going beyond random design and distributing
service choice overlaps evenly with block design.

As also shown in Fig. 4, somewhat interestingly, the order of
P given in (16) over the storage designs is reversed when the
demand of active objects λ is set to d. Note that we observe
this when λ = d and when λ is sufficiently close to d. When
the demand is “skewed beyond a level”, the impact of service
choice overlaps becomes the opposite of what it was: designing
few but occasionally large overlaps performs better than more
but consistently smaller overlaps.

Storage designs that favor many but consistently small
overlaps, such as block design, use the following rationale:
demand for most objects will likely be around an average.
In contrast, objects with very large or small demands will
be rare. If this presumption is true, then it makes sense to
implement uniformly medium-size service choices over all
subsets of objects. This is better than allocating large service
choice spans for a few subsets of objects at the expense of
allocating small spans for the rest, as the expected demand
will not need a large span. This situation is represented by
the case with λ = 2 discussed above. Hence we observe the
expected order in P as stated in (16).

On the other hand, storage designs that favor fewer but
occasionally larger overlaps, such as clustering design, use the
following rationale: object clusters that overlap at many nodes
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Fig. 3: Simulated P values vs. the upper bound presented in Theorem 1 for d-choice allocation with different designs. Each
plot is for a different d (3 or 10) and for a different demand distribution (Exp or Pareto). Suffix “UB” in the legend refers to
the upper bound. Note that Pareto distribution becomes (stochastically) smaller as α becomes larger, so does P .
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Fig. 4: Simulated P for different storage designs with varying replication factor d.

are not likely to be jointly popular, and popular objects are
likely to fall into different clusters. This would support demand
vectors in which a few “active” objects have a large demand
(close to the maximum d that can be supported for a single
object) while the rest have a small or negligible demand. In
this case, depending on the degree of difference between the
demands of active and non-active objects, allocating large
service choice spans to a limited collection of subsets of
objects while allocating small spans to others (i.e., fewer but
occasionally larger overlaps) might make sense.

In order to understand the performance metric P with rigor
for a given replication factor d and storage design, when λ < d,
so far we have only the upper bound presented in Theorem 1.
We will separately present more accurate expressions and
bounds for clustering, cyclic, block, and random design in
the following sections. However, when λ = d, we can find

exact expressions of P for each storage design, as presented
in the following Theorem. This is because when λ = d, once
an object has non-zero demand (active), it needs to use up all
the available capacity (d · m) at all the nodes that host the
object. As each active object books all its service choices, the
system can meet the maximum demand requirement only if the
set of active objects does not overlap in their service choices.
This allows us to decouple the assignment of individual object
demands to nodes while analyzing P .

Theorem 2. When the demand distribution is md ×
Bernoulli(p), for d-choice allocation with
(1) Clustering (assuming d|n), cyclic or block design:

P = EA

[
1 (n−A · c+ 1) ·

A−1∏
i=1

n− i · c
n− i

]
, (17)

where (a) c = d for clustering, (b) c = 2d− 1 for cyclic, (c)
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c = d2 − d+ 1 for block design, and A ∼ Binomial(n, p).
(2) Random design:

P = EA

[
1 (n−A · d+ 1) ·

A−1∏
i=1

(
n−i·d

d

)(
n
d

) ]
, (18)

where A ∼ Binomial(n, p).

Proof. See Appendix VIII-G.

From (17), we can clearly see why Pclustering > Pcyclic >
Pblock for D = d. Each time an object is selected to be
active with demand d, any object that overlaps with it at
any of its service choices must not be active for the system
to satisfy the maximal demand requirement. The number of
objects overlapping with a given object is given by the variable
c in this case, which is largest for block design and smallest
for clustering design. Hence the order of P . The expression
given in (17) can be simplified for clustering design as follows

P = EA

[(
n/d

A

)/(
n

A

)]
, (19)

Each storage design requires a fundamentally different
approach to analyze P unless the demand distribution allows for
decoupling the assignment of individual object demands – such
as the case presented in Theorem 2. The upper bound presented
in Theorem 1 applies for any storage design, but it is not
sufficiently tight for all storage designs and system parameters
of interest. In the following subsections, we will show that
we can find tighter bounds for P , and even exact expressions
sometimes, by focusing on individual storage designs. This
enables us to use the specialized mathematical tools that fit
the characteristics of the service choice overlaps implemented
by the storage design under consideration.

D. Clustering Design

We refer the reader to Sec. V-B for the description of
the construction of d-choice allocation with clustering design.
Recall that this design is possible only if d|n.

Thanks to its tractable structure, we can find an exact
expression of P for systems with clustering design.

Lemma 5. In d-choice allocation with clustering design

P = Fd(m · d)n/d. (20)

Proof. See Appendix VIII-H.

Expression (20) enables us to evaluate P for varying values
of d. Using (20), it is straightforward to conclude that P
grows faster than polynomial x1/d, i.e., P1 < Pd

d where Pd

denotes P for d ≥ 1. Tighter results can be derived for certain
distributions of ρi. For instance, P grows faster than x1/d2

for
ρi ∼ Exp. This is demonstrated by the P vs. d curves plotted
in Fig. 5 for ρi ∼ Exp.

Expression (20) also enables us to find useful bounds for P .
For instance, using Chernoff bound, we find the following

P ≥ sup
s>0

[1− exp (−d (m · s− ln(Φρ(s))))]
n/d

, (21)
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Fig. 5: P vs replication factor d for clustering design.

where Φρ(s) denotes the moment generating function for ρi.
For instance, if ρi ∼ Exp(µ), (21) would be given as

P ≥ [1− exp (−d (mµ− ln(mµ)− 1))]
n/d

.

Using (20) and concentration inequalities, we can find not
only a lower bound for P but also an upper bound for more
general demand distributions.

Theorem 3. Suppose that object demands ρi are sub-gaussian
in the sense that there exists constants c, C > 0 such that

exp(ct2) ≤ ϕρi
(t) ≤ exp(Ct2), ∀t > 0.

Then, in a d-choice storage allocation constructed with
clustering design, there exists constants α, β, γ > 0 such that

P ≥
(
1− γ · exp

(
−d · β(m− µ)2

))n/d
P ≤

(
1− exp

(
−d · α(m− µ)2

))n/d
,

(22)

where µ = E [ρi] and m > µ.

Proof. See Appendix VIII-I.

Remark 1. Even though we stated the bounds given in (22)
for sub-gaussian demand distributions, we can get bounds in
the same form for demand distributions with heavier tail such
as sub-exponential distributions. These bounds show that P
scales with d, n and m as

P ∼
(
1− exp

(
−d ·K(m− µ)2

))n/d
(23)

for some constant K > 0. Most importantly, this quantifies
the performance gain we can achieve in P by increasing the
replication factor d.

First, (22) validates our intuition that incrementing d yields
diminishing return in increasing P . This can be seen visually
in the example plots shown in Fig. 5. When d ·K(m−µ)2 < 1,
we can use Taylor expansion to approximate P as

P ≈
(
d ·K(m− µ)2

)n/d
. (24)

Second, (22) shows that setting d close to log(n) helps us
increase P substantially. This can also be seen in Fig. 5. Recall
from (23) that, for d = 1 and M = K(m− µ)2, we have

P ∼ (1− exp (−M))
n
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Suppose that n = 1000 and M = 5. Setting d = 1 then gives
P ≈ 0.001. By setting d = log(n), we raise P up to(

1− n−M
)n/ log(n)

.

When d = 8, which is the smallest d such that d ≥ log(n) and
d|n, we get P ≈ 1. Thus, in this case, it does not make sense
to increment the replication factor d beyond log(n). △

Using (23), we can also study the behavior of P in the limit
as the replication factor d scales with the system scale n.

Corollary 2. In d-choice allocation with clustering design

P →
{
1 d = Ω(log(n))

0 otherwise
as n → ∞. (25)

Proof. See Appendix VIII-J.

Remark 2. The limit in (25) shows that, in systems with
clustering design, replication factor d needs to grow at least
as fast as log(n) to meet the maximal load requirement as the
system scale n gets larger. In the next subsection, we show that
the same observation holds for systems with cyclic design. △

E. Scan Statistics Interlude

We here define and discuss scan statistics. It is a mathemat-
ical object that is instrumental while deriving our results on P
for cyclic, block and random designs. We make frequent use
of scan statistic defined over the sequence of object demands.
We also present an upper bound on P for d-choice allocation
with any storage design in terms of scan statistic.

Definition 8. The s-scan of n i.i.d. random variables Xi is
defined as the sequence of random variables

Ss,i =

i+s−1∑
j=i

Xi for i ∈ [1, n− s+ 1].

When i ∈ [1, n] and Xi = Xi mod n, we refer to the scanning
sequence as the circular s-scan and denote it with S

(c)
s,i .

The scan statistic is defined as the maximum scan as
Ss = max1≤i≤n−s+1 Ss,i. Similarly the circular scan statistic
is defined as S

(c)
s = max1≤i≤n S

(c)
s,i .

The circular scan statistic S
(c)
s converges to its non-circular

counterpart Ss almost surely as the number of random samples
n → ∞ (see Appendix VIII-L for the proof). We make use of
this observation while we analyze P for cyclic design in this
section. In the remainder of the paper, the statistics Ss and
S
(c)
s are defined over the sequence of object demands ρi.
Main utility of the scan statistic is that we can find bounds

on P in terms of S
(c)
s as shown in this section. This allows

applying the results available on scan statistic to derive insight
on system performance. Scan statistics has many applications
in different fields. We here present a new application of scan
statistics in the context of distributed storage performance. For
a thorough exposition to scan statistics literature, we refer the
reader to [20], [25]–[28]. We here discuss only some of the
results on scan statistics which helps us analyze P .

Using the idea introduced in Sec. V-C, we can find an upper
bound on P for any d-choice allocation by focusing on only

the demand-capacity conditions defined on the consecutive
objects of a fixed length. We can express such an upper bound
in terms of scan statistic as given in the following.

Lemma 6. In d-choice storage allocation, we have

P ≤ min
1≤s≤n

Pr
{
S(c)
s ≤ s ·md

}
. (26)

Proof. See Appendix VIII-K.

In Corollary 3 below, we present several results on P that
we build on (26). We do not present the proofs for these
statements as their proofs closely follow the statements and
proofs presented for cyclic design in the next sub-section. We
state them here to demonstrate what scan statistics offers to
understand performance of d-choice allocation with any storage
design. For instance, (30) given below shows that d must scale
at least as fast as log(n)1/3 as the system scale n gets larger.

Corollary 3. By substituting s = d in (6), we obtain a more
insightful version of the upper bound as

P ≤ Pr
{
S
(c)
d ≤ m · d2

}
. (27)

Using this, we find that in the limit n → ∞
P ≤ exp

(
−wn,d Qd(m · d2)

)
, (28)

where wn,d = n−d+1 and Qd(x) = 1−Fd(x). This implies
the following in the limit n → ∞

P ≤ exp
(
−wn,d · exp

(
−d · α(md− µ)2

))
. (29)

This finally implies that as n → ∞
P → 0 if d = o

(
log(n)1/3

)
. (30)

F. Cyclic Design

We refer the reader to Sec. V-B for the description of the
construction of d-choice allocation with cyclic design, and its
generalization r-gap design. As discussed previously, r-gap
design controls the service choice overlaps/spans loosely by
a single parameter r. Lemma 7 below makes this statement
concrete. Throughout this section, object oi implicitly denotes
oi mod n throughout.

Lemma 7. In d-choice allocation with r-gap design, for a
set of consecutive objects S = {oi, oi+1, . . . , oi+x−1} where
i, x ∈ [1, n], we have r ≥ d− 1 and x ≤ span(S) ≤ x+ 2r.

By definition (see Def. 6), r-gap design decouples the service
choices for objects that are at least r-apart (in terms of their
indices). Lemma 7 shows that this translates into controlling
the span for consecutive objects oi, oi+1, . . . , oi+x−1 of any
length x. Then using the same idea introduced in Sec. V-C, we
can find bounds on P by only focusing on the demand-capacity
conditions defined on the consecutive objects of fixed length.

Lemma 8. In d-choice allocation with r-gap design, we have

Pr
{
S
(c)
r+1 ≤ md

}
≤ P ≤ Pr

{
S(c)
s ≤ m(s+ 2r)

}
. (31)

for s = 1, . . . , n− 2r.
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Fig. 6: Simulated P values vs. the bounds presented in Lemma 9 for d-choice allocation with cyclic design.

Proof. See Appendix VIII-M.

Notice that cyclic design (as well as clustering) is an r-gap
design. Hence the bounds given in Lemma 8 are valid for
cyclic design. In addition, the well-defined structure of cyclic
design allows us to refine these bounds as follows.

Lemma 9. In d-choice allocation with cyclic design, we have

P ≥ Pr
{
S
(c)
d ≤ md

}
,

P ≤ min
1≤s≤n−d+1

Pr
{
S(c)
s ≤ m(s+ d− 1)

}
.

(32)

Proof. See Appendix VIII-N.

Lemma 9 allows us to apply the results on the scan statistics
to analyze and calculate P for cyclic design. Fig. 6 shows
the simulated values for P together with the values computed
using (32). The object demands are assumed to be distributed
as λ×Bernoulli(p), and the plots are given for different values
of d and λ. We use the expression in Theorem 2, [25] presented
for scan statistic distribution to compute the bounds in (32).

We next find asymptotic bounds for P by leveraging the
Poisson limit for scan statistic as presented in Theorem 2, [27].

Theorem 4. Suppose the object demands ρi > 0. Then, for
d-choice allocation with cyclic design, in the limit n → ∞

P ≥ exp (−wn,d ·Qd(md)) ,

P ≤ min
1≤s≤n−d+1

exp (−wn,s ·Qs(m(s+ d− 1))) . (33)

where wn,u = n− u+ 1 and Qu(x) = 1− Fu(x), ∀u > 0.

Proof. See Appendix VIII-O.

We next present the bounds in (33) in a more tractable form.

Corollary 4. In d-choice allocation with cyclic design, in the
limit n → ∞ we have

exp (−wn,d Qd(md)) ≤ P ≤ exp (−wn,d Qd(2md)) , (34)

where wn,d = n− d+ 1 and Qd(x) = 1− Fd(x).

Proof. See Appendix VIII-P.

The bounds in (34) show how P scales with replication
factor d in large-scale systems. The first factor wn,d goes

down with d, which increases both the lower and upper bound.
The impact of d is more subtle in the second factor Qd(d · x)
where x is m and 2m for the lower and upper bound. We next
find a new lower and upper bound on P , which are looser than
those in (34) but more insightful on the impact of d.

Corollary 5. Suppose the object demands ρi are sub-gaussian
as given in Theorem 3. Then, in d-choice allocation with cyclic
design, there exists α, β, γ > 0 such that in the limit n → ∞

P ≥ exp
(
−wn,d · γ · exp

(
−d · β(m− µ)2

))
P ≤ exp

(
−wn,d · exp

(
−d · α(2m− µ)2

))
,

(35)

where wn,d = n− d+ 1 and m ≥ µ.

Proof. See Appendix VIII-Q.

Remark 3. Similar to the bounds in Theorem 3, we can extend
the bounds in (35) for demand distributions with heavier tail
than sub-gaussian, such as sub-exponential distributions.

The bounds in (35) say, for a fixed maximal load m, P for
large-scale systems with cyclic design scales in d as

P ∼ exp (−(n− d+ 1) · exp (−d ·K))

for some constant K > 0. △
Similar to (23) given for clustering design, (35) allows us

to analyze P for cyclic design as d grows with n.

Corollary 6. In d-choice allocation with cyclic design

P →
{
1 d = Ω(log(n))

0 otherwise
as n → ∞. (36)

Proof. See Appendix VIII-R.

Remark 4. The limit in (36) is the counterpart of the limit in
Corollary 2. Thus, observations noted for clustering design in
the remark after Corollary 2 also hold for cyclic design. △

G. Block Design

We refer the reader to Sec. V-B for the description of the
construction of d-choice allocation with block design. Similar
to the bounds given in Lemma 8 for r-gap design, we can find
the following bounds on P for systems with block design.
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Lemma 10. In d-choice allocation with block design

Pr
{
S
(c)
d ≤ md/2

}
≤ P ≤ Pr

{
S
(c)
d ≤ m(d2 − d)

}
. (37)

Proof. See Appendix VIII-S.

Remark 5. Notice that the upper bound in (37) scales with
d in the same manner as the bound in Corollary 3 given for
any storage design. Recall that the asymptotically tight bounds
(31) given for r-gap design scale more slowly with d as

P ≤ Pr
{
S
(c)
d ≤ m · (d+ 2r)

}
.

In this sense, block design can possibly achieve the best
possible scaling of P in d. However, we cannot conclude
this with our results. This is because the lower bound in (37)
given for block design scales in d the same way as those given
for r-gap design. Determining whether block design provides a
better scaling of P in d requires finding a tighter lower bound
for block design, which is an open problem. △

Just like the bounds given in Lemma 9 for cyclic design,
the bounds given in Lemma 10 allow us to use the results
available on scan statistics to analyze and calculate P for block
design. Thus, similar to Theorem 4 for cyclic design, we next
find asymptotic bounds on P for block design as follows.

Theorem 5. In d-choice allocation with block design, in the
limit n → ∞ we have

P ≥ exp (−wn,d Qd(md/2)) ,

P ≤ exp
(
−wn,d Qd(m(d2 − d))

)
.

(38)

where wn,d = n− d+ 1 and Qd(x) = 1− Fd(x).

Proof. See Appendix VIII-T.

Bounds in (38) show how P scales with d in large-scale
systems with block design. Similar to what we did for cyclic
design in Corollary 5, we next find new asymptotic bounds on
P for block design, which are looser than those in (38) but
more insightful on the impact of d.

Corollary 7. Suppose the object demands ρi are sub-gaussian
as in Theorem 3. Then, in d-choice allocation with block design,
there exists constants α, β, γ > 0 such that in the limit n → ∞

P ≥ exp
(
−wn,d · γ · exp

(
−d · β(m/2− µ)2

))
P ≤ exp

(
−wn,d · exp

(
−d · α(m(d− 1)− µ)2

))
,

(39)

where wn,d = n− d+ 1 and m ≥ µ.

Proof. See Appendix VIII-U.

Remark 6. Similar to the bounds in Theorem 3 and Corollary 5,
we can extend (39) for demand distributions with heavier tail
than sub-gaussian, such as sub-exponential distributions.

The bounds in (39) show that, in large-scale systems with
block design, P scales in d at least as fast as r-gap design,
e.g., clustering and cyclic design. That is, in the limit n → ∞

P ≥ exp (−(n− d+ 1) · exp (−d ·K))

for some constant K > 0. The upper bound in (39), however,
is not asymptotically tight. It says that in the limit n → ∞

P ≤ exp
(
−(n− d+ 1) · exp

(
−d3 · L

))

for block design, where L is a positive constant. △

H. Random Design

As described in Sec. V-B, with random design, each object
is stored on a set of d nodes chosen randomly. Recall that in
the clustering and cyclic design, or r-gap design in general,
service choice span for a given subset of objects is determined
by the distance between the objects with respect to their indices.
Instead of this deterministic structure, in random design, service
choice spans are determined by the random node selection
process that is independently performed for each object.

As the service choices Ci are selected randomly and inde-
pendently for each object, the span of u objects is determined
by the union of u randomly chosen sets Ci of fixed size d.
This mathematical object is known as the occupancy metric
for random allocation with complexes.

Definition 9. Let there be n cells into which u sets of d
particles (complexes) are thrown independently. Particles within
each set are allocated to different cells. The number of cells
containing at least one particle is defined as the occupancy for
random allocation with complexes and denoted as Nn,d,u.

Using arguments similar to those we used to derive the
bounds in Theorem 1, Lemma 9 and Lemma 10, we can find
an upper bound on P for random design as follows.

Lemma 11. In d-choice allocation with random design

P ≤
v∏

i=1

ENn,d,ui
[Fui

(m ·Nn,d,ui
)] , (40)

where v and ui are positive integers, and u1 + · · ·+ uv = n.
Nn,d,ui

is a random variable defined in Def. 9.

Proof. See Appendix VIII-V.

The upper bound in (40) allows us to use the results on
occupancy metric Nn,d,u to analyze P for random design.
Occupancy for allocation with complexes is well-studied and
much is known about its distribution. We here discuss only
some of the results that we use, and refer the reader to [21], [29],
[30] and references therein for a more complete exposition.

We next present a version of (40) in a form that is less
general but more analytically insightful.

Corollary 8. In d-choice allocation with random design

P ≤ ENn,d,u
[Fu(m ·Nn,d,u)]

n/u
, (41)

where u is a positive integer.

Proof. See Appendix VIII-W.

In Chapter 7 of [21], an exact expression is given for the
distribution of occupancy metric Nn,d,u. We can use this
expression to calculate the upper bound in (41). However,
this would not yield a tractable expression, hence would not
give insight on how the upper bound in (41) scales with
d. One approach to obtain a tractable expression would be
approximating the random variable Nn,d,u with its average
value. That gives the following approximate upper bound

P ≲ Fu (m · E [Nn,d,u])
n/u

,
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for any positive integer u. Setting u = d above gives us

P ≲ Fd (m · E [Nn,d,d])
n/d

. (42)

Notice that this form of the upper bound is the same as the
exact expression of P given for clustering design in (20), except
that the argument m ·d of Fd is replaced here by m ·E [Nn,d,d].
Using the expression given in Chapter 7 of [21], we get

E [Nn,d,d] = n
(
1− (1− d/n)d

)
.

Using this, we can show that limn→∞ E [Nn,d,d] = d2, which
implies in the limit n → ∞

P ≲ Fd

(
m · d2

)n/d
. (43)

This, together with the arguments we used in Theorem 3 gives
us the following approximate upper bound in the limit n → ∞

P ≲
(
1− exp(−d · α(m · d− µ)2)

)n/d
. (44)

Comparing (43) with (20) shows that (43) is an upper bound
for clustering design also. Thus by using random design, we
can possibly achieve a better scaling of P in replication factor d
compared to clustering or cyclic design. Recall from Sec. V-D
and V-F that P → 0 as n → ∞ when d = o(log(n)). By (44),
we may have P → 1 when d = Ω(log(n)1/3). However, we
cannot conclude this as we do not have a tight lower bound
on P for random design. We leave this as an open problem.
In the remainder, we discuss an approach for adding structure
in random design so that we can derive a lower bound for P .

Lower bound on P : For other storage designs discussed so far,
we found a lower bound on P by considering a set of “worst-
case” demand vectors for service and showing that the system
can meet the maximal load requirement if the demand vectors
obey a particular sufficiency rule. Scan statistic has proved to
be an effective tool to capture this sufficiency rule and obtain
an asymptotically tight lower bound for P (recall Lemma 8 and
Corollary 6). The invariant structure implemented in service
choice overlaps made this possible for scan statistics.

Random design, however, does not impose any structure on
service choice overlaps. Even the extreme event of all objects
getting assigned to the same set of d nodes can happen with a
non-zero probability. This makes it impossible to find sufficient
conditions to meet the maximal load requirement that would
give a lower bound for P . We next introduce a constrained
random design that limits the random node selection process.
The goal with this is to instill enough structure in service
choice overlaps to find a lower bound for P . For a given object
i, let us define its d-hop siblings as the following set

Ψi = { oj
∣∣ | j − i| = 0 mod d, j ̸= i, 0 ≤ j ≤ n } .

For a given object i, let us also define the number of d-hop
siblings with which it has non-zero service choice overlaps as

vi =
∣∣{ oj ∣∣ oj ∈ Ψi, |Ci ∩ Cj | > 0 }

∣∣ .
Let us also define a limit on the number of overlapping
siblings as vi ≤ vmax for all i. Then, we select d nodes
for each object by randomly drawing from all suitable nodes
without replacement. Unlike the random design (as described
in Sec. V-B), not all nodes are suitable for each object. A node
is deemed suitable for an object only if storing the object on

this node would maintain the limit vi ≤ vmax. Notice that
this constraint limits the overlapping objects similar to r-gap
design, but the constraint is more relaxed.

Using the structure implemented by constrained random
design, we can find a lower bound for P as follows.

Lemma 12. In d-choice allocation with constrained random
design with maximum number of overlapping siblings vmax

P ≥ Pr
{
S
(c)
d ≤ md/vmax

}
. (45)

Proof. See Appendix VIII-X.

Remark 7. Notice that the lower bound (45) is the same as
the lower bound given for cyclic design in (32), except the
dividing factor vmax. Thus, we can derive asymptotic lower
bounds for constrained random design by employing the same
arguments we used for cyclic design between Theorem 4 and
Corollary 6. Given this, if vmax stays finite as the system scale
n → ∞, we can conclude for contrained random design that
P → 1 as n → ∞ if and only if d = Ω(log(n)). △

VI. CONCLUSIONS

Distributed systems replicate data objects to balance the
offered load across the storage nodes. Offered load should be as
evenly distributed over the nodes as possible in order to provide
fast and predictable data access performance. Furthermore,
load balancing should be robust in the presence of skews and
changes in object popularities.

Load balancing performance is mainly determined by two
design decisions: (1) the replication factor, (2) the assignment
of objects to storage nodes. In this paper, we analyzed the
performance implications of these two design choices by
considering four storage schemes used in practical systems:
clustering, cyclic, block and random design. In our analysis,
we consider the goal of load balancing as maintaining the load
on any node below a given threshold.

For the first design decision, we derived necessary and
sufficient conditions to achieve the desired load balance in
a system of n nodes as n → ∞. First, we found that the
replication factor d = Ω(log(n)1/3) is necessary for any storage
scheme. When the overlaps between object copies are few
but occasionally large (i.e., clustering and cyclic design), we
found that d = Ω(log(n)) is necessary and sufficient. When
the overlaps are many but consistently small (i.e., block and
random design), we found that d = Ω(log(n)) is sufficient
but not necessary. This overall implies that d = Ω(log(n)1/3)
might be sufficient. We do not have a proof for this and left it
as an open problem.

For the second design decision, we showed that the choice
of storage scheme depends on the level of skew in object
demands. We found that, in majority of the cases, many but
consistently small overlaps between object copies is better than
few but occasionally large overlaps, i.e., block > random >
clustering > cyclic where > denotes “better”. However, the
impact of overlaps becomes the opposite when the level of
skew goes beyond a level.
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analysis. In Michael Luby, José D. P. Rolim, and Maria J. Serna, editors,
Randomization and Approximation Techniques in Computer Science,
Second International Workshop, RANDOM’98, Barcelona, Spain, October
8-10, 1998, Proceedings, volume 1518 of Lecture Notes in Computer
Science, pages 159–170. Springer, 1998.

[10] Yossi Azar, Andrei Z. Broder, Anna R. Karlin, and Eli Upfal. Balanced
allocations. SIAM J. Comput., 29(1):180–200, 1999.

[11] Petra Berenbrink, Artur Czumaj, Angelika Steger, and Berthold Vöcking.
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VIII. APPENDIX

A. Proof of Lemma 1

Let us start by restating the claim in a slightly different
but equivalent way: for a demand vector (ρ1, . . . , ρn) to lie
in the capacity region, it is necessary and sufficient to have∑

i∈I ρi ≤ span(I) for all I ⊂ {1, . . . , n}. We here prove this
claim in two steps as given below.

Necessary condition: Span of a set of objects gives the total
capacity available to serve those objects jointly. It is surely
impossible to stabilize the system when the cumulative demand
for a set of objects exceeds the cumulative capacity available
to serve them. Therefore, for the system to serve the demand
with stability, the span of a set of objects must be at least as
much as the cumulative demand for those objects.

If a system can serve a given demand vector ρ, then the
system would be able to serve any demand vector that is
constructed by setting a subset of the demands within ρ to
zero. That is, if the system can serve ρ = (ρ1, . . . , ρn), then
it can serve all demand vectors ρI for I ⊂ {1, . . . , n} such
that ρIi = ρi for i ∈ I and ρIi = 0 for i ̸∈ I . For instance, if
a system can serve (1, 2, 3), then it can also serve all of its
smaller subsets: (1, 0, 0), (0, 2, 0), (0, 0, 3), (1, 2, 0), (1, 0, 3),
(0, 2, 3). This is why it is necessary for the system to have
sufficient cumulative capacity available to serve all subsets of
objects {oi | i ∈ I} for I ⊂ {1, . . . , k} with the cumulative
demand

∑
i∈I ρi. Thus the set of conditions given in (3) is

necessary for system stability.

Sufficient condition: Let us first consider the case with all
object demands being zero except for one object, say o1 without
loss of generality. It is then easy to see that the system can
serve the demand if ρ1 ≤ span({1}) = |C1|.

Let us next consider the case with all object demands being
zero except for two objects, say o1 and o2 without loss of
generality. System can serve the demand if two conditions are
met. First, the object demands can be served individually, that
is,

ρ1 ≤ |C1|, ρ2 ≤ |C2|. (46)

Second, the object demands can be served jointly. It is easy
to find the two extreme points at which the object demands
can be served jointly: (1) ρ1 = |C1|, ρ2 = |C2 − C1|, (2)
ρ1 = |C1−C2|, ρ2 = |C2|. Given that the capacity region is a
convex polytope, the system can serve any convex combination
of these two extreme points, which implies that the system is
stable if

ρ1 + ρ2 ≤ |C1 ∪ C2|. (47)

Putting 46 and 47 together, we conclude that the system can
serve the demand if

ρ1 ≤ |C1|, ρ2 ≤ |C2|, ρ1 + ρ2 ≤ |C1 ∪ C2|. (48)

Note that the capacity at the nodes in C1∪C2 will be fully used
to serve the demand if ρ1 + ρ2 = |C1 ∪ C2|. This observation
will be useful for the next step.

Let us now consider the case with object demands being
zero except for three objects, say o1, o2 and o3 without loss
of generality. We already know from above that the condition

given in 48 needs to be met for serving each pair of objects
{o1, o2}, {o1, o3} or {o2, o3} jointly. We now need to find the
sufficient condition for serving all the three objects {o1, o2, o3}
jointly. It is easy to find the three extreme points at which the
object demands can be served jointly:

ρ1 = |C1 − (C2 ∪ C3)|, ρ2 + ρ3 = |C2 ∪ C3|,
ρ2 = |C2 − (C1 ∪ C3)|, ρ1 + ρ3 = |C1 ∪ C3|,
ρ3 = |C3 − (C1 ∪ C2)|, ρ1 + ρ2 = |C1 ∪ C2|.

Given that the capacity region is a convex polytope, the system
can serve any convex combination of these three extreme points,
which implies that the system is stable if

ρ1 + ρ2 + ρ2 ≤ |C1 ∪ C2 ∪ C2|. (49)

Putting all conditions together, we conclude that the system
can serve the demand if

ρ1 ≤ |C1|, ρ2 ≤ |C2|, ρ3 ≤ |C3|,
ρ1 + ρ2 ≤ |C1 ∪ C2|,
ρ1 + ρ3 ≤ |C1 ∪ C3|,
ρ2 + ρ3 ≤ |C2 ∪ C3|,

ρ1 + ρ2 + ρ3 ≤ |C1 ∪ C2 ∪ C3|.
Similar to above, we can continue incrementing the number

of objects with non-zero demand until covering all n objects.
Using the same arguments outlined above, when all n objects
have non-zero demand, the system can serve the demand if∑

i∈I ρi ≤ span(I) for all I ⊂ {1, . . . , n}. Thus the set of
conditions given in (3) is sufficient for system stability.

B. Proof of Corollary 1

Recall from (6) that P can be written as the integration
of the joint density of the object demands over the modified
capacity region Cm as

P =

∫
c∈Cm

Pr {ρ = c} dc.

Recall also from (7) that object demands ρi are i.i.d., hence

Pr {ρ = c} =

k∏
i=1

f(ci).

The above expressions also hold for the demand vector ρ′ with
demand distribution F ′.

Now recall from Sec. III-A that Cm is a convex polytope,
which is defined in the non-negative orthant and it contains
the origin (zeros vector). Let us denote the boundary of Cm as
Bm. Note that the maximal access load in the system is equal
to m under the demand vectors in Bm. Each point b in Bm

defines a line segment lb to the origin as

lb = {α · b | 0 ≤ α ≤ 1}.
We can then cover all vectors in Cm by line segments lρ, which
allows us to express the integral given above for P as

P =

∫
b∈Bm

∫ 1

0

Pr {ρ = α · b} dα db. (50)

where the inner integral is over a given line segment lρ.
The ordering F ′(x) < F (x) implies that demand vectors

ρ with smaller coordinate values ρi become less likely when
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the demand distribution F (x) is replaced with F ′(x). This
implies that the inner integral in (50) becomes smaller when
ρ is replaced with ρ′. This shows that P > P ′.

C. Proof of Lemma 3

Consider a fixed value of t in [1, u). Let us denote the nodes
with u and v objects as node-u and node-v respectively. Let us
now pick one of the object copies on node-u, which we refer
to as the tagged object. The tagged object participates in

(
u−1
t−1

)
many t-subsets of objects stored on node-u. Hence it contributes(
u−1
t−1

)
overlaps to the cumulative overlap CumOverlapt.

Following the statement given in the Lemma, let us now
move the tagged object from node-u to node-v. The tagged
object will no longer overlap with the objects on node-u hence
its contribution to the cumulative overlap due to its overlap with
objects on node-u is now zero. However, it now overlaps with
the objects stored on node-v and contributes

(
v

t−1

)
overlaps to

the cumulative overlap. Given that u > v + 1, we have(
v

t− 1

)
>

(
u− 1

t− 1

)
.

This shows that moving an object from node-u to node-v
reduces CumOverlapt by

(
v

t−1

)
−
(
u−1
t−1

)
.

D. Proof of Lemma 4

In Lemma 3, we have shown that moving an object from
one node to another with fewer objects reduces the cumulative
overlaps. Using the same arguments used in Lemma 3, we can
show that the opposite is also true: moving an object from one
node to another with more objects increases the cumulative
overlaps. This implies that the balanced allocation minimizes
the cumulative overlap.

We next find the value of cumulative overlap CumOverlapt
for a given t. In a balanced d-choice allocation, each node
stores d different object copies. On every node, there are

(
d
t

)
many t-subsets overlapping on the node. This together with the
fact that there are n nodes in the system gives us the expression
for cumulative overlap as given in (12).

E. Approximating block design with random construction

As described in Section V-B, block design exists only for
system parameters meeting the following equality: n = d2 −
d+ 1. It is however possible to construct storage designs that
approximate block design. We here give an example randomized
construction that we used in this paper while evaluating P
numerically for block design.

Our randomized storage construction is given as follows.
We start by putting d copies for each object into a list. We
then shuffle the list and put the object copies into a queue that
we refer to as object queue. After this, all we do is essentially
pulling the object copies one by one from the queue and
placing each on a randomly selected node. However due to
random selection of nodes, for some of the objects we might
end up choosing a node that (1) already stores a copy of the
object or (2) already stores d different object copies (recall that
each node stores d different objects in a d-choice allocation).
If we hit one of these two cases, we continue looking for

a viable node for the object pulled from the queue until we
find one, which we refer to as object at hand. We first try by
incrementing the node index until we land on a viable node.
If we still fail to find a viable node, we go back to the first
node and start iterating over all the nodes until we land on a
node (tagged node) that does not store a copy for the object.
We then pick one of the objects stored on this tagged node at
random, remove it from the node and put it back in the object
queue. This makes the node viable for the object at hand and
we place it there. Putting the removed object copy back into
the object queue also makes sure that we will find a viable
node for it when we pull it from the queue next time.

Recall that block design distributes the overlaps evenly
between all pairs of service choices. The construction described
above obviously does not guarantee this even when the system
parameters allow for block design. It does not even attempt
to distribute overlaps evenly across the service choices, but
merely assigns the object copies to nodes using a “guided”
random process. However, we find that it tends to achieve
small overlaps between the service choices. Table II shows
the distribution of overlaps computed numerically. In a single
run, we use the construction given above and create storage
design instance for a given n and d, and compute the overlap
distribution for the design. For each n and d, we execute 100
runs, and report the average and standard deviation values for
each overlap size.

We draw two conclusions from Table II. First, the random-
ized construction given above tends to minimize the overlaps
between the service choices. Majority of the overlaps are of
size 1, and the fraction of larger overlaps goes down quickly
(similar to Zipf’s Law) as the overlap size increases. As the
replication factor d increases, the overlaps tend to get larger.
This is because, when n is fixed, larger d increases the chance
of overlaps. This is why block design requires quadratically
larger number of nodes (d2+d− 1) as d increases. In practice,
d is desired to be and is typically much smaller than n, in
which case the randomized construction tends to be a very good
approximator of the block design. As shown in Table II, when
d < 0.05n, the randomized construction yields an overlap of
size 1 between more than ∼94% of the service choices.

F. Proof of Theorem 1
As described in Sec. V-C, considering only a subset of the

demand-vs-capacity conditions (in (4)) gives an upper bound on
P . Let us consider only one of the conditions for t objects and
choose these objects randomly, where t is an integer in [1, n].
The span of service choices for these objects (total capacity
available for jointly serving them) would then be the random
variable spant as defined in Def. 7. The cumulative capacity
for these objects would be sufficient to keep the maximal load
below m only if

ρ1 + · · ·+ ρt ≤ m · spant.
Then, the probability Pt that spant is sufficient to meet the
cumulative demand offered for them would be given as (15). By
the discussion above P < Pt. We can then take the minimum
of Pt for t ∈ [1, n] and that would give us the upper bound in
(14).
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Overlap size
1 2 3 4 5

n d mean stdev mean stdev mean stdev mean stdev mean stdev

100

2 0.997 0.004 0.010 0
3 0.986 0.007 0.014 0.007 0.003 0
4 0.966 0.008 0.034 0.008 0.002 0
5 0.935 0.006 0.063 0.006 0.002 0.001 0.001 0
6 0.890 0.006 0.104 0.006 0.005 0.001 0.001 0
7 0.842 0.008 0.145 0.008 0.012 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 0
8 0.783 0.006 0.193 0.006 0.023 0.003 0.002 0.001 0.001 0
9 0.715 0.007 0.239 0.007 0.042 0.004 0.004 0.001 0.001 0
10 0.642 0.007 0.284 0.007 0.065 0.004 0.008 0.002 0.001 0

1000

2 0.999 0 0.001 0.001
3 0.998 0.001 0.002 0.001
4 0.997 0.001 0.003 0
5 0.993 0 0.006 0
6 0.989 0.001 0.011 0.001
7 0.984 0.001 0.015 0.001 0.001 0
8 0.979 0.001 0.020 0.001 0.001 0
9 0.971 0.001 0.028 0.001 0.001 0
10 0.963 0.001 0.036 0.001 0.001 0.001

TABLE II: Overlap size distribution for the d-choice allocation instances created using the randomized construction process
described in Appendix VIII-E.

G. Proof of Theorem 2

Demand of the active objects is set to md; hence each active
object fully uses all its service choices. This is why all pairs of
active objects should have zero overlap in their service choices
for the system to achieve the maximal load requirement. We
will set the maximal load m = 1 in the remainder of the proof
for the sake of keeping the exposition clean. The proof can
easily be extended for m < 1.

In the Theorem statement, the expression for P is presented
in two equations: (17) given for clustering, cyclic or block
design, and (18) given for the random design. As shown in
the following, the derivation follows two different processes
for the relevant storage constructions.

As the object demands are distributed as d× Bernoulli(p),
the number of active objects, denoted as A, is a random
variable distributed as Binomial(n, p). Let ai denote the objects
selected to be active by the demand distribution. In order to
derive the expression for P , we use the following steps: (1)
iterate over the active objects ai in order starting at i = 1,
(2) derive the probability Pi that the active object ai does not
overlap with any of the previous active objects aj for j < i, (3)
take the product of Pi defined for all active objects. Obviously,
P1 = 1 for any storage design.

Clustering, cyclic or block design: As discussed above, each
time an object is selected to be active, all objects that overlap
with it should be excluded from the active object selection.
Let c be the number of objects that need to be excluded each
time an object is selected to be active. We have (a) c = d
for clustering design, (b) c = 2d − 1 for cyclic design, (c)
c = d2 − d+ 1 for block design.

If the first i − 1 active objects have zero service choice
overlap, they will lead to excluding (i − 1) · c objects from
active object selection process. Thus, the ith active object ai
will not overlap with the previous objects with probability
(n− (i− 1) · c)/(n− i+1). Since A objects are selected to be

active in total, we get the product of probabilities as stated in
(17). The indicator function in the expression comes from the
fact that it is impossible to select A active objects without any
service choice overlap if the number of objects A · c covered
by them is greater than the total number of objects n.

Random design: In random design, for each active object, d
nodes are selected at random and their capacity is fully used to
serve the demand for the object. Hence, for the system to meet
the maximal load requirement, no other active object should
select any node that has been selected before. Notice that this
rationale differs from the one we used for the previous storage
designs. In this case, we focus on nodes being excluded by
the active objects rather than other objects.

If the first i− 1 objects are selected to have zero overlaps
in their service choices, their selection will exclude (cover)
(i−1)·d nodes. Thus, the nodes selected for the ith active object
ai will not overlap with the previous objects with probability(
n−(i−1)·d

d

)
/
(
n
d

)
. Taking the product of these probabilities for

all A active objects gives (18). The indicator function in the
expression comes from the fact that, in this case, it is not
possible to select A active objects without any service choice
overlap if the number of nodes A ·d covered by them is greater
than the total number of nodes n.

H. Proof of Lemma 5
Notice that in a storage allocation with clustering design,

clusters are decoupled from each other in terms of the storage
nodes and the object demands. This is why we can think of
each cluster as an independent sub-system.

There are n/d clusters in the system (d|n). Let us use Pc

to denote the probability that a cluster meets the maximal
load requirement. Given that clusters are identical and they are
independent from each other, we can express the probability
that the entire system meets the maximal load requirement as

P = (Pc)
n/d

. (51)



19

Each cluster stores d objects and each object is hosted on
each node within the cluster. Thanks to this, the demand for
any of the d objects can be served at any node within the
cluster. This implies that a cluster can meet the maximal load
requirement as long as the cumulative demand offered on the
cluster is less than the cumulative capacity available within
the cluster. That is

Pc = Pr {ρ1 + · · ·+ ρd ≤ m · d} .
Substituting this expression of Pc in (51) gives us (20).

I. Proof of Theorem 3

As given in the Theorem statement, object demands ρi are
sub-gaussian in the sense that there exists constants c, C > 0
such that

exp(ct2) ≤ ϕρi
(t) ≤ exp(Ct2), ∀t > 0, (52)

where ϕρi(t) is the moment generating function of ρi.
Let us modify the object demands and define their zero-mean

versions as ρ̃i = ρi − µ for µ = E [ρi]. Given that ρi are sub-
gaussian in the sense given in (52) and the moment generating
function of ρ̃i(t) is given as ϕρ̃i

(t) = exp(−µt)ϕρi
(t), there

exists c′, C ′ > 0 such that

exp(c′t2) ≤ ϕρi(t) ≤ exp(C ′t2), ∀t > 0. (53)

That is, ρ̃i are sub-gaussian in the same sense that ρi are
sub-gaussian. This, together with the fact that ρ̃i are zero-
mean makes it possible to use Theorem 3 in [31] and find the
following bounds. There exists constants α, β, γ > 0 such that
the sum S̃ = ρ̃1 + · · ·+ ρ̃d satisfies

exp(−αx2/d) ≤ 1− F̃d(x) ≤ γ exp(−βx2/d), ∀x ≥ 0.

where F̃d(x) denotes the distribution function for S̃.
Let us now define the sum S = ρ1 + · · · + ρd and its

distribution function as Fd(x). As shown in Lemma 5, each
cluster in the storage allocation meets the maximal load m
with probability Fd(m · d). Given that ρ̃i = ρi − µ, we have

Fd(m · d) = F̃d((m− µ) · d).
Then, using the bounds given above for F̃d, we obtain the
following bounds on Fd(m · d)

1− γ exp(−β(m− µ)2 · d)
≤ Fd(m · d)
≤ 1− exp(−α(m− µ)2 · d), ∀m ≥ µ.

Substituting these bounds in (20) gives us (22).

J. Proof of Corollary 2

Let us suppose that d = c log(n)α for constants c, α > 0.
Both the lower and upper bound in (22) converge to 1 as
n → ∞ if α ≥ 1, and the bounds converge to 0 if 0 < α < 1.

K. Proof of Lemma 6

System can possibly meet the maximal load requirement
only if a set of objects O has a cumulative demand less than
its scaled span m · span(O). In a d-choice allocation, when
objects in O have zero overlap in their service choices, they

would attain the maximum span, which is given as |O| ·md.
This implies that it is necessary for the cumulative demand
for any s consecutive objects to be less than s ·md in order
for the system to possibly meet the maximal load requirement.
This necessary condition gives us the following upper bound

P ≤ Pr
{
S(c)
s ≤ s ·m d

}
.

This bound holds for any 1 ≤ s ≤ n. Also, the minimum of
these bounds over s should also be an upper bound. This gives
us (26).

L. Convergence of circular scan statistic to its non-circular
counterpart

We here show that the circular s-scan statistic S
(c)
s defined

for n i.i.d. samples (see Def. 8) converge to its non-circular
counterpart Ss. Note that the proofs presented in this section
are mostly translation of those given for circular maximal d-
spacing in [19][Appendix E] to the scan statistic we make use
of in this paper. This translation is possible after seeing that
maximal spacing is a specialized scan statistic for the spacings
between the ordered uniform samples on the unit line. We here
present the proofs for scan statistic for completeness.

In the following, we show convergence first in distribution,
then in probability, and finally almost surely. Note that showing
almost sure convergence implies convergence in probability,
which then implies convergence in distribution. We present the
convergence in this order for a more streamlined exposition of
the arguments.

Lemma 13. For d < n,

Pr {Ss > x} ≤ Pr
{
S(c)
s > x

}
≤ n

n− d
Pr {Ss > x} .

Proof. Let us denote the events {Ss > x} and
{
S
(c)
s > x

}
respectively with R and C.

The first inequality is immediate; if a sequence of random
samples x = (x1, x2, . . . , xn) ∈ R then x ∈ C, while
the opposite direction may not hold. Thus, R ⊆ C, hence
Pr {R} ≤ Pr {C}.

Next we show the second inequality. Let a random sample
sequence x ∈ R. Then, at least n− d different permutations
of x lie in R. In order to see this, let the maximum s-scan
within x be y = (xi, . . . , xi+s−1). Shifting (by feeding what
is shifted out back in the sequence at the opposite end) x to the
left by at most i− 1 times will preserve y, hence each of the
i− 1 shifted versions will also lie in R. Similarly, shifting x
to the right by at most n− (i+ s− 1) times will also preserve
y. We call such permutations, which are obtained by shifting
with wrapping around, a cyclic permutation.

Let us introduce a set R′ ⊂ R such that for any x ∈ R′, no
cyclic permutation of x lies in R′. R contains at least n− s
cyclic permutations of every x ∈ R′. This together with the
fact that probability of sampling a sequence x is independent
of the order of the samples gives us (n−d) Pr {R′} ≤ Pr {R}.

Now let x′ ∈ C. All n− 1 cyclic permutations of x′ will
also lie in C (recall that we are now working in the circular
setting). This together with the fact R′ ⊂ R ⊆ C, and the fact
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that probability of sampling a sequence x is independent of the
order of the samples gives us n ·Pr {R′} = Pr {C}. Putting it
all together, we have Pr {C} /n = Pr {R′} ≤ Pr {R} /(n−d),
which yields the second inequality.

Lemma 14. For d = o(n), S(c)
s /Ss → 1 in probability as

n → ∞.

Proof. It is easy to see S
(c)
s ≥ Ss. Let D = S

(c)
s − Ss and

S be the set of all sequence of spacings for which D > 0.
For every x ∈ S, d − 1 of its cyclic permutations (see the
Proof of Lemma 13 for the definition of a cyclic permutation)
also lie in S while the remaining n − d of them lie in Sc

(complement of S). Thus, for every d points in S, there are at
least n − d points in Sc, and all the points in S or Sc have
the same probability measure in both sets. This gives us the
following upper bound Pr {D > 0} = Pr {S} ≤ d/n, which
→ 0 as n → ∞. This implies S

(c)
s /Ss → 1 in probability.

In order to use the results known for the convergence of Ss

in probability or a.s. in addressing S
(c)
s , we need the following

Lemma.

Lemma 15. For d = o(n), S(c)
s /Ss → 1 a.s. as n → ∞.

We here skip the proof for Lemma 15 as the previously
presented Lemma 13 and 13 are sufficient for this paper. We
refer the interested reader to [19][Appendix E] for the full
exposition showing that maximal d-spacing on the unit circle
converges to its counterpart on the unit line almost surely. As
for the proofs presented above for Lemma 13 and 13, the proof
given in [19] for almost sure convergence can be modified
similarly to show that the circular scan statistic converges to
its non-circular counterpart almost surely as n → ∞.

M. Proof of Lemma 8

Upper bound: The system cannot meet the maximal load
requirement if a set of objects O has a cumulative demand
larger than its scaled span m · span(O). Lemma 7 states that
the span of every i consecutive objects (with respect to their
indices) is at most i + 2r. This implies that it is necessary
for the cumulative demand for any i consecutive objects to
be less than i+ 2r in order for the system to possibly meet
the maximal load requirement. This necessary condition shows
that the right-hand side of the inequality in (31) is an upper
bound on P .

Lower bound: Let x be an integer in [1, n]. Consider the
spiky load scenario starting at object ox where demand ρi is
m · d when i = x + (r + 1)j for j = 0, 1, . . . , ⌊n/(r + 1)⌋,
and 0 otherwise. In this case, a demand of magnitude m · d
for each spiky object oi can be supplied by using up the
capacity in all its d service choices. This is because, by the
r-gap design property, all other objects that overlap with a
spiky object (in service choices) have zero demand. System
can meet the maximal load requirement while serving the spiky
load regardless of the value for x. Given that system’s service
capacity region is convex (see Sec. III), the system can serve
all convex combinations of demand vectors that correspond
to any set of spiky load scenarios. This can be expressed as

follows: the system can meet the maximal load requirement
as long as the cumulative demand on every r + 1 consecutive
objects is at most d. This implies that the left-hand side of the
inequality in (31) is a lower bound on the actual value of P .

N. Proof of Lemma 9
Lower bound come from substituting r = d− 1, which is

the lowest possible value for r. Upper bound comes from (1)
observing in cyclic design that the span of every s consecutive
objects is at most s+ d− 1, (2) substituting these values in
the upper bound given in Lemma 8.

O. Proof of Theorem 4
Recall the definition of scan statistic Ss from Def. 8. When

the object demands ρi are non-zero (positive), we can use
Theorem 2, [27] to conclude that

Pr {Ss ≤ x} = exp ((n− s+ 1)Qs(x))

in the limit n → ∞. Recall that, as shown in Appendix VIII-L,
circular scan statistic S

(c)
s converges to its non-circular coun-

terpart Ss almost surely as n → ∞. This implies that the
asymptotic expression given above for the distribution of Ss

is also valid for the distribution of its circular counterpart
S
(c)
s . Substituting this expression of S

(c)
s in (32), we obtain

the asymptotic bounds for P as given in (33).

P. Proof of Corollary 4
The lower bound directly follows from the lower bound

given in (33). We find the upper bound as follows. Among the
upper bounds over which we take the minimum in (33), let us
consider only the one for s = d. This gives us

P ≤ exp (−wn,d Qd(m(2d− 1))) .

Given that Qd(x) is non-increasing in x, we have

Qd(m(2d− 1)) ≥ Qd(2md).

This implies the following for the upper bound given in (33)

P ≤ exp (−wn,d Qd(m(2d− 1))) ≤ exp (−wn,d Qd(2md)) .

Q. Proof of Corollary 5
In the proof of Theorem 3, we showed the following. Suppose

that the objects demands ρi are sub-gaussian in the sense that
there exists constants c, C > 0 such that

exp(ct2) ≤ ϕρi
(t) ≤ exp(Ct2), ∀t > 0.

Then, there exists constants α, β, γ > 0 such that the tail
distribution Qd satisfies

exp(−αx2/d) ≤ Qd(x+ dµ) ≤ γ exp(−βx2/d), ∀x ≥ 0.

The lower and upper bound given for P in (34) are expressed
in terms of Qd(md) and Qd(2md). Using the bounds given
above for Qd, we find the following upper bound for Qd(md)
and lower bound for Qd(2md)

Qd(md) ≤ γ exp(−d · β(m− µ)2)

Qd(2md) ≥ exp(−d · α(2m− µ)2).

Substituting these bounds for Qd(md) and Qd(2md) respec-
tively in (34) gives us the bounds in (35).
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R. Proof of Corollary 6

Let us suppose that d = c log(n)α for constants c, α > 0.
Both the lower and upper bound in (35) go to 1 as n → ∞ if
α ≥ 1, and the bounds go to 0 if 0 < α < 1.

S. Proof of Lemma 10

Recall from Sec. V-B that, in a storage allocation with block
design, every pair of objects overlaps at exactly one node in
their service choices. We here refer to this fact as F.
Upper bound: Let us consider a set of d objects, which we
denote as O, that are arbitrarily chosen from all objects. As
discussed previously, the total capacity to jointly serve a set
of objects grows with their span. Given the fact F, all objects
in O overlap at the same node in the best case. This will give
us the maximum possible span as span(O) = d(d− 1). Recall
also that system cannot meet the maximal load requirement
if a set of objects O has a cumulative demand larger than its
scaled span m · span(O). These two observations give us the
following necessary condition: cumulative demand for any set
of d objects must be less than m ·d(d−1) to meet the maximal
load requirement. Instead of considering all subsets of d objects,
we can just consider the subsets of d consecutive objects with
respect to their indices, i.e., {oi, . . . , oi+d−1} where indices are
implicitly defined as i mod n. This makes it possible to state
the necessary condition in terms of the circular scan statistic
(see Def. 8) as S

(c)
s ≤ m · (d2 − d) This gives us the upper

bound in (37).
Lower bound: Similar to the proof for the upper bound, let us
consider a set O of d arbitrarily chosen objects. Given the fact
F, objects in O overlap at different nodes in the worst case
for span(O). This will give us the minimum possible span as
span(O) = d(d− 1)/2.

We here consider the spiky load scenario discussed in the
proof of Lemma 8; let x be an integer in [0, n], and the offered
load for oi is ρ if i = x + dj for some j = 0, 1, . . . , ⌊n/d⌋
and 0 otherwise. Let us refer to objects with spiky load as
“a spiky object”. As discussed in the previous paragraph, the
worst-case sharing for jointly serving the objects is when a
spiky object has to share d − 1 of its service choices with
other spiky objects. In the worst case, system can meet the
maximal load requirement if ρ ≤ m·(1+(d−1)/2). Given that
the system’s service capacity region is convex (see Sec. III),
the system can serve all convex combinations of any set of
spiky load scenarios. This can be expressed as follows: the
system can meet the maximal load requirement as long as the
cumulative demand on every d consecutive objects is at most
m · (1 + (d− 1)/2). This gives us the lower bound for P as
stated in (37).

T. Proof of Theorem 5

The proof follows the same sequence of arguments used
in the proof for Theorem 4, which is presented in Ap-
pendix VIII-O.

U. Proof of Corollary 7

In the proof of Theorem 3, we showed the following. Suppose
that the objects demands ρi are sub-gaussian in the sense that
there exists constants c, C > 0 such that

exp(ct2) ≤ ϕρi
(t) ≤ exp(Ct2), ∀t > 0.

Then, there exists constants α, β, γ > 0 such that the tail
distribution Qd satisfies

exp(−αx2/d) ≤ Qd(x+ dµ) ≤ γ exp(−βx2/d), ∀x ≥ 0.

The lower and upper bound given for P in (38) are expressed
in terms of Qd(md/2) and Qd(m(d2 − d)). Using the bounds
given above for Qd, we find the following upper bound for
Qd(md/2) and lower bound for Qd(m(d2 − d))

Qd(md/2) ≤ γ exp(−d · β(m/2− µ)2),

Qd(d(m(d− 1)− µ) ≥ exp(−d · α(m(d− 1)− µ)2).

Substituting these bounds for Qd(md/2) and Qd(m(d2 − d))
respectively in (38) gives us the bounds in (39).

V. Proof of Lemma 11

As discussed many times in the paper so far, given a set of
u objects O, it is necessary for their cumulative demand to be
at most equal to the cumulative capacity available to jointly
serve them. With random design, service choices (nodes) for
each object are selected at random without replacement. Hence,
the span of O is given by the occupancy metric for random
allocation with d-complexes Nn,d,u as defined in Def. 9. We
then have the probability of this necessary condition given as

Pr {ρ1 + · · ·+ ρu ≤ m ·Nn,d,u} = Fu (m ·Nn,d,u) . (54)

Let us now partition the objects into a collection of v
subsets where the ith set within the collection contains ui

objects for i = 1, . . . , v, and u1 + u2 + · · · + uv = n. The
necessary condition given above must hold for each of the
subsets that constitute the partition. Given that the service
choices for the objects are chosen independently, probability
that the necessary condition will hold jointly for all the partition
subsets is given by the product of the probabilities for individual
subsets. Probability of the joint necessary condition is given
by

v∏
i=1

ENn,d,ui
[Fui

(m ·Nn,d,ui
)]

which serves as the upper bound given in (40).

W. Proof of Corollary 8

We obtain (41) by setting ui = n/u for all i in (40).

X. Proof of Lemma 12

Let x be an integer in [1, n]. Consider the spiky load scenario
starting at object ox where demand ρi equals ρ when i = x+dj
for j = 0, 1, . . . , ⌊n/d⌋, and 0 otherwise. In this case, the
spiky demand can be served as long as ρ ≤ md/vmax. This is
because, the constraint defined on the number of overlapping
d-hop siblings dictates that each spiky object can overlap with
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at most vmax other spiky objects at its service choices. Note
also that all other non-spiky objects that overlap with a spiky
object (in service choices) have zero demand.

System can meet the maximal load requirement while serving
the spiky load regardless of the value for x. We can then follow
the same steps outlined in the proof of the lower bound given
in Lemma 8 and show the lower bound in (45).


	Introduction
	System Model
	Storage and Access Model
	Offered Load Model
	Note on the Proofs and the Notation

	Storage Service Performance
	Storage Service Capacity
	Capacity region in terms of service choices
	Data Access Performance

	Storage with No Redundancy
	Storage with Replication
	Service Choice Spans and Overlaps
	Balanced Allocations
	Robustness of A Given Storage Allocation
	Clustering Design
	Scan Statistics Interlude
	Cyclic Design
	Block Design
	Random Design

	Conclusions
	Acknowledgements
	References
	Appendix
	Proof of Lemma 1
	Proof of Corollary 1
	Proof of Lemma 3
	Proof of Lemma 4
	Approximating block design with random construction
	Proof of Theorem 1
	Proof of Theorem 2
	Proof of Lemma 5
	Proof of Theorem 3
	Proof of Corollary 2
	Proof of Lemma 6
	Convergence of circular scan statistic to its non-circular counterpart
	Proof of Lemma 8
	Proof of Lemma 9
	Proof of Theorem 4
	Proof of Corollary 4
	Proof of Corollary 5
	Proof of Corollary 6
	Proof of Lemma 10
	Proof of Theorem 5
	Proof of Corollary 7
	Proof of Lemma 11
	Proof of Corollary 8
	Proof of Lemma 12


