
ar
X

iv
:2

40
1.

15
72

2v
2 

 [
cs

.I
T

] 
 3

0 
Se

p 
20

24

A COMBINATORIAL PERSPECTIVE ON

RANDOM ACCESS EFFICIENCY FOR DNA STORAGE

ANINA GRUICA, DANIELLA BAR-LEV, ALBERTO RAVAGNANI AND EITAN YAAKOBI

Abstract. We investigate the fundamental limits of the recently proposed random access cov-

erage depth problem for DNA data storage. Under this paradigm, it is assumed that the user

information consists of k information strands, which are encoded into n strands via a generator

matrix G. During the sequencing process, the strands are read uniformly at random, as each

strand is available in a large number of copies. In this context, the random access coverage

depth problem refers to the expected number of reads (i.e., sequenced strands) required to de-

code a specific information strand requested by the user. This problem heavily depends on the

generator matrix G, and besides computing the expectation for different choices of G, the goal

is to construct matrices that minimize the maximum expectation over all possible requested

information strands, denoted by Tmax(G).

In this paper, we introduce new techniques to investigate the random access coverage depth

problem, capturing its combinatorial nature and identifying the structural properties of gener-

ator matrices that are advantageous. We establish two general formulas to determine Tmax(G)

for arbitrary generator matrices. The first formula depends on the linear dependencies between

columns of G, whereas the second formula takes into account recovery sets and their intersection

structure. We also introduce the concept of recovery balanced codes and provide three sufficient

conditions for a code to be recovery balanced. These conditions can be used to compute Tmax(G)

for various families of codes, such as MDS, simplex, Hamming, and binary Reed-Muller codes.

Additionally, we study the performance of modified systematic MDS and simplex matrices,

showing that the best results for Tmax(G) are achieved with a specific combination of encoded

strands and replication of the information strands.

1. Introduction

With the demand for storage capacity consistently outpacing the capabilities of existing tech-
nologies to store it [2], there is a critical need for alternative approaches. In response to this
pressing challenge, DNA storage emerges as a promising solution for long-term data storage,

offering exceptional density and durability [3, 4]. A typical DNA storage system is composed
of three main components: DNA synthesis, storage containers, and DNA sequencing. Initially,
synthetic DNA strands, or oligos, are created to encode the user’s information. These strands

are then stored in an unordered manner in a storage container. Subsequently, DNA sequencing
translates the stored strands into digital sequences, called reads, that should be decoded back
to the user’s information. Due to current technology limitations, this process results in multiple

noisy copies for each designed strand, that are obtained without order.
While several works demonstrated the potential of DNA as a storage medium [5–11], the effi-

ciency of DNA sequencers remains a bottleneck, with slow throughput and high costs compared

to alternative storage technologies [3, 12, 13]. This bottleneck is intricately tied to the concept
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of the coverage depth [14], defined as the ratio between the number of sequenced reads and the
number of designed DNA strands. Reducing the coverage depth presents an opportunity for a
drastic improvement in latency and cost reduction [15–18].

Our point of departure in this paper is the recent work [17] which initiates the study of
the so-called DNA coverage depth problem. The aim of this problem is to reduce the cost and
latency of DNA sequencing, by studying the expected number of reads that are required in order

to retrieve the user’s information. The authors of [17] investigated both the non-random and
random access scenarios. While in the former the goal is to retrieve all the user’s information,
the latter considers the random access case of retrieving only a single strand. Assume the k

information strands (representing the data) are encoded into n strands. By drawing a connection
to the coupon collector’s problem [19–22], if the k information strands are encoded by an MDS
code, then the expected number of reads to decode all k information strands is Hn−Hn−k, where
Hi is the i-th harmonic number. This result is optimal for minimizing the expected number of

reads. Using the same MDS code for the random access case, it was proven that the expected
number of reads is k, which surprisingly can also be achieved by not applying any code to the
information strands. Moreover, this result is far from optimality as in [17] it was shown that

codes with expectation c · k, for c < 1, exist.
A related concept was also explored in [16], where the authors investigated the trade-offs

between the reading costs, which are directly associated with coverage depth, and the writing

costs. The non-random access scenario of the DNA coverage depth problem was further extended
in [23] to support the setup of composite DNA letters [5], and in [18, 24] for the setup of the
combinatorial composite of DNA shortmers [25]. Another extension to the random access setup

was studied in [26]; however, the goal was not to decode a single strand but rather a group of
strands that constitute a single file.

Motivated by the results and observations in [17], in this work, we focus on the random ac-

cess coverage depth problem for linear codes. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In
Section 2, we formally define the random access coverage depth problem. Section 3 presents
several properties of the random access expectation and, more precisely, gives two general for-

mulas for the expectation. In Section 4, we show an important observation about the average
of the random access expectation, which is then used in Section 5 to study in more detail codes
that have a very balanced behavior in terms of the random access problem. We call these codes

recovery balanced codes, and we show that for these codes the expectation is always equal to
k. Through applying three sufficient conditions, we demonstrate that certain families of codes
(MDS, Hamming, simplex, binary Reed-Muller, binary Golay) have random access expecta-

tion k. Furthermore, in Section 5, we discuss code operations that preserve, or do not preserve,
the property of being recovery balanced. In particular, we show that if the permutation au-

tomorphism group of a code [27] is transitive, then the property of being recovery balanced is

preserved under duality, and we conjecture that, without assuming any conditions, this prop-
erty always holds true. From the results in Section 5, it is evident that codes that are recovery
balanced are not good candidates for the random access problem, since they have the same

random access expectation as the uncoded case (i.e., the case where the information strands and
the encoded strands are the same). Motivated by the latter, in Section 6, we demonstrate that
“breaking” the balance of recovery balanced codes can reduce the random access expectation

strictly below k. More specifically, this presents a method to derive generator matrices for which
the random access expectation is smaller than k. An analysis of this method, as well as several
observations and experimental results, are given in Section 6. Finally, Section 7 concludes the

paper and proposes some open questions for future research.
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2. Problem Statement

Throughout this paper, k and n are positive integers with 2 ≤ k ≤ n, q denotes a prime
power, and Fq is the finite field with q elements. For a positive integer n, we let [n] = {1, . . . , n}

and denote by Hn the n-th harmonic number, i.e., Hn := 1 + 1/2 + · · · + 1/n.
We study the expected sample size for uniformly random access queries in DNA storage

systems. In DNA-based storage systems, the data is stored as a length-k vector of sequences
(called strands) of length ℓ over the alphabet Σ = {A,C,G, T}. We embed Σℓ into a finite

field Fq and use a k-dimensional linear block code C ⊆ Fn
q to encode an information vector

x = (x1, . . . , xk) ∈ (Σℓ)k ⊆ Fk
q to an encoded vector y = (y1, . . . , yn) ∈ Fn

q . Note that in order

to embed Σℓ into a finite field Fq, we would need |Σℓ| = 4ℓ to divide q, however, we consider any

prime power q in this paper, without any restrictions on q.
To retrieve the stored information at a later time, the strands are amplified and then se-

quenced using DNA sequencing technology. This generates multiple (erroneous) copies for dif-

ferent strands, referred to as reads. To simplify our analysis, in this paper, we will assume that
this step is accomplished error-free. The output of the reading process is a multiset of these
reads, without any specific order1. As current prices and throughput for DNA sequencing still

lag behind other archival storage solutions, reducing the coverage depth required for information
recovery is crucial.

In the random access setup, the goal is to retrieve a single information strand xi for i ∈ [k].

It has been demonstrated in [17] that the expected sample size of a random access query in the
DNA storage system can be decreased using an appropriate coding scheme. We illustrate this
concept with the following example.

Example 1. We wish to store an information vector of size k = 2, namely (x1, x2) ∈ F2
q. Without

coding, the expected number of samples that are needed to recover each of the two information

strands is 2 (assuming that the samples are chosen uniformly at random). If F2 ⊆ Fq, we can
consider the matrix

G =

(
1 0 1 0 1

0 1 0 1 1

)
∈ F2×5

2

and store the entries of

(x1, x2)G = (x1, x2, x1, x2, x1 + x2) ∈ F5
q.

This time, using uniformly random sampling of the five encoded symbols, it can be shown that
the expected number of samples that are needed to recover either of the two information strands

is approximately 1.917 < 2. Note that “recovering” means being able to obtain the original
information strand as a linear combination of the sampled symbols. For example, if the last two
encoded strands are sampled, the information strand x1 can be recovered as x1 = x2+(x1+x2).

As demonstrated in Example 1, once the k information strands are encoded using a generator
matrix G ∈ Fk×n

q it is possible to refer to every read of an encoded strand as reading its
corresponding column in the matrix G, and recovering the i-th information strand corresponds

to recovering the i-th basis vector, that is, it should belong to the Fq-span of the already recovered
columns of G. Motivated by these observations, we are now ready to formally define the problem
studied in this paper. We note that in [17], this problem was referred to as the singleton coverage

depth problem (Problem 3) and here we refer to it as the random access coverage depth problem.

Problem 1 (The random access coverage depth problem). Let G ∈ Fk×n
q be a rank-k

matrix. Suppose that the columns of G are drawn uniformly at random, meaning that each
column has probability 1/n of being drawn and columns can be drawn multiple times. For
i ∈ [k], let τi(G) denote the random variable that counts the minimum number of columns of G

1The reads can be obtained all together or one after the other, depending on the specific technology that is being
used.
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that are drawn until the standard basis vector ei is in their Fq-span. Compute the expectation
E[τi(G)] and the maximum expectation

Tmax(G) , max
i∈[k]

E[τi(G)].

Furthermore, let Tq(n, k) , minG∈Fk×n
q

Tmax(G) be the smallest possible maximum random ac-
cess expectation over all rank-k matrices in Fk×n

q and Tq(k) , lim infn→∞ Tq(n, k) be the best
maximum random access for any rank-k matrix over Fq.

Note that for Problem 1, we are only concerned with the multiset of vectors made from the

columns of the matrix G, and so the order of these columns is irrelevant.

Remark 1. In the sequel, G ∈ Fk×n
q denotes a rank-k matrix and C ⊆ Fn

q the k-dimensional
code having G as its generator matrix, i.e., C is the Fq-span of the rows of G. We do not

assume that G is systematic (i.e., that the first k columns of G form the identity k×k matrix),
unless otherwise specified. Note that, in contrast with previous approaches, we mostly focus on
generator matrices and not on block codes. This is because the parameters we consider in this

paper depend on the choice of the generator matrices and not only on the code.

Studying the values Tmax(G), Tq(n, k), and Tq(k) was initiated in [17]. It was established
that for various codes, such as the code generated by the identity matrix, the simple parity
code, and MDS codes, for any i ∈ [k] we have that E[τi(G)] = k, when G is the systematic

generator matrix for any of these codes. In particular, the result on the identity codes implied
that Tq(k, k) = k, but finding in general the value of Tq(n, k) is an intriguing question, and
first steps towards solving this value were carried in [17]. Several constructions were presented

that achieve maximum expectation strictly lower than k. More specifically, it was show that
Tq(k = 2) ≤ 0.91 · 2, Tq(k = 3) ≤ 0.89 · 3 and for arbitrary k which is a multiple of 4, it holds
that Tq(n = 2k, k) ≤ 0.95k. Furthermore, two lower bounds from [17] established that for any

n, k, q it holds Tq(n, k) ≥ n− n(n−k)
k (Hn −Hn−k) and Tq(k) ≥

k+1
2 .

Despite these valuable contributions, the fundamental limits of the random access coverage
depth problem remain unclear. Specifically, existing results lack a comprehensive understanding

of the properties that render a generator matrix optimal for this purpose, as well as how to
calculate the value Tmax(G) in general. In this context, our goal is to contribute to the ongoing
research and identify generator matrices that minimize Tmax(G) and help in determining the

values of Tq(n, k) and Tq(k).

3. General Formulas for Expectation

In this section, given any matrix G ∈ Fk×n
q , we give two general formulas for the expected

number of reads until one can recover the i-th information strand, namely, for E[τi(G)]. This
will allow us to better understand which properties of G play a role in the solution of Problem 1.

As we will see in Section 5, the choice between the two formulas depends on the class of codes
under investigation. While the first formula may be more intuitive for certain codes, the second
formula appears to be more suitable for others.

Definition 1. We call S ⊆ [n] a recovery set for the i-th information strand if ei is in the
span of the columns of G indexed by S. We denote by R(i) the set of minimal (with respect
to inclusion) recovery sets for the i-th information strand. We say that “we recovered the i-th
strand” if we drew columns of G whose indices form a recovery set for i.

By definition, the columns of G are in one-to-one correspondence with the encoded strands.
Denote the j-th column of G by gj for j ∈ [n] and for i ∈ [k] and 0 ≤ s ≤ n, let

αi(s) := |{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, ei ∈ 〈gj : j ∈ S〉}|.

The first formula we establish for E[τi(G)] uses the values αi(s) we just introduced.
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Lemma 1. For G ∈ Fk×n
q and for all i ∈ [k] we have

E[τi(G)] = nHn −
n−1∑

s=1

αi(s)(n−1
s

) .

Proof. By definition,

E[τi(G)] =
∞∑

r=1

Pr[τi(G) ≥ r]. (1)

For r ≥ 1, let ηr be the random variable that denotes the number of distinct encoded strands

that were sampled in the first r draws, where we set η0 = 0. We have

Pr[τi(G) ≥ r] =

n−1∑

s=0

Pr[τi(G) ≥ r | ηr−1 = s] Pr[ηr−1 = s], (2)

where the sum runs only up to n− 1 since Pr[τi(G) ≥ r | ηr−1 = n] = 0 for all r ≥ 1. In order to
compute the probability Pr[τi(G) ≥ r | ηr−1 = s] we note that the number of subsets of s strands

that recover the i-th strand is the same as the number of subsets S ⊆ [n] with |S| = s that have
the property that the columns of G indexed by S contain ei in their span, which is exactly αi(s).
Therefore, the number of sets of cardinality s that do not recover the i-th information strand is(n
s

)
− αi(s). Combining this with (1) and (2) gives

E[τi(G)] =

∞∑

r=1

n−1∑

s=0

(
1−

αi(s)(n
s

)
)
Pr[ηr−1 = s].

Using the Inclusion-Exclusion Principle, we further obtain

Pr[ηr−1 = s] =

(
n

s

) s∑

j=0

(
s

j

)
(−1)j

(
s− j

n

)r−1

.

This gives

E[τi(G)] =
n−1∑

s=0

((
n

s

)
− αi(s)

) s∑

j=0

(
s

j

)
(−1)j

∞∑

r=0

(
s− j

n

)r

=
n−1∑

s=0

((
n

s

)
− αi(s)

) s∑

j=0

(
s

j

)
(−1)j

n

n− s+ j

=

n−1∑

s=0

((
n

s

)
− αi(s)

)
1(

n−1
s

) = nHn −

n−1∑

s=0

αi(s)(
n−1
s

) ,

where in the second-to-last equality we used the identity
s∑

j=0

(
s

j

)
(−1)j

n

n− s+ j
=

1(
n−1
s

) for 0 ≤ s ≤ n− 1, (3)

which can be shown by induction. Finally, since αi(0) = 0 for all i ∈ [n] we obtain the statement
in the lemma. �

Remark 2. If, instead of wanting to recover a single information strand, we want to recover a
subset of information strands, Lemma 1 can easily be adjusted to this case. More precisely, say

we want to recover all the information strands indexed by some set I = {i1, . . . , iℓ} ⊆ [k]. We
then define

αI(s) = |{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, 〈ei : i ∈ I〉 ⊆ 〈gj : j ∈ S〉}|.

Following reasoning analogous to the one used in the proof of Lemma 1, we can conclude that the
expected number of encoded strands that need to be drawn in order to recover the information
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strands indexed by I is

nHn −

n−1∑

s=1

αI(s)(
n−1
s

) .

Note that the generalization of Lemma 1 discussed in this remark was originally observed and
brought to our attention by M. Bertuzzo in [28].

We illustrate how Lemma 1 can be used to compute E[τ1(G)] and E[τ2(G)] for the matrix G
in Example 1.

Example 2. Let G be as in Example 1. We have

α1(1) = 2, α1(2) = 9, α1(3) =

(
5

3

)
, α1(4) =

(
5

4

)
.

By Lemma 1 we obtain

E[τ1(G)] = 5H5 −

4∑

s=1

α1(s)(4
s

) =
23

12
≈ 1.917.

It is easy to see that for τ2(G) we have exactly the same numbers, and thus E[τ2(G)] = 23/12
and Tmax(G) = 23/12.

Using Lemma 1 we can also give an alternative (and shorter) proof of [17, Theorem 9].

Corollary 1. Let G ∈ Fk×n
q be a systematic generator matrix of an MDS code. We have

Tmax(G) = k.

Proof. Since G is an MDS matrix, every k columns of G are linearly independent. Thus, for
any i ∈ [k],

αi(s) =

{(n−1
s−1

)
if s ∈ [k − 1],(n

s

)
if s ≥ k.

By Lemma 1 we then have

E[τi(G)] = nHn −
k−1∑

s=1

(n−1
s−1

)
(n−1

s

) −
n−1∑

s=k

(
n
s

)
(n−1

s

)

= nHn −

k−1∑

s=1

s

n− s
−

n−1∑

s=k

n

n− s
,

which simplifies to k after straightforward computations. �

The other formula for the expectation of the random access problem we will use in this
paper relies on the recovery sets of the information strand and on their intersection struc-
ture. More precisely, for i ∈ [k] and R(i) = {R1, . . . , RL} we denote by βi(s, j) the num-

ber of subsets S ⊆ [L] of cardinality s such that
⋃

h∈S Rh has cardinality j. In symbols,

βi(s, j) =
∣∣{S ⊆ [L] : |S| = s, |

⋃
h∈S Rh| = j}

∣∣. We then have the following result, which can be

obtained analogously to [17, Theorem 8, Corollary 3]. We include the proof for completeness.

Lemma 2. For G ∈ Fk×n
q and for i ∈ [k] it holds that

E[τi(G)] = n
( n∑

j=1

Hj

L∑

s=1

(−1)s+1βi(s, j)
)
.

Proof. We only prove the result in detail for the case where R(i) = {A,B}. First, note that we

can represent any sequence of r − 1 draws as an (r − 1)-tuple d ∈ [n]r−1, where dj denotes the
column number in G that was obtained in the j-th draw. For d = (d1, . . . , dr−1) ∈ [n]r−1, let
ϕ := {di : 1 ≤ i ≤ r − 1}. For a set of indices S ⊆ [n], let λS(r − 1) be the number of different
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ways of drawing columns in the first r− 1 draws such that, for at least one of the indices j ∈ S,
the j-th column of G was not drawn. We have

λA∪B(r − 1) = |{d ∈ [n]r−1 : ϕ(d) 6⊇ A ∪B}|

= |{d ∈ [n]r−1 : ϕ(d) 6⊇ A} ∪ {d ∈ [n]r−1 : ϕ(d) 6⊇ B}|.

Moreover, let λ(r − 1) be the number of different ways of drawing columns in the first r − 1

draws such that the i-th basis vector is not in their span. Note that since R(i) = {A,B}, we
have that λ(r − 1) is the number of different ways of drawing columns in the first r − 1 draws
such that at least one column indexed by an element in A and at least one column indexed by

an element in B were not drawn. Thus, we have

λA∪B(r − 1) = |{d ∈ [n]r−1 : ϕ(d) 6⊇ A}| + |{d ∈ [n]r−1 : ϕ(d) 6⊇ B}|

− |{d ∈ [n]r−1 : ϕ(d) 6⊇ A} ∩ {d ∈ [n]r−1 : ϕ(d) 6⊇ B}|

= λA(r − 1) + λB(r − 1)− λ(r − 1).

The conclusion of the proof can then be completed in exactly the same way as in the proof
of [17, Theorem 8].

For the more general case of having more than just two recovery sets, we have

E[τi(G)] = n

(
L∑

s=1

(−1)s+1
∑

1≤j1<···<js≤L

H|Rj1
∪···∪Rjs |

)

= n

(
L∑

s=1

(−1)s+1
n∑

j=1

βi(s, j)Hj

)

= n

(
n∑

j=1

Hj

L∑

s=1

(−1)s+1βi(s, j)

)
,

where the first equality can be obtained analogously to the case of only two recovery sets by

using the Inclusion-Exclusion Principle. �

Although Lemmas 1 and 2 provide general formulas for the expectation E[τi(G)], they are

not necessarily easy to apply. This is because for general codes it is not immediate to derive
the values of αi(s) or βi(s, j), and even if one has their explicit values, it can be cumbersome to
evaluate the formulas for E[τi(G)]. In particular, although the formulas give insight about what

matters for computing E[τi(G)], it is still unclear how to use them to find matrices/codes for
which the random access expectation value is below k. Yet, in the next section we show how to
build on these results in order to develop deeper insights into how one can obtain codes for the
purpose of expectation below k.

4. The Average Random Access Expectation

In this section we present one of the main results of this paper. We obtain this result by

investigating a random variable that, while different, is closely related to τi(G). This new random
variable exhibits useful properties that help us better understand which structural characteristics
of generator matrices (and codes) are desirable for achieving random access expectation below k.

Notation 1. For i ∈ [n], we denote by τ̃i(G) the random variable that counts the number of
columns of G that need to be drawn until the i-th column of G can be recovered, i.e., until the
i-th column belongs to the Fq-span of drawn columns.

Note that by definition if the matrix G is systematic, then τ̃i(G) = τi(G) for all i ∈ [k]. A

simple and well-known observation on minimal recovery sets is stated in the next claim.
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Claim 1. Let C ⊆ Fn
q be a code of dimension k with systematic generator matrix G and let

i ∈ [k]. There exists a (minimal) recovery set R ⊆ [n] with |R| ≥ 2 for the i-th encoded strand
if and only if there is a codeword x ∈ C⊥ with i ∈ supp(x) and R = supp(x) \ {i}.

It follows from Claim 1 that in contrast to τi(G), τ̃i(G) only depends on the code generated
by G. We prove this claim formally.

Claim 2. For a code C with generator matrices G,G′ ∈ Fk×n
q , we have E[τ̃i(G)] = E[τ̃i(G′)] for

all i ∈ [n].

Proof. Denote the ℓ-th column of G by gℓ. Similarly to the proof of Lemma 1 we can show that

E[τ̃i(G)] = nHn −

n−1∑

s=1

α̃i(s)(n−1
s

) (4)

where α̃i(s) := |{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, gi ∈ 〈gℓ : ℓ ∈ S〉}|. We have

α̃i(s) = |{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, gi ∈ 〈gℓ : ℓ ∈ S〉}|

= |{S ⊆ [n] \ {i} : |S| = s,∃x ∈ C⊥ : i ∈ supp(x) ⊆ S ∪ {i}}|

+ |{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, i ∈ S}|

= |{S ⊆ [n] \ {i} : |S| = s,∃x ∈ C⊥ : i ∈ supp(x) ⊆ S ∪ {i}}| +

(
n− 1

s− 1

)
,

which solely depends on the code C. Therefore, since by (4) we have that E[τ̃i(G)] only depends
on α̃i(s), we obtain the statement of the claim. �

The following result shows that, on average, for any rank k matrix G ∈ Fk×n
q the expectation

of τ̃i(G) is k.

Theorem 1. Let C ⊆ Fn
q be a code of dimension k with generator matrix G. We have∑n

i=1 E [τ̃i(G)] = kn.

To provide intuition for the proof of Theorem 1, we start with an example. We introduce

some new random variables that we will use in the proof: For a generator matrix G ∈ Fk×n
q and

i ∈ [k], let ti(G) be the random variable that represents the number of draws until we read the
i-th linearly independent column, after having read i− 1 linearly independent columns. We also

define δi(G) to be the random variable representing the number of columns that are recovered
as linear combinations of the first i linearly independent columns that were read (in addition to
what was already recovered with the first i− 1 linearly independent columns). Furthermore, we

define the random variable Ti(G) =
∑i

ℓ=1 tℓ(G), which represents the number of draws until we

have recovered i linearly independent columns. We observe that

n∑

i=1

τ̃i(G) =

k∑

i=1

δi(G)Ti(G) =

k∑

i=1

δi(G)

i∑

ℓ=1

tℓ(G). (5)

Example 3. Let C be the q-ary simplex code of dimension 4 over F2 and let G ∈ F4×15
2 be its

generator matrix. Note that since the columns of G are all the non-zero vectors in F4
2, every time

we read a new (linearly independent) column, we recover not only this column, but also the sum

of this column with any of the previously recovered columns. Therefore, δi(G) is deterministic
in this example for all i ∈ [4] and we have

δ1(G) = 1, δ2(G) = 2, δ3(G) = 4, δ4(G) = 8. (6)

Moreover, since ti(G) is a geometric random variable with success probability (15− δ)/15, where

δ =
∑i−1

ℓ=1 δℓ(G), we have

E[t1(G)] = 15/15, E[t2(G)] = 15/14,

E[t3(G)] = 15/12, E[t4(G)] = 15/8. (7)
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Combining (5) with (6) and (7), we obtain

15∑

i=1

E [τ̃i(G)] =

4∑

i=1

δi(G)

i∑

ℓ=1

E [tℓ(G)] = 4 · 15 = 60.

We can now prove Theorem 1 using the random variables used before Example 3 following
analogous reasoning.

Proof of Theorem 1. For ℓ ∈ [k], we let ∆ℓ :=
∑ℓ−1

i=1 δi(G). Notice that if ∆ℓ = δ, then ti(G) is
a geometric random variable with success probability (n− δ)/n and so

E
[
ti(G)

∣∣∆ℓ = δ
]
=

n

n− δ
for all i ∈ [k]. (8)

Rewriting (5) we have

n∑

i=1

τ̃i(G) =

k∑

i=1

δi(G)

i∑

ℓ=1

tℓ(G) =

k∑

ℓ=1

tℓ(G)

k∑

i=ℓ

δi(G) =

k∑

ℓ=1

tℓ(G)
(
n−∆ℓ

)
,

where we used that
∑k

i=1 δi(G) = n and so
∑k

i=ℓ δi(G) = n − ∆ℓ. Summing over all possible

outcomes of ∆ℓ for ℓ ∈ [k], by the law of total expectation, we have

E

[
n∑

i=1

τ̃i(G)

]
=

k∑

ℓ=1

n−1∑

δ=0

E
[
tℓ(G)

(
n−∆ℓ

) ∣∣∆ℓ = δ
]
· Pr

[
∆ℓ = δ

]

=

k∑

ℓ=1

n−1∑

δ=0

n(n− δ)

n− δ
Pr
[
∆ℓ = δ

]

= kn

n−1∑

δ=0

Pr
[
∆ℓ = δ

]
= kn,

where the second-to-last equality follows from (8). �

The result of Theorem 1 inspires the following definition.

Definition 2. Let C ⊆ Fn
q be a code with generator matrix G. We call C a recovery balanced

code if E[τ̃1(G)] = · · · = E[τ̃n(G)].

Note that, by Claim 2, whether or not a code is recovery balanced does not depend on the
choice of the generator matrix G, and thus it is indeed a code property.

The following is an immediate consequence of Theorem 1.

Corollary 2. Let C ⊆ Fn
q be a recovery balanced code and let G be the systematic generator

matrix of C. We have E[τi(G)] = k for all i ∈ [k] and Tmax(G) = k.

Remark 3. Even though intuitively one would think that it is always better to consider a
generator matrix in systematic form, instead of a generator matrix in non-systematic form, there

does not seem to be an obvious way of proving this. However, through lengthy computations,
one can find the average expected number of draws to recover the i-th information strand for
some i ∈ [k] (note that this average does not depend on the choice of the index i) over all

systematic, and unrestricted, generator matrices, respectively. More formally, we computed
∑

G∈G E[τi(G)]

|G|
and

∑
G∈Gsys

E[τi(G)]

|Gsys|

where G := {G ∈ Fk×n
q : rk(G) = k} and Gsys := {G ∈ Fk×n

q : rk(G) = k, G is systematic}.
The explicit expressions for these average values together with their proofs can be found in

Appendix A, and we include a plot to illustrate the comparison between the two average values.
It is evident from the plot that on average systematic generator matrices are favorable. However,
computing the difference between the averages does not seem to be easy. Note that for the
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general, rate = 1/2

systematic, rate = 1/2

general, rate = 1/3

systematic, rate = 1/3

general, rate = 1/4

systematic, rate = 1/4

general, rate = 1/10

systematic, rate = 1/10

Figure 1. Normalized random access expectation from the formulas in Ap-
pendix A for k = 4 and various rates (where the rate is the ratio between the
dimension k = 4 and the length n).

average for systematic generator matrices, the ratio between the random access expectation and

the dimension of the considered codes goes to 1 as q grows. This can be explained by the fact
that for large q MDS-matrices are dense within the set of rank-k matrices, and from Corollary 1
we know that MDS-matrices have expectation k. Furthermore, in [21] it was shown that the

expected number of draws to retrieve any size-k subset of the n columns is n(Hn −Hn−k). It is
interesting to observe that from experiments it seems that the ratio of the non-systematic case
approaches n(Hn −Hn−k)/k. This indicates that for the non-systematic case, on average, one

cannot usually do better than retrieving all the k information strands in order to retrieve only
the i-th information strand.

5. Recovery Balanced Codes

This section studies more in detail codes that are recovery balanced; see Definition 2. We
give three different sufficient conditions for a code to be recovery balanced, one of which works

mainly for binary codes, whereas the other two do not have any restrictions on q. Using these
conditions we show that various families of codes (such as MDS codes, Hamming codes, simplex
codes, binary Reed-Muller codes, binary Golay codes) are recovery balanced. This allows us to

compute the value of Tmax(G) for any of their systematic generator matrices by Corollary 2.

5.1. Codes with transitive permutation automorphism group. The condition for a code
to be recovery balanced presented in this subsection is connected to its automorphism group;

see e.g. [27]. Before presenting this condition, we will recall the necessary definitions.
For σ ∈ Sn (the symmetric group of order n) and x ∈ Fn

q , let fσ(x) be defined by fσ(x) :=
(xσ(1), . . . , xσ(n)) for all x ∈ Fn

q . For a code C ⊆ Fn
q we let fσ(C) = {fσ(x) : x ∈ C}.

Definition 3. For a linear code C ⊆ Fn
q the permutation automorphism group of C is

PAut(C) = {fσ : σ ∈ Sn, fσ(C) = C}. PAut(C) is transitive if for each i, j ∈ [n] there exists
σ ∈ PAut(C) with σ(i) = j.

Lemma 3. Let C ⊆ Fn
q be a linear code. Suppose there exists σ ∈ PAut(C) and i, j ∈ [n] with

σ(i) = j. Then E[τ̃i(G)] = E[τ̃j(G)] for any generator matrix G of C.
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Proof. Let G be a generator matrix of C, where we denote by gℓ the ℓ-th column of G for ℓ ∈ [n].
Since σ ∈ PAut(C) we have that

σ(G) := (gσ(1), . . . , gσ(n)) ∈ Fk×n
q

is a generator matrix for C as well. We have that α̃i(s) does not depend on the choice of the
generator matrix G, but only on the code C, for all s ∈ [n]; see the proof of Claim 2. Therefore
by computing α̃i(s) with the two generator matrices we have

α̃i(s) = |{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, gi ∈ 〈gℓ : ℓ ∈ S〉}| = |{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, gσ(i) ∈ 〈gσ(ℓ) : ℓ ∈ S〉}|

for all s. Since σ(i) = j, we have

|{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, gσ(i) ∈ 〈gσ(ℓ) : ℓ ∈ S〉}| = |{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, gj ∈ 〈gσ(ℓ) : ℓ ∈ S〉}|

= |{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, gj ∈ 〈gℓ : ℓ ∈ S〉}|

for all s, where the latter equality follows from the fact that σ is bijective and thus {g1, . . . , gn} =
{gσ(1), . . . , gσ(n)} as multisets. In more detail, we use that the number of subsets of size s of
{g1, . . . , gn} that have gj in their span is the same as the number of subsets of size s of the same

set {gσ(1), . . . , gσ(n)} that have gj in their span. From Lemma 4 it then immediately follows that
E[τ̃i(C)] = E[τ̃j(C)]. �

The next corollary follows directly from Lemma 3.

Corollary 3. If PAut(C) is transitive, then C is recovery balanced.

Proof. Since for any i, j ∈ [n] there exists σ ∈ PAut(C) with the property that σ(i) = j, the
statement follows immediately from Lemma 3. �

Note that the reverse statement of Corollary 3 is not true in general. For example, the per-
mutation automorphism group of non-binary MDS codes is not necessarily transitive, although
we know that MDS codes are recovery balanced; see Proposition 1. We illustrate this with the

following example.

Example 4. Consider the MDS code C over F3 with the generator matrix

G =

(
1 0 1 1
0 1 1 2

)
= (g1, g2, g3, g4) ∈ F2×4

3 ,

where gℓ denotes the ℓ-th column of G. There is no σ ∈ PAut(C) with σ(1) = 2. Indeed, the
only generator matrices of C with the second column of G as their first column are those of the

form (
0 β β 2β

1 0 1 1

)

with β ∈ F3 \ {0}. None of these matrices have the same set of columns as G.

Corollary 3 solves the problem of computing Tmax(G) in the case where G is the systematic
generator matrix of a code with transitive permutation automorphism group. Some examples

of such codes include binary Reed-Muller codes (see [27, Chapter 13, Section 9]), binary Golay
codes (see [27, Chapter 20, Section 1]), and also binary Hamming and simplex codes. From this
we obtain the following.

Corollary 4. Binary simplex codes, binary Hamming codes, binary Reed-Muller codes and

binary Golay codes are all recovery balanced.

Remark 4. In classical coding theory, codes with certain symmetries simplify the analysis
and implementation of encoding and decoding algorithms, often leading to more efficient and
predictable performance. From this section it is evident that the property of being recovery

balanced is a notion of symmetry in a code, generalizing for example the property of having
transitive permutation automorphism group. We want to highlight that the random access
problem is an instance for when codes with too much symmetry are bad.
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5.2. Two sufficient conditions for codes to be recovery balanced. In this subsection we
give two more sufficient conditions for a code to be recovery balanced, which work over any
finite field Fq, and which we apply in the sequel. The following lemma follows immediately from

the definition of recovery balance codes and the natural analogues of Lemmas 1 and 2, and it
provides two code properties that imply recovery balance.

Lemma 4. Let C ⊆ Fn
q be a code with generator matrix G.

(i) Let α̃i(s) = |{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, gi ∈ 〈gj : j ∈ S〉}|. If the sequence (α̃i(s) : s ∈ [n]) is the
same for all i ∈ [n], then C is recovery balanced.

(ii) Let R̃(i) = {R1, . . . , RL} be the recovery sets for the i-th encoded strand and let

β̃i(s, j) =
∣∣{S ⊆ [L] : |S| = s, |

⋃
h∈S Rh| = j}

∣∣. If the sequence (β̃i(s, j) : s ∈ [L], j ∈ [n])
is the same for all i ∈ [n], then C is recovery balanced.

We show how one can apply Lemma 4 to three classes of codes. We start with a result whose
proof is analogous to that of Corollary 1.

Proposition 1. Let C ⊆ Fn
q be an MDS code of dimension k. For all i, s ∈ [n] we have

α̃i(s) =

{(
n−1
s−1

)
if s ∈ [k − 1],(

n
s

)
if s ≥ k,

In particular, C is recovery balanced and Tmax(G) = k if G is systematic.

We now turn to q-ary Hamming and simplex codes. We show that they are recovery balanced,
which allows us to compute the value of Tmax(G) for any of their systematic generator matrices.

Proposition 2. Let C ⊆ Fn
q be the q-ary Hamming code of redundancy k. For i ∈ [n], s ∈

[qk−1 + 1] and j ∈ [(qk − 1)/(q − 1)] we have

β̃i(s, j) =

{
γ(s, v) if j = (qk − qv)/(q − 1)− 1,

γ(s− 1, v) if j = (qk − qv)/(q − 1),

where γ(s, v) is equal to
[
k − 1

v

]

q

k−1∑

u=v

qu
[
k − v − 1

u− v

]

q

(
qk−u−1

s

)
(−1)u−vq(

u−v
2 ).

In particular, C is recovery balanced and Tmax(G) = k if G is a systematic generator matrix
of C.

Proof. Let H be a parity-check matrix of C. A set S ⊆ [n] is a recovery set (of size ≥ 2) for the
i-th encoded strand if and only if there exists x ∈ C⊥ with i ∈ supp(x) ⊆ S ∪ {i}; see Claim 1.

Moreover, since H has as columns all the non-zero vectors (up to multiples) of Fk
q , S ⊆ [n] is the

support of some x ∈ C⊥ if and only if the columns of H indexed by Sc form a hyperplane of Fk
q .

In the remainder of the proof, we denote by ρ(V ) the set of 1-dimensional subspaces of
a space V ≤ Fk

q and we let hi be the i-th column of H. Note that if dim(V ) = v then

|ρ(V )| = (qv − 1)/(q − 1). In order to give an explicit formula for β̃i(s, j), we count the number

of sets of s (distinct) hyperplanes {H1, . . . ,Hs} with the properties that hi /∈ Hℓ for all ℓ ∈ [s]
and |

⋃s
ℓ=1 ρ(Hℓ)

c| = j. Using simple set theory, this is equivalent to asking that |
⋂s

ℓ=1 ρ(Hℓ)| =

ρ(Fk
q)− j = (qk− 1)/(q− 1)− j. Note that we have

⋂s
ℓ=1 ρ(Hℓ) = ρ (

⋂s
ℓ=1 Hℓ) = (qv − 1)/(q− 1)

for some integer v ∈ [k].
In the rest of the proof we use the Möbius Inversion formula for the lattice of subspaces (see

e.g. [29, Propositions 3.7.1 and Example 3.10.2]). Let P be the collection of hyperplanes of Fk
q .

For a subspace V ≤ Fk
q define

f(V ) :=
∣∣∣
{
H = {H1, . . . ,Hs} ⊆ P : |H| = s, hi /∈ Hℓ for all ℓ ∈ [s],

s⋂

ℓ=1

Hℓ = V
}∣∣∣
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and

g(V ) :=
∣∣∣
{
H = {H1, . . . ,Hs} ⊆ P : |H| = s, hi /∈ Hℓ for all ℓ ∈ [s],

s⋂

ℓ=1

Hℓ ≥ V
}∣∣∣

=
∣∣∣
{
{H1, . . . ,Hs} ⊆ P : |H| = s, hi /∈ Hℓ and V ≤ Hℓ for all ℓ ∈ [s]

}∣∣∣.

We continue by giving an explicit expression for g(V ) in terms of v = dim(V ). If hi /∈ V we
have that the number of hyperplanes Hℓ with hi /∈ Hℓ and V ≤ Hℓ is[

k − v
k − 1− v

]

q

−

[
k − v − 1

k − 1− v − 1

]

q

.

Using the well-known identity for q-ary binomial coefficients
[
a

b

]

q

−

[
a− 1

b− 1

]

q

= qb
[
a− 1

b

]

q

for all a ≥ b ≥ 1, (9)

we then have

g(V ) =
∑

U≥V

f(U) =

{
0 if hi ∈ V ,(
qk−v−1

s

)
if hi /∈ V .

Therefore, by the Möbius Inversion formula, we have

f(V ) =
∑

U≥V

g(U)(−1)dim(U)−vq(
dim(U)−v

2 )

=
∑

U≥V
hi /∈U

g(U)(−1)dim(U)−vq(
dim(U)−v

2 )

=

k−1∑

u=v

([
k − v

u− v

]

q

−

[
k − v − 1

u− v − 1

]

q

)(
qk−u−1

s

)
(−1)u−vq(

u−v
2 ).

This, together with (9) again, after summing over all V ≤ Fk
q with dim(V ) = v and with hi /∈ V

(there are

[
k
v

]

q

−

[
k − 1
v − 1

]

q

= qv
[
k − 1
v

]

q

such spaces), shows that γ(s, v) counts the number

of s-sets of codewords in C⊥ with the property that the union of their support has cardinality
(qk − qv)/(q − 1) and which all contain i in their support.

To conclude the proof, note that the only recovery sets we did not consider so far are those

of size 1. For each i, distinguishing between the case where this recovery set is one of the s

sets considered in the computation of β̃i(s, j) and the case where this is not the case, gives the
formula in the proposition. �

Proposition 3. Let C ⊆ Fn
q be the q-ary simplex code of dimension k. For all i, s ∈ [n] we have

α̃i(s) =
s∑

d=1

[
k − 1
d− 1

]

q

d∑

r=1

[
d
r

]

q

( qr−1
q−1

s

)
(−1)d−rq(

d−r

2 ).

In particular, C is recovery balanced and Tmax(G) = k if G is a systematic generator matrix
of C.

Proof. A generator matrix of C has as columns all the non-zero vectors (up to multiples) in Fk
q .

For S ⊆ [n] we denote by GS the set of columns of G indexed by S, i.e., GS = {gj : j ∈ S}. We

have

|{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, gi ∈ 〈GS〉}| =

s∑

d=1

|{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, gi ∈ GS , dim〈GS〉 = d}|.
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In order to compute |{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, gi ∈ 〈GS〉, dim〈GS〉 = d}| for d ∈ [s] we use the Möbius
Inversion formula in the lattice of subspaces in Fk

q . For a subspace V ≤ Fk
q we let

f(V ) = |{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, 〈GS〉 = V }|,

g(U) =
∑

U≤V

f(U) = |{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, 〈GS〉 ≤ V }| =

(qdim(V )−1
q−1

s

)
.

Using the Möbius Inversion formula we obtain

f(V ) =
∑

U≤V

g(U)(−1)dim(V )−dim(U)q(
dim(V )−dim(U)

2 )

=

dim(V )∑

r=1

∑

U≤V,
dim(U)=r

( qr−1
q−1

s

)
(−1)dim(V )−rq(

dim(V )−r

2 )

=

dim(V )∑

r=1

[
dim(V )

r

]

q

( qr−1
q−1

s

)
(−1)dim(V )−rq(

dim(V )−r

2 ).

In particular, we have

|{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, gi ∈ 〈GS〉, dim〈GS〉 = d}| =
∑

V≤Fk
q ,

dim(V )=d,
gi∈V

f(V )

=

[
k − 1

d− 1

]

q

d∑

r=1

[
d

r

]

q

(qr−1
q−1

s

)
(−1)d−rq(

d−r
2 ),

which concludes the proof. �

5.3. New codes from old. In this subsection, we explore which code operations preserve the

property of being recovery balanced.
Note that it is well-known, and easy to see, that for any code C we have PAut(C) = PAut(C⊥).

Hence we have the following result.

Proposition 4. Let C be a code with transitive permutation automorphism group. Then both C
and C⊥ are recovery balanced.

While Proposition 4 only covers codes with transitive permutation automorphism group, we
strongly believe that the property of being recovery balanced is closed under duality. This

claim is supported for example by the fact that MDS codes, Hamming codes, and simplex codes
are all recovery balanced over any finite field Fq. Motivated by this, we propose the following
conjecture.

Conjecture 1. A code C is recovery balanced if and only if its dual code C⊥ is recovery balanced.

An operation on codes that preserves their recovery balanced property is the Cartesian prod-
uct. Although this is not difficult to demonstrate, we include the explanation here for complete-
ness. Recall that for an [n, k]q-code C and an [n′, k′]q-code C′ the Cartesian product of C and C′

is C × C′ := {c ◦ c′ : c ∈ C, c′ ∈ C′}, where for c = (c1, . . . , cn) ∈ Fn
q and c′ = (c′1, . . . , c

′
n) ∈ Fn′

q ,

c ◦ c′ := (c1, . . . , cn, c
′
1, . . . , c

′
n) ∈ Fn+n′

q . If G is a generator matrix of C, and G′ is a generator

matrix of C′, then C × C′ has a generator matrix of the form

GC×C′ :=

(
G 0

0 G′

)
∈ F(k+k′)×(n+n′)

q ,

where 0 is the 0-submatrix with appropriate size. One can obtain the generator matrix of the
Cartesian product of more than two codes analogously, resulting in a block matrix with the
respective generator matrices on the diagonal.
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The proof of the following result uses very similar reasoning to the proof of [17, Proposition
11]. However, for the completeness of the results and the paper, we include it here.

Proposition 5. For integers 1 ≤ j ≤ t, let Cj be a recovery balanced [nj, kj ]q-code. For any
R ∈ (0, 1], if for any 1 ≤ j ≤ t we have that kj/nj = R, then the code C1 × C2 × · · · × Ct is
recovery balanced.

Proof. Denote by Gj the generator matrix of Cj and by G× , GC1×C2×···×Ct the generator matrix
of C1×C2×· · ·×Ct. For any r ≥ 1 draws, let us denote by εrj the random variable that governs the

number of (not necessarily distinct) columns drawn from the nj columns of G× that corresponds

to Gj in the first r draws. Additionally, let n , n1 + n2 + . . . + nt. For any 1 ≤ j ≤ n and any

nj−1 < i ≤ nj, where n0 , 0, we have that

E[τ̃i(G×)] =
∞∑

r=1

Pr[τ̃i(GC×C′) ≥ r]

=
∞∑

r=1

∞∑

z=0

Pr[εr−1
j = z] · Pr

[
τ̃i(G×) ≥ r | εr−1

j = z
]

(a)
=

∞∑

r=1

r−1∑

z=0

Pr[εr−1
j = z] · Pr

[
τ̃i(G×) ≥ r | εr−1

j = z
]

=

∞∑

r=1

r−1∑

z=0

(
r − 1

z

)(nj

n

)z (n− nj

n

)r−z−1

Pr
[
τ̃i(G×) ≥ r | εr−1

j = z
]

=

∞∑

r=1

r−1∑

z=0

(
r − 1

z

)(nj

n

)z (n− nj

n

)r−z−1

Pr [τ̃i(Gj) ≥ z + 1]

=

∞∑

z=0

Pr [τ̃i(Gj) ≥ z + 1]

∞∑

r=z+1

(
r − 1

z

)(nj

n

)z (n− nj

n

)r−z−1

=

∞∑

z=0

Pr [τ̃i(Gj) ≥ z + 1]

∞∑

r=z

(
r

z

)(nj

n

)z (n− nj

n

)r−z

(b)
=

∞∑

z=0

Pr [τ̃i(Gj) ≥ z + 1] ·
n

nj

=

∞∑

z=1

Pr [τ̃i(Gj) ≥ z] ·
n

nj
=

n

nj
· E [τ̃i(Cj)]

(c)
=

nkj
nj

= nR,

where equality (a) follows from the fact that the probability to collect z > r − 1 columns from
G×, using only r− 1 draws is zero for any integer z, i.e., Pr[εr−1

j = z] = 0. To see that equality

(b) holds, recall that
∑∞

r=0 x
r = 1

1−x , and by taking the derivative of the latter z times we get

∞∑

r=z

r · (r − 1) · · · (r − z + 1)xr−z =
z!

(1− x)z+1
,

which is equivalent to
∞∑

r=z

(
r

z

)
xr−z(1− x)z =

1

1− x
. (10)

Hence, by substituting x =
n−nj

n , equality (b) follows. Lastly, as Cj is recovery balanced with
dimension kj , equality (c) holds.
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Thus for any 1 ≤ i ≤ n we then obtain

E[τ̃i(G×)] = nR,

so the code C1 × C2 × · · · × Ct is recovery balanced. �

It is natural to ask whether the sum and intersection of recovery balanced codes result in a
recovery balanced code. This is not true in general, and we provide an example (Example 5)
where the sum does not preserve the property of being recovery balanced. Under the assumption

that Conjecture 1 holds, this would imply that, in general, the intersection of codes does not
preserve the property of being recovery balanced either. Specifically, suppose we have codes C
and C′ that are recovery balanced, but where C + C′ is not. Then also (C + C′)⊥ = C⊥ ∩ C′⊥ is

not recovery balanced. However, assuming that Conjecture 1 holds, both C⊥ and C′⊥ would be
recovery balanced.

Example 5. Let q = 13, n = 9 and k = 4. Define the generator matrix

G =




1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

1 3 9 2 6 5 4 12 10
1 1 1 8 8 8 12 12 12
1 3 9 3 9 1 9 1 3


 ∈ F4×9

13 .

From a computer algebra program, we checked that the code C generated by this matrix is

recovery balanced. Note that this code was taken from [30, Example 1] and it is an optimal
locally recoverable code. Consider also the 4-dimensional Reed-Solomon code C′ with evaluation
vector α = (0, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8) over F13. Since MDS codes are recovery balanced, this code is

recovery balanced. However, the sum of the two codes C + C′ has as generator matrix

GC+C′ :=




1 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 6
0 1 0 0 0 0 0 7 9
0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1
0 0 0 1 0 0 0 10 3

0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 3
0 0 0 0 0 1 0 12 2
0 0 0 0 0 0 1 10 3




∈ F7×9
13 .

The code C + C′ is not recovery balanced, which again can be checked with a computer algebra

program. This shows that in general, the property of being recovery balanced is not preserved
under the operation of summing.

6. Breaking the Balance of Codes

In this section we focus on code constructions for achieving random access expectation below k.
Inspired by [17, Construction 2] and also by Theorem 1 and Lemma 1, we show how we can

“perturb” the recovery-balancedness of codes to obtain a better performance for the random
access problem. We do this by taking the generator matrix of a recovery balanced code and
appending identity matrices to it. While we are not able to identify the optimal number of

identity matrices one should append, we give closed formulas for the random access expectation
and include plots for two different families of recovery balanced codes. We start with the
following notation.

Notation 2. Let G = (Ik | R) ∈ Fk×n
q be a systematic generator matrix of a code. For x ≥ 1,

we let Gx = (Ik | Ik | · · · | Ik | R) ∈ Fk×N
q (where N = xk + n − k) be the matrix obtained by

appending additional x− 1 identity matrices to G.

By concatenating identity matrices to the generator matrix of a recovery balanced code, it
is possible to “break” the balance and improve its performance in terms of the random access
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expectation. Note that doing this with any recovery balanced code will improve2 the random
access expectation; however, deriving explicit formulas for their expectation is generally difficult.
Because of this, we provide closed formulas for the expectation of these perturbed codes only

for the generator matrices of MDS codes and simplex codes.

6.1. MDS codes. The following result gives an explicit formula for the random access expec-
tation of “perturbed” MDS codes.

Theorem 2. Let G = (Ik | R) ∈ Fk×n
q be a systematic generator matrix of an MDS code and

let N = xk + n− k. We have

Tmax(G
x) = 1 +

N−1∑

s=1

(N−x
s

)
(N−1

s

) −
N−1∑

s=k

k−1∑

a=0

(k−1
a

)
(N−1

s

)
s−k∑

m=0

(
n− k

s− a−m

) a∑

t=0

(−1)t
(
a

t

)(
(a− t)x

m+ a

)
.

Proof. In order to give an expression for E[τi(Gx)], by (the natural analogue of) Lemma 1 it

suffices to compute α̃i(s) for the code generated by Gx and for 1 ≤ i ≤ k. Since G is a systematic
generator matrix of an MDS code, the only possible ways to recover ei is by either sampling one
of the columns corresponding to ei itself, or by sampling at least k distinct columns of Gx. If

1 ≤ s ≤ k − 1, it is not hard to see that

α̃i(s) =

(
N

s

)
−

(
N − x

s

)
.

We then focus on the case k ≤ s ≤ N − 1. We can recover ei from s columns of Gx if ei is
one of them. The only other way to recover ei from s columns of Gx is by sampling at least k
distinct columns. Therefore, we need to find the size of the set {S ⊆ [N ] : |S| = s, ei /∈ {gj : j ∈
S}, |{gj : j ∈ S}| ≥ k}, which we denote by S in the sequel.

Let A = [xk] \ {i, 2i, . . . , xi} and B = {xk + 1, . . . , N}, so that we have gj = ej for all j ∈ A
and the columns indexed by B correspond to the columns of R, which is the redundancy part
of G = (Ik | R) as in Notation 2. We have that |S| is

k−1∑

a=0

|{(A,B) ∈ 2A × 2B : |{gj : j ∈ A}| = a, |B| = s− |A|}|

=

k−1∑

a=0

s−k∑

m=0

∑

A⊆A
|A|=a+m

|{gj :j∈A}|=a

|{B ⊆ B : |B| = s− |A|}|

=

k−1∑

a=0

s−k∑

m=0

∑

A⊆A
|A|=a+m

|{gj :j∈A}|=a

(
N − xk

s− a−m

)
. (11)

For any a ∈ {0, . . . , k− 1} and m ∈ {0, . . . , s− k}, we are left with computing the size of the set

|{A ⊆ A : |{gj : j ∈ A}| = a, |A| = a+m}|.

Let C ⊆ {gj : j ∈ A} with |C| = a. Using the Inclusion-Exclusion Principle, one can verify that
we have

|{A ⊆ A : {gj : j ∈ A} = C, |A| = a+m}|

=
a∑

t=0

(−1)t
(
a

t

)(
(a− t)x

m+ a

)
.

2In the special case where G = Ik, the random access expectation of Gx for all x ≥ 1 is the same and equals to k.
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Summing over all C ⊆ {gj : j ∈ A} with |C| = a together with (11) gives that |S| equals

k−1∑

a=0

(
k − 1

a

) s−k∑

m=0

(
N − xk

s− a−m

) a∑

t=0

(−1)t
(
a

t

)(
(a− t)x

m+ a

)
.

By combining all of this with Lemma 1 we finally obtain

E[τi(G
x)] = NHN −

N−1∑

s=1

(N
s

)
−
(N−x

s

)
(N−1

s

) −

N−1∑

s=k

|S|(N−1
s

) ,

which does not depend on the coordinate i and therefore, after simplifying, gives the statement

of the proposition. �

Unfortunately, the formula in Theorem 2 does not appear to be easy to evaluate explicitly.
However, experimental results indicate that already for x = 2 (and any MDS code) the random
access expectation is strictly smaller than k. In Figure 2 we give an example of how the expec-
tation (normalized by k) of the code obtained by concatenating x− 1 identity matrices changes,

depending on the value of x.

1 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
0.87

0.88

0.9

0.93

0.95

0.98

1

Values of x

rate = 1/2

rate = 1/3

rate = 1/4

rate = 1/5

rate = 1/10

rate = 1/20

Figure 2. Normalized random access coverage depth Tmax(G
x) from Propo-

sition 1 for k = 5 and various rates (where the rate is the ratio between the
dimension k = 5 and the n, the length of the MDS code that we started with).

Remark 5. It is interesting to observe that for the case of the simple parity code, from exper-
iments we believe that the optimal value of x is 3. Even though the expression in Theorem 2
simplifies substantially for that case, it is still not easy to formally prove that for any k the

optimal is attained for x = 3. Moreover, whenever we consider MDS codes with redundancy
larger that 1, there does not seem to be an optimal number for x, i.e., the lowest random access
expecation is achieved for different values of x (where we fix n− k and consider different values
of n and k).

6.2. Simplex codes. Let G be the generator matrix of the k-dimensional simplex code in Fn
q ,

and let Gx be the same matrix with added x− 1 copies of the identity k × k matrix. Note that

for x = 1 we have Gx = G. Then, Gx ∈ Fk×N
q , with N = n+ (x− 1)k and n = (qk − 1)/(q − 1).

Recall that the columns of G are all the projective points of Fk
q .
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Theorem 3. Let G = (Ik | R) ∈ Fk×n
q be a systematic generator matrix of the k-dimensional

simplex code in Fn
q , n = (qk − 1)/(q − 1). Let N = xk + n− k. Then, we have

Tmax(G
x) = NHN −

N−1∑

s=1

k∑

z=0

k∑

ω=0

( qz−1
q−1 +(x− 1)ω

s

)[
η(z, ω)v2i (z) + ηi(z, ω)

(
v1i (z)− v2i (z)

)]
,

where:

η(z, ω) =

(
k

ω

) k∑

r=ω

(−1)r−ω

(
k − ω

r − ω

)[
k − r
z − r

]

q

,

ηi(z, ω) =

(
k − 1

ω − 1

) k∑

r=ω

(
k − ω

r − ω

)[
k − r

z − r

]

q

(−1)r−ω +

(
k − 1

ω

) k∑

r=ω+1

(
k − ω − 1

r − ω − 1

)[
k − r

z − r

]

q

(−1)r−ω

+

(
k − 1

ω

) k−1∑

r=ω

(
k − 1− ω

r − ω

)[
k − r − 1
z − r − 1

]

q

(−1)r−ω,

v1i (z) =

k∑

h=z

(−1)h−zq(
h−z

2 )
[
k − z
h− z

]

q

, v2i (z) =

k∑

h=z+1

(−1)h−zq(
h−z

2 )
[
k − z − 1
h− z − 1

]

q

.

In the remainder of this subsection, we give a proof for Theorem 3. Note that it suffices to
give a formula for

αi(s) := |{S ⊆ [N ] : |S| = s, ei ∈ 〈gj : j ∈ S〉}|

for all i ∈ [k] and all s ∈ {1, . . . , N − 1} and then apply Lemma 1.
We split the proof into four parts, the first three of which are independent lemmas. The three

lemmas and their proofs can be found in Appendix A. In the sequel (and also in Appendix A),
for a subspace V ≤ Fk

q we let I(V ) = {t : et ∈ V } and ω(V ) = |I(V )|.

Proof of Theorem 3. We fix i and s throughout the proof. For a subspace V ≤ Fk
q , let f(V ) =

|{S ⊆ [N ] : |S| = s, 〈gj : j ∈ S〉 = V }|, where the gj ’s are columns of Gx. Note that

αi(s) =
∑

V≤Fk
q

ei∈V

f(V ). (12)

Define g(V ) =
∑

U≤V f(V ) and note that

g(V ) = |{S ⊆ [N ] : |S| = s, gj ∈ V for all j ∈ S}|.

By letting ω = ω(V ) and z = dim(V ), we then have

g(V ) =

( qz−1
q−1 + (x− 1)ω

s

)
. (13)

This follows from the fact that Gx has as columns all the projective points of Fk
q , in addition to

x−1 copies of the identity matrix. We now have, by Möbius Inversion in the lattice of subspaces
of Fk

q ,

αi(s) =
∑

V≤Fn
q

ei∈V

∑

U≤V

µ(U, V )g(U),

where µ is the Möbius function of the lattice. We exchange the order of summation and split
over dimensions and value of ω(U), obtaining

αi(s) =

k∑

z=0

k∑

ω=0

∑

U≤Fk
q

dim(U)=z
ω(U)=ω

( qz−1
q−1 + (x− 1)ω

s

) k∑

h=z

(−1)h−zq(
h−z
2 )vi(h,U).
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Lastly, we apply Lemmas 5, 6, and 7 from Appendix A and obtain that

αi(s) =

k∑

z=0

k∑

ω=0

∑

U≤Fk
q

dim(U)=z
ω(U)=ω
ei∈U

( qz−1
q−1 + (x− 1)ω

s

) k∑

h=z

(−1)h−zq(
h−z
2 )
[
k − z

h− z

]

q

+
k∑

z=0

k∑

ω=0

∑

U≤Fk
q

dim(U)=z
ω(U)=ω
ei /∈U

( qz−1
q−1 + (x− 1)ω

s

) k∑

h=z+1

(−1)h−zq(
h−z

2 )
[
k − z − 1
h− z − 1

]

q

=

k∑

z=0

k∑

ω=0

( qz−1
q−1 + (x− 1)ω

s

)
ηi(z, ω)

k∑

h=z

(−1)h−zq(
h−z
2 )
[
k − z

h− z

]

q

+

k∑

z=0

k∑

ω=0

( qz−1
q−1 + (x− 1)ω

s

)
(η(z, ω) − ηi(z, ω))

k∑

h=z+1

(−1)h−zq(
h−z
2 )
[
k − z − 1

h− z − 1

]

q

.

Rearranging the terms one gets the desired expression. �

1 5 10 15 20 25 30
0.85

0.9

0.95

1

Values of x

rate = 4/15

rate = 4/40 = 1/10

rate = 4/85

rate = 4/156 = 1/39

rate = 4/400 = 1/100

Figure 3. Normalized random access coverage depth Tmax(G
x) from Theorem 3

for k = 3 and various rates (where the rate is the ratio between the dimension
k = 3 and (q3 − 1)/(q − 1) for different values of the underlying field size q).

While the plots in Figure 2 and Figure 3 both show that the random access expectation
decreases when identity matrices are appended to the generator matrix of MDS codes and

simplex codes, respectively, and although the plots look similar, they are not comparable in
general. The formula from Theorem 2 can be applied to codes of any rate; however, assuming
the MDS conjecture holds, such codes can only be constructed when n ≤ q + 1. On the other

hand, the formula in Theorem 3 can be applied to any dimension and any q, but the length will
be fully determined by the choice of dimension and q. We believe both of these formulas are
interesting in their own right for this reason.
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7. Discussion and Future Work

In this paper, we studied the random access coverage depth problem and specifically, we
focused on the task of determining the values of Tmax(G), T (n, k), and T (k). Our results

give important steps towards understanding what structural properties of generating matrices
result in random access expectation that is smaller than k. While the results presented in this
paper significantly contribute to the study of the random access coverage depth problem, several
interesting questions remain open, as listed below.

• A natural question inspired by our results is to better understand which codes are re-
covery balanced. Specifically:

– We conjecture that the property of being recovery balanced is closed under duality
and that there are only a few other families of recovery balanced codes beyond those
presented here.

– While we have presented several sufficient conditions for a code to be recovery
balanced, finding a useful condition that is both necessary and sufficient remains
unsolved.

– Understanding if, and under which conditions, additional code operations preserve
the property of being recovery balanced is also of great interest.

• In Remark 3 we discussed the difference between systematic and non-systematic codes

on the random access coverage depth. In particular, experiments and intuitive reasoning
suggest that systematic generator matrices outperform non-systematic generator matri-
ces for this problem. However, proving this property remains for future work.

• In Section 6 we demonstrated that using duplication of the systematic part (i.e., ap-

pending copies of the identity matrix to a generating matrix of a code) can disrupt the
balance of a code in our favor and reduce the random access coverage depth expectation
below k. While we have presented closed-form expressions for the expectation using this

technique for several codes, a full characterization of performance using this technique
remains unsolved. In particular, simulations suggest that there is an optimal number of
identity matrices to append to minimize the expectation (e.g., three in the case of a sim-

ple parity code). However, proving such behavior and identifying this optimal number
are both open problems that should be explored in future work.

• Lastly, there remains an interesting gap between our best codes, in terms of minimizing

the expected random access coverage depth, and the lower bounds presented in [17].
Closing this gap is also an important task for future research.
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Appendix A.

Statements and proofs for the formulas used in Remark 3. We first prove the general average
and then the average over all matrices in systematic form. Note that the formulas we compute do

not depend on the index i, so for both statements we choose and fix an arbitrary i ∈ [k]. Recall
that we let G := {G ∈ Fk×n

q : rk(G) = k} and Gsys := {G ∈ Fk×n
q : rk(G) = k, G is systematic}.

We use the formula of Lemma 1 in both statements, and when we write X ≤ Y for subspaces
X and Y , we mean that X is an Fq-subspace of Y .

Claim 3 (General Average). We have
∑

G∈G E[τi(G)]

|G|
=

n−1∑

s=0

(
n
s

)
∏k−1

j=0(q
n − qj)

(n−1
s

)
s∑

u=0

([
k
u

]

q

−

[
k − 1
u− 1

]

q

)
φ(u, s)

·

k∑

v=k−u

k∑

l=u

[
k − u
l − u

]

q

(−1)k−lq(
k−l
2 )
[
l
v

]

q

φ(v, n − s),

where

φ(ℓ, t) =

ℓ∑

d=0

∑

D≤U
dim(D)=d

(−1)ℓ−dq(
ℓ−d
2 )qdt =

ℓ∑

d=0

[
ℓ
d

]

q

(−1)ℓ−dq(
ℓ−d
2 )qdt.

Proof. Denote by gj the j-th column of a matrix G. We have

∑

G∈S

E[τi(G)] =
∑

G∈G

(
nHn −

n−1∑

s=1

|{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, ei ∈ 〈gj : j ∈ S〉}|(
n−1
s

)
)

= |G|nHn −
∑

G∈G

n−1∑

s=1

|{S ⊆ [n] : |S| = s, ei ∈ 〈gj : j ∈ S〉}|(n−1
s

)

= |G|nHn −
n−1∑

s=1

∑

S⊆[n]
|S|=s

|{G ∈ G : ei ∈ 〈gj : j ∈ S〉}|(n−1
s

)

= |G|nHn −

n−1∑

s=1

∑

S⊆[n]
|S|=s

|G| − |{G ∈ G : ei /∈ 〈gj : j ∈ S〉}|(n−1
s

)

= |G|nHn −

n−1∑

s=1

(n
s

)
|G|

(
n−1
s

) +

n−1∑

s=1

∑

S⊆[n]
|S|=s

|{G ∈ G : ei /∈ 〈gj : j ∈ S〉}|(
n−1
s

)

= |G|nHn − |G|nHn−1 +

n−1∑

s=1

∑

S⊆[n]
|S|=s

|{G ∈ G : ei /∈ 〈gj : j ∈ S〉}|(n−1
s

)

=
n−1∑

s=0

∑

S⊆[n]
|S|=s

|{G ∈ G : ei /∈ 〈gj : j ∈ S〉}|(n−1
s

) ,

where the second-to-last equality can be obtained similarly to what we did in the proof of

Lemma 1. For a fixed set S ⊆ [n] with |S| = s let us denote by S the set {G ∈ G : ei /∈
〈gj : j ∈ S〉}. For a matrix M ∈ Ft×s

q we denote by colsp(M) the column-space of M , i.e.,
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colsp(M) := {Mv : v ∈ Fs
q} ≤ Ft

q. We have

|S| = |{G ∈ G : ei /∈ 〈gj : j ∈ S〉}|

=
∑

M∈Fk×s
q

ei /∈colsp(M)

|{N ∈ Fk×(n−s)
q : colsp(M) + colsp(N) = Fk

q}|

=

s∑

u=0

∑

U≤Fk
q

dim(U)=u
ei /∈U

∑

M∈Fk×s
q

colsp(M)=U

|{N ∈ Fk×(n−s)
q : U + colsp(N) = Fk

q}|

=

s∑

u=0

∑

U≤Fk
q

dim(U)=u
ei /∈U

∑

M∈Fk×s
q

colsp(M)=U

∑

V≤Fk
q

U+V=Fk
q

|{N ∈ Fk×(n−s)
q : colsp(N) = V }|

=

s∑

u=0

∑

U≤Fk
q

dim(U)=u
ei /∈U

∑

M∈Fk×s
q

colsp(M)=U

k∑

v=k−u

∑

V≤Fk
q

U+V=Fk
q

dim(V )=v

|{N ∈ Fk×(n−s)
q : colsp(N) = V }|.

To evaluate the above formula we need to count |{V ≤ Fk
q : dim(V ) = v, U + V = Fk

q}| for some

fixed U ≤ Fk
q of dimension u and for v ∈ {k − u, . . . , k}. Let

f(W ) = |{V ≤ Fk
q : dim(V ) = v, U + V = W}|,

g(W ) =
∑

L≤W

f(L) = |{V ≤ Fk
q : dim(V ) = v, U + V ≤ W}|

= |{V ≤ Fk
q : dim(V ) = v, U ≤ W,V ≤ W}|

=





0 if U � W,[
dim(W )

v

]

q

otherwise.

This implies that

f(W ) =
∑

U≤L≤W

(−1)dim(W )−dim(L)q(
dim(W )−dim(L)

2 )
[
dim(L)

v

]

q

.

Therefore, by Möbius Inversion, we have

f(Fk
q) = |{V ≤ Fk

q : dim(V ) = v, U + V = Fk
q}| =

k∑

l=u

∑

U≤L≤Fk
q

dim(L)=l

(−1)k−lq(
k−l
2 )
[
l
v

]

q

=
k∑

l=u

[
k − u
l − u

]

q

(−1)k−lq(
k−l

2 )
[
l
v

]

q

.

For a subspace U ≤ Fk
q we let

f(U) = |{M ∈ Fk×(t−a)
q : colsp(M) = U}|,

g(U) =
∑

W≤U

f(W )

= |{M ∈ Fk×(t−a)
q : colsp(M) ≤ U}|

= qu(t−a).
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Then by Möbius Inversion we get

φ(u, t− a) = f(U) =

u∑

d=0

∑

D≤U
dim(D)=d

(−1)u−dq(
u−d
2 )qd(t−a) =

u∑

d=0

[
u
d

]

q

(−1)u−dq(
u−d
2 )qd(t−a).

Therefore, we also have

|{M ∈ Fk×s
q : colsp(M) = U}| =

u∑

d=0

[
u
d

]

q

(−1)u−dq(
u−d
2 )qds,

|{N ∈ Fk×(n−s)
q : colsp(N) = V }| =

v∑

r=0

[
v

r

]

q

(−1)v−rq(
v−r
2 )qr(n−s).

Finally, we have that
∑

G∈S E[τi(G)] equals

∑

G∈S

E[τi(G)] =

n−1∑

s=0

∑

S⊆[n]
|S|=s

|S|

=
n−1∑

s=0

∑

S⊆[n]
|S|=s

s∑

u=0

∑

U≤Fk
q

dim(U)=u
ei /∈U

∑

M∈Fk×s
q

colsp(M)=U

k∑

v=k−u

∑

V≤Fk
q

U+V=Fk
q

dim(V )=v

|{N ∈ Fk×(n−s)
q : colsp(N) = V }|

=

n−1∑

s=0

(n
s

)
(
n−1
s

)
s∑

u=0

([
k
u

]

q

−

[
k − 1
u− 1

]

q

)
u∑

d=0

[
u
d

]

q

(−1)u−dq(
u−d
2 )qds·

k∑

v=k−u

k∑

l=u

[
k − u
l − u

]

q

(−1)k−lq(
k−l
2 )
[
l
v

]

q

v∑

r=0

[
v
r

]

q

(−1)v−rq(
v−r
2 )qr(n−s)

and dividing by the number of k × n matrices over Fq, i.e., by
∏k−1

j=0(q
n − qj), gives the average

random access expectation over all generator matrices in the statement of the claim. �

Claim 4 (Systematic Average). We have
∑

G∈Gsys
E[τi(G)]

|Gsys|
=

n−1∑

s=0

1

qk(n−k)
(n−1

s

)
k−1∑

a=0

(
k − 1

a

)(
n− k

s− a

)
qk(n−k−s+a)

·

k−1∑

u=0

k−1∑

v=0

([
k − a

v − a

]

q

−

[
k − a− 1

v − a− 1

]

q

)
v∑

w=a

[
v − a

w − a

]

q

(−1)v−wq(
v−w
2 )
[
w

u

]

q

φ(u, s − a).

where φ(ℓ, t) is defined as in Claim 3.
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Proof. As in the proof of Claim 3 we can write

∑

G∈Gsys

E[τi(G)] =

n∑

s=0

∑

S⊆[n]
|S|=s

|{G ∈ Gsys : ei /∈ 〈gj : j ∈ S〉}|(n−1
s

)

=

n∑

s=0

∑

S⊆[n]\{i}
|S|=s

|{G ∈ Gsys : ei /∈ 〈gj : j ∈ S〉}|(n−1
s

)

=

n∑

s=0

k−1∑

a=0

∑

A⊆[k]\{i}
|A|=a

∑

B⊆{k+1,...,n}
|B|=s−a

qk(n−k−s+a)|{M ∈ Fk×(s−a)
q : ei /∈ colsp(M) + 〈ej : j ∈ A〉}|

=

n∑

s=0

k−1∑

a=0

(
k − 1

a

)(
n− k

s− a

)
qk(n−k−s+a)|{M ∈ Fk×(s−a)

q : ei /∈ colsp(M) + 〈ej : j ∈ A〉}|.

In order to compute |{M ∈ Fk×(s−a)
q : ei /∈ colsp(M) + 〈ej : j ∈ A〉}| we write

|{M ∈ Fk×(s−a)
q : ei /∈ colsp(M) + 〈ej : j ∈ A〉}|

=
∑

U≤Fk
q

ei /∈U

|{M ∈ Fk×(s−a)
q : colsp(M) + 〈ej : j ∈ A〉 = U}|

=
k−1∑

u=0

∑

U≤Fk
q

dim(U)=u
ei /∈U+〈ej :j∈A〉

|{M ∈ Fk×(s−a)
q : colsp(M) = U}|

=
k−1∑

u=0

∑

U≤Fk
q

dim(U)=u
ei /∈U+〈ej :j∈A〉

φ(u, s − a)

=
k−1∑

u=0

|{U ≤ Fk
q : dim(U) = u, ei /∈ U + 〈ej : j ∈ A〉}|φ(u, s − a)

where φ(u, s − a) = |{M ∈ Fk×(s−a)
q : colsp(M) = U}| for U ≤ Fk

q with dim(U) = u as in the

statement and proof of Claim 3. In order to compute |{U ≤ Fk
q : dim(U) = u, ei /∈ U + 〈ej : j ∈

A〉}| we write

|{U ≤ Fk
q : dim(U) = u, ei /∈ U + 〈ej : j ∈ A〉}| =

k−1∑

v=0

∑

V≤Fk
q

ei /∈V
dim(V )=v

|{U ≤ Fk
q : dim(U) = u,U + 〈ej : j ∈ A〉 = V }|
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Then we use Möbius Inversion

f(V ) = |{U ≤ Fk
q : dim(U) = u,U + 〈ej : j ∈ A〉 = V }|,

g(V ) =
∑

W≤V

f(W )

= |{U ≤ Fk
q : dim(U) = u,U + 〈ej : j ∈ A〉 ≤ V }|

= |{U ≤ Fk
q : dim(U) = u,U ≤ V, 〈ej : j ∈ A〉 ≤ V }|

=





0 if 〈ej : j ∈ A〉 � V ,[
v

u

]

q

otherwise.

We have

f(V ) =
∑

W≤V

(−1)v−wq(
v−w
2 )g(W ) =

∑

〈ej :j∈A〉≤W≤V

(−1)v−wq(
v−w
2 )
[
w
u

]

q

.

Therefore we obtain

|{U ≤ Fk
q : dim(U) = u, ei /∈ U + 〈ej : j ∈ A〉}| =

k−1∑

v=0

∑

V≤Fk
q

ei /∈V
dim(V )=v

∑

〈ej :j∈A〉≤W≤V

(−1)v−wq(
v−w

2 )
[
w
u

]

q

.

Moreover we have

|{V ≤ Fk
q : ei /∈ V,dim(V ) = v, 〈ej : j ∈ A〉 ≤ V }| =

|{V ≤ Fk
q : dim(V ) = v, 〈ej : j ∈ A〉 ≤ V }| − |{V ≤ Fk

q : dim(V ) = v, 〈ej : j ∈ A ∪ {i}〉 ≤ V }| =
[
k − a

v − a

]

q

−

[
k − a− 1

v − a− 1

]

q

.

From all of the above we get:

|{M ∈ Fk×(s−a)
q : ei /∈ colsp(M) + 〈ej : j ∈ A〉}| =

k−1∑

u=0

|{U ≤ Fk
q : dim(U) = u, ei /∈ U + 〈ej : j ∈ A〉}|φ(u, s − a) =

k−1∑

u=0

k−1∑

v=0

∑

V≤Fk
q

ei /∈V
dim(V )=v

∑

〈ej :j∈A〉≤W≤V

(−1)v−wq(
v−w

2 )
[
w

u

]

q

φ(u, s− a) =

k−1∑

u=0

k−1∑

v=0

([
k − a
v − a

]

q

−

[
k − a− 1
v − a− 1

]

q

)
∑

〈ej :j∈A〉≤W≤V

(−1)v−wq(
v−w
2 )
[
w
u

]

q

φ(u, s − a) =

k−1∑

u=0

k−1∑

v=0

([
k − a
v − a

]

q

−

[
k − a− 1
v − a− 1

]

q

)
v∑

w=a

[
v − a
w − a

]

q

(−1)v−wq(
v−w
2 )
[
w
u

]

q

φ(u, s− a).
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Our final average is

n−1∑

s=0

1

qk(n−k)
(n−1

s

)
k−1∑

a=0

(
k − 1

a

)(
n− k

s− a

)
qk(n−k−s+a)·

k−1∑

u=0

k−1∑

v=0

([
k − a

v − a

]

q

−

[
k − a− 1

v − a− 1

]

q

)
v∑

w=a

[
v − a

w − a

]

q

(−1)v−wq(
v−w
2 )
[
v

u

]

q

φ(u, s− a).

�

The following three lemmas are used in Subsection 6.2 as tools for proving the statement in
Theorem 3. We use the notation introduced in Subsection 6.2.

Lemma 5. Let η(z, ω) denote the number of subspaces V ≤ Fk
q with dim(V ) = z and ω(V ) = ω.

We have

η(z, ω) =

(
k

ω

) k∑

r=ω

(−1)r−ω

(
k − ω

r − ω

)[
k − r
z − r

]

q

.

Proof. For a subset L ⊆ {0, . . . k}, let a(L) = |{V ≤ Fk
q | dim(V ) = z, I(V ) = L}| and

b(L) =
∑

R⊇L a(R). Note that

b(L) = |{V ≤ Fk
q | dim(V ) = z, et ∈ V for all t ∈ L}| =

[
k − |L|

z − |L|

]

q

for all L. Therefore by Möbius Inversion in the Boolean algebra over the set {1, . . . , k} we have

a(L) =
∑

R⊇L

b(R)(−1)|R|−|L| =
k∑

r=|L|

(
k − |L|

r − |L|

)[
k − r
z − r

]

q

(−1)r−|L|

for all L. Then, by definition,

η(z, ω) =

(
k

ω

) k∑

r=ω

(
k − ω

r − ω

)[
k − r
z − r

]

q

(−1)r−ω,

as the lemma claims. �

Lemma 6. Let ηi(z, ω) denote the number of subspaces V ≤ Fk
q with dim(V ) = z, ω(V ) = ω,

and ei ∈ V . We have

ηi(z, ω) =

(
k − 1

ω − 1

) k∑

r=ω

(
k − ω

r − ω

)[
k − r
z − r

]

q

(−1)r−ω

+

(
k − 1

ω

) k∑

r=ω+1

(
k − ω − 1

r − ω − 1

)[
k − r
z − r

]

q

(−1)r−ω

+

(
k − 1

ω

) k−1∑

r=ω

(
k − 1− ω

r − ω

)[
k − r − 1

z − r − 1

]

q

(−1)r−ω.

Note that ηi(z, ω) does not depend on i.

Proof. We argue as in the proof of Lemma 5, but imposing the extra condition that ei ∈ V . For

L ⊆ {0, . . . , k}, let a(L) = |{V ≤ Fk
q | dim(V ) = z, I(V ) = L, ei ∈ V }| and b(L) =

∑
R⊇L a(R).

Then, by definition,

b(L) = |{V ≤ Fk
q : dim(V ) = z, et ∈ V for all t ∈ L, ei ∈ V }|.
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Note that

b(L) =





[
k − |L|

z − |L|

]

q

if i ∈ L,

[
k − |L| − 1

z − |L| − 1

]

q

if i /∈ L.

Therefore, if i ∈ L by Möbius Inversion in the Boolean algebra over the set {0, . . . , k} we have

a(L) =
∑

R⊇L

b(R)(−1)|R|−|L| =
k∑

r=|L|

(
k − |L|

r − |L|

)[
k − r
z − r

]

q

(−1)r−|L|.

If i /∈ L, again by Möbius Inversion we have

a(L) =
∑

R⊇L
R∋i

b(R)(−1)|R|−|L| +
∑

R⊇L
R6∋i

b(R)(−1)|R|−|L|

=
k∑

r=|L|+1

(
k − |L| − 1

r − |L| − 1

)[
k − r
z − r

]

q

(−1)r−|L| +
k−1∑

r=|L|

(
k − 1− |L|

r − |L|

)[
k − r − 1
z − r − 1

]

q

(−1)r−|L|.

Finally, by definition,

ηi(z, ω) =

(
k − 1

ω − 1

) k∑

r=ω

(
k − ω

r − ω

)[
k − r
z − r

]

q

(−1)r−ω

+

(
k − 1

ω

) k∑

r=ω+1

(
k − ω − 1

r − ω − 1

)[
k − r
z − r

]

q

(−1)r−ω

+

(
k − 1

ω

) k−1∑

r=ω

(
k − 1− ω

r − ω

)[
k − r − 1
z − r − 1

]

q

(−1)r−ω,

as claimed. �

In the proof of Theorem 3 we will also need the following preliminary observation, for which
the proof is omitted.

Lemma 7. For a subspace U ≤ Fk
q of dimension z, let vi(h,U) be the number of subspaces

V ≤ Fk
q of dimension h with ei ∈ V and V ⊇ U . We have

vi(h,U) =





[
k − z

h− z

]

q

if ei ∈ U ,

[
k − z − 1

h− z − 1

]

q

if ei /∈ U .
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