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Abstract

Maximum distance separable (MDS) codes are widely useiage systems to protect against disk (node) failures. Aenod
is said to have capacityover some fieldF, if it can store that amount of symbols of the field. An k, ) MDS code usew nodes
of capacity! to storek information nodes. The MDS property guarantees the resyig¢o anyn — k node failures. Arvptimal
bandwidth (resp.optimal access) MDS code communicates (resp. accesses) the minimum ambdata during the repair process
of a single failed node. It was shown that this amount equdtaation of 1/(n — k) of data stored in each node. In previous
optimal bandwidth constructiong,scaled polynomially withk in codes with asymptotic rate: 1. Moreover, in constructions
with a constant number of parities, i.e. rate approadhdsis scaled exponentially w.r.k. In this paper, we focus on the later
case of constant number of parities- k = r, and ask the following question: Given the capacity of a nbddat is the largest
number of information disk in an optimal bandwidth (resp. accesg#)+ r,k, 1) MDS code. We give an upper bound for the
general case, and two tight bounds in the special cases ofntywortant families of codes. Moreover, the bounds show imat
some cases optimal-bandwidth code has lakgigran optimal-access code, and therefore these two meam@remt equivalent.

I. INTRODUCTION

surviving information during the repair process. Howewadthough the MDS codes used in practice are resilient to riae
a single erasure, i.e. number of parity nodes 1, the practical and more interesting question is; what isnir@mum repair

repair process. This question has received much intereshtlg due to both its practical and theoretical importatgem a
practical viewpoint, decreasing the repair bandwidth s both the repair process and the inaccessibility tinteetrased
information. Moreover, from a theoretical perspectivas thuestion has deep connections to the widely used inesréer
alignment technique and network coding.

A. The Problem
The problem of efficient repair was defined by Dimakis et al[gh It considers a file of size\l symbols, divided into
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capacityl = Namely, each node can store up/tesymbols and each symbol correspondddg|F| bits. The firstk

M
klog|F|"

Erasure-correcting codes are the basis for widely usedgtosystems, where disks (nodes) correspond to symbol®in th
code. An important family of codes is the Maximum distancgasable (MDS) codes, which provide an optimal resiliency to
erasures for a given amount of redundancy. Namely, an MD8 waith » redundancy (parity) symbols can repair the information
from anyr symbol erasures. Because of this storage efficiency, MD®sage highly favorable, and a lot of research has
been done to construct them. Examples of MDS codes are tHe&km@in Reed Solomon codes, EVENODD [1]] [2], B-code
[24], X-code [25], RDP[[7], and STAR-codgl[9]. It is evidehiat in the case of erasures, one needs to communicate all the

bandwidth in a single node erasure. The repair bandwidtleimed as the amount of information communicated during the

k equally sized chunks stored using an k,/) MDS code over the finite field, wheren is the number of nodes, each of

nodes, which are referred to as the systematic nodes, st@maw information. The later= n — k nodes are the parity nodes

which store a function of the raw information. Since the c&®IDS, it can toleratemny loss of up tor nodes. However, the
more common scenario is the failure (erasure) of only oneenfd] proved that

n—1
o (1)

is a lower bound on the repair bandwidth for @m k,!) MDS code. For example, in a code with= 2 parities, each of the
n — 1 surviving nodes needs to communicate during the repairgsgyaon the average at ledgl symbols, which is equal

to one half of the node’s capacity. Note that repair is pdssiiince the code is resilient to more than one erasure, and a

repair strategy of communicating the entire remaining rimfation suffices. An MDS code is termegsimal bandwidth if it
achieves the lower bound il (1) during the repair processipfod its systematic nodEsFigureD shows an optimal bandwidth

(6,4,2) MDS code. For repairing an erased node, one symbol of infoomas transmitted to the repair center from each

surviving node. In some applications such as data centsadjimg (accessing) the information is more costly thanstratting

The material in this paper was presented in part at the IEE&rational Symposium on Information Theory (ISIT 2012antridge, MA, USA, July
2012.

1The relaxed requirement of optimal repair only for the systic nodes is reasonable, because the number of paritysrind®most storage systems is

negligible compared to systematic nodes. Moreover, in asuge of a systematic node, the raw information is not aitlesas opposed to a parity node

erasure.
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Figurel. An(6,4,2) MDS code with optimal bandwidth over the field,. NodesN1, N2, N3, N4 are systematic and the ladnodes are parity nodes. For
repairing nodeN1, (resp.N2) transmit the first (second) row from each surviving node. fépairing nodeN3 transmit from each surviving node the sum
of its two elements . For repairing nodé4 transmit the sum of the first row and twice the second row frarity2, and the sum of the first row and four
times the second row from the rest. Notice that this code eandnverted to be over the field of sizei.e. an(6,4,2) MDS code with optimal bandwidth
over the fieldlF,,

Optimal Bandwidth Optimal Access
Optimal update k=log, I v k=1log,I,v
Non-Optimal update (r +1)log, ! <k <I(,},).x [20] | k = rlog,I,v * [4]

Figure2. Summary of known results on the maximum number of inforamatiodesk in an (k +r,k,1) MDS code. The derived upper bounds apply for
codes with constant repairing subspaces. The upper bouarttie igeneral case (not necessarily constant repairingpaces) are at most greater by one than
the bounds presented in the tabléindicates a tight bounds indicates a new upper bound. The references refer to pr&yidtown lower bounds

it. Therefore during a repair process, the need to transaié that is a function of a large portion of the informatiooret
within a node, can cause a bottleneck. For example, Mdti@meeds to access its entire stored information, for it toutate

a + w, during the repair process of nodé3. Therefore, in a large scale storage systems, one might teegdnimize not
only the amount of information transmitted but also the namtf accessed information elements. Aprimal access MDS
code is an optimal bandwidth code that transmits only thmetds it accesses. By definition, any optimal access codsds a
an optimal bandwidth code. The shortened code restrictetbtes{ N1, N,, Parity 1, Parity 2} in Figure[l is an example of
an optimal acces§4,2,2) MDS code. In[[15] a similar scheme termegpair by transfer was considered. In this scheme an
exact repair of a lost node is performed by mere transmissionformation, without any calculation in any of the survig
nodesor at the repair center.

In a value’s update of a stored element, one needs to updeltepaaity node at least once. To avoid an overload on the
system during a frequent operation such as updating, ongsrteedesign amptimal update code, that updates exactly once
in each parity node, when an element changes its value. Fonge in Figurd 1l the shortened code restricted to nodes
{Nj3, Ny, Parity 1, Parity 2} is an optimal update and optimal bandwidih 2,2) MDS code, because updating any of the
elements;, d,y, z will require updating exactly one element in each of thetparbdes.

Various codes[[5],[18],[112]-5[14],[116]/121]=[23] were cstmucted with the goal of achieving optimal bandwidth, hegre
these constructions all have low rate, ile/n < 1/2. In [14], [186], [22] the key idea was using vector coding. Nayn each
symbol in a codeword is a vector and not scalar as in “staridames. Specifically[[14],[116] constructed optimal bandihi
(2k,k, k) MDS codes. Using interference alignment, it was showr Intf@lt the bound in[{1) is asymptotically achievable
also for high rate codesc{n > 1/2) . The question of existence of optimal bandwidth codes witih rate was resolved
in several construction5][3],][4]. [10], [11]. [L7[=[19].h€ constructions have an arbitrary number of parity nogémwever
whenr is constant, i.e. rate approachihgn all of the construction& = O(log,[), i.e., the capacity scales exponentially
with the number of systematic nodks

B. Our Contribution

Our main goal in this paper is to understand the relation eetw the capacity of each node, and the number of systematic
nodesk. More precisely, given the capacity of the noldavhat is the largest number of systematic noklesuch that there
exists aroptimal bandwidth or optimal access (k+r,k,1) MDS code, for some constant We will derive three upper bounds
on the number of nodés as a function obnly [, for different families of codes. We emphasize that we abersinly linear
codes, and the bounds apply for this case only. To derivedhbeds, we use three different combinatorial techniques.firkt
bound considers the general problem, where no requirenoentse MDS code are imposed except the optimal bandwidth
property. The bound is derived by defining an appropriatefetultivariate polynomials. We proceed by derivingg:t bound
for optimal bandwidth MDS codes with diagonal encoding ieas. These codes are a part of an important family of codes
with an optimal update property. The last result providest&ht bound onoptimal access MDS codes. Tabl€]2 summarizes
the known results together with our new results.

For constant, all the previous optimal-bandwidth constructiohs [8]], [ALO], [11], [17]-[19] are indeed either optimal-
access codes or equivalent to optimal-access codes. ®heréfis not obvious whether there can be any differenceden
these two kinds of optimality. From the second row of Tdhlevg, discovered that for fixetl andr, the maximum possible
number of systematic nodes are not the same for an optinmalvidth and an optimal-access code. That is to say, these two
criteria of optimality are not equivalent when a code is mtimal update.

2The result we present considers a special case of optimaltembde, where the encoding matrices are diagonal.



An example of the size of a practical code can be as followsodiay’s current technology the size of an ordinary disk in
large storage systems is approximatéRB = 240 bits. Hence, each node stores at m2#$t symbols. Applying for example
the upper bound in the table for optimal access codes we gettiere are at mot- log 240 — 80 nodes in the system.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. SeClipresents the settings of the problem and some notatiomic8ec
[Mprovides an upper bound for the most general case, ikt MBS code with optimal bandwidth property. We proceed in
Section TV where a bound is derived for codes with diagonabding matrices. In Sectidn]V a bound for codes with optimal
access property is derived. We conclude with a summary itic3€®T] .

II. SETTINGS AND NOTATION

Consider a file of sizeM = kI, divided intok nodes of capacity over the fieldIF, namely each node can store upl/to
elements of that field. Each systematic ndde€ i < k is represented by ahx 1 vectora; € IF.. Interchangeably, we will refer
to a matrixS and the subspace spanned by its rows as the same matherobjez| therefore

rank(S) = dim(S).

Moreover, whenever we write an equality between two madriwe mean to an equality between the subspaces spanned by
their rows. For any integer an (k + r,k,1) MDS code is constructed by adding parity nodes 1, ..., k + r, which will give

the resiliency to node erasures. Parity néde i for i € {1,...,r} stores the information vectar,,; of length! overF, and

is defined as

k
Akri = 2 Cl-,jaj.
j=1

Here theC; ;'s are invertible matrices of ordéy which are called the encoding matrices. Note that the cadeahsystematic
structure, i.e., the first nodes store the information itself, and not a function of iterefore, the code is uniquely defined by
the matrix

C] 1 Cl k

/!

C=(Cipiepjer=1| + = = |- @)
Cri o Cop

The code is called an MDS if it can repair anyiode erasures, which is equivalent to the statement that ariy2 x 2, ...,r x r
block sub matrix in[{R) is invertible. Consider a scenaricacfingle erasure of a systematic nodel < m < k. In order to
optimally repair the lost data, a linear combination of théoimation stored in the parity nodes is transmitted to tresed
node. Namely, parity nodés+ 1, ..., k 4 r, project their data on the repairing subspabes,, So , ..., Sr,m Of dimension! /r
each, respectively. During the repair process of systenmatiler € [k|, parity nodek + i transmits the information

k

Simiki = Sim Y, Cijaj.

=1
Theonly information about the lost systematic nadeeceived by parity node+1: is S; ,,C; ,,a,. Note that the other surviving
systematic nodedo not contain any information about the lost node. Therefore assary condition for repairing the lost
information of systematic node is
Sl,mcl,m
rank : =1, 3)

Sr,mcr,m

i.e., the matrix is invertible. This condition is equivaléa that the subspace§ ,, A1 4, ..., Sr,mArm form a direct sum off!,
namely
Die 7] Si,mCi,m = IFI' (4)

However the transmitted information from the parities eams interference (information) from the other survivingdes. The
interference of node:’ # m received from parity node+i is S; ,,C; ,ya,,. Systematic node:” transmits to the repair center
enough information in order to cancel out the this interfiees In total, the information that needs to be transmittechfnode
m' is

S1,mCrm
Ayt (5)
SenCo



Hence the amount of information transmitted is equivalerthe rank of the matrix ir({5). The rank of the matfix,,C, ,,s is
/7, therefore the rank of the whole matrix is at legst. Thus the code is optimal bandwidth only if we transmit theabest
amount of information, i.e. for any’’ # m

51,mCr,m! |
rank : = (6)
Sr,mcr,ml
Which is equivalent to the equality between the subspaces
S1,mCim = SomCom = oo = SrmCy - @)

We conclude that an optimal bandwidth algorithm for the eystic nodes is defined by the set of repairing subspaces
(S1,ms s Sr,m) that satisfy [(B) and[{6) fol < m < kB However, it will be more convenient to assume that the rémgir
subspaces are constant, namely to repair systematicnogie use the same repairing subspégefor each of ther parities.

In other words, the information transmitted from parity rdd+-i is S,,ax, ;. From Combining equation§l(3L1(6) we get the
following corollary.

Corollary 1 The code defined if2) is optimal bandwidth withconstant repairing subspaciéshere exist subspaces, ..., S
each of dimensioh/r, such that for anyn € [k]

SmC

— /
rank : _ b m=mt @)
: I/r else,
SnCy
The following remarks apply for codes with constant repagjrsubspaces.

Remarks:

1) Without loss of generality we will always assume that thst Irow in the encoding matri€ in (2) is composed of
only identity matrices, i.eC,,n = I for anym € [k|. Because iilC = (C;;),i € [r],j € [k] defines an optimal bandwidth
code, letC}; = Cl-,]-Cr‘,jl. ThenC’ = (C;),i € [r],j € [k] with the same sets of repairing subspaces, defines an optimal
bandwidth code, and’; ,, is the identity matrix for anyn  [k].

2) Since the dimension of each subsp8&gés [ /r, and any encoding matrik € {C; ;} is invertible, therdim(S,,C) = /7.
Hence the rank of the matrix ifl(8), which is composed bfock matrices, has two extreme cases for its possible value
Form = m’ the rank is maximal, i.e. the matrix is invertible. Far= m’ the rank has the minimum possible value of
I/r. Note also that in this case, for any [r]

SuCimt = Sm- 9)

Namely S,, is an invariant subspace for any matf,, whenm’ # m. This follows sinceC, , is assumed to be the
identity matrix according to the previous remark.
3) Form’ = m (§) is equivalent to
®ic ) SmCim = F. (10)

The next theorem shows that from any optimal bandwidth MD8ecwe can construct another optimal bandwidth MDS
code with constant repairing subspaces, and almost the garameters.

Theorem 2 If there exists an optimal bandwidtk + r,k,1) MDS code, then there exists an optimal bandwidth-r — 1,k —
1,1) MDS code with constant repairing subspaces.

The proof is shown in Appendix]A.
From the last theorem we get the following corollary.

Corollary 3 Letk be the largest number of systematic nodes in an optimal bialtfal¢k + r, k,1) MDS code. Let be the largest
number of systematic nodes in an optimal bandw{dth r, s,1) MDS code with constant repairing subspaces, therk < s+ 1.

Proof: It is clear thats < k. From Theoreni]2 we conclude thiat- 1 < s. [ |
TheorenT® shows that the difference between the maximum euofbnodesk in an optimal bandwidth MDS codes with
or without constant repairing subspaces is negligible (@strh). Therefore in the sequel we will always assume that the £ode

have constant repairing subspaces, and the bounds wily &ppthis case.

For any two integers < j denote by[i] = {1,...,i} and[i,j] = {i,i +1,...,j}. For simplicity, we will assume that the
capacity of each nodg is a power ofr. In the next section we present our first bound which applestie most general
case.

SWe point out that similar conditions were derived also[in][14



IIl. UPPER BOUND ON THE NUMBER OF NODES IN AN OPTIMAL BANDWIDTHVDS CODE

We start with the most general problem, which seems to be th& difficult. No constraints on the encoding matrices and
the repairing subspaces are imposed. We derive an uppedlmouthe number of information nodésn an optimal bandwidth
(k+7r,k 1) MDS code for arbitrary number of parities The bound is a function afuly the capacity of the node, regardless
of the field size being used.

Before we prove the upper bound, for a set of indi¢gk define B;; to be the sub matrix oB restricted to rowd and
columns].

Theorem 4 LetC = (C;;) be an(k +r,k, 1) optimal bandwidth MDS code with constant repairing subepag, ..., Sy then

[
cer(,)

Proof: By the optimal bandwidth property, for any € [k] the matrix
SmCLm

| (11)

Smcr,m

is of full rank. HereS,, is a matrix of dimensiori x [. Hence there exists a set of indices [/] of size% + 1 such that the
(% +1) x (% + 1) sub matrix restricted to rowB(r — 1) /r,1] and columndl, is invertible. Namely,

Smcl,m
det : # 0.
SmCr,m [=Yip
Moreover, since for any:’ # m,
SnCqm |
rank : = -,
i r
SnCy

the sub matrix restricted to the same set of rows and coluennsﬁ]of full rank, (note that for distinetr’s the set of indices
I might be different). Hence, for each € [k] the polynomialf,, : Fr*! - TF, defined by,

SCym
fm(S) = det : , (12)
5Crm (=401
satisfies,
0 m=m'
S,) = 13
fn(Sw) {0 otherwise. (13)
We claim that thef;,’s are linearly independent multivariate polynomials. és® that for some,'s € [F
Z‘mem = 6/
m
where0 is the zero polynomial. Assume by contradiction that~ 0 for somej, but
0=0(S))
= Z“Mfm(sj)
m

=ajfj(Sj) #0,
and we get a contradiction. Therefore the polynomials areslily independent. Define two sets of polynomials

X110 0 X1

Ty = {det| : : :]e<[?>},

7



andT, = {x;/,;: 1 <i<I}, Where(l[ﬁ]r) is the set ofl /r-subsets of/]. Note that each element in thiér — 1) /r-th row
of (1) is a linear combination of the indeterminaigg, 1, ..., x| in the last row. In addition, recall that, ,, is the identity
matrix andS,,Cr» = Sm. Hence, by expanding the determinant[in](12) by tfre— 1) /r-th row, we conclude that it is a
linear combination of the polynomials from

T1-T2:{h'g:h€T1,g€T2}.

Namely, {fn} C span(T; - T,). However, since the,,’s are linearly independent, the number of polynomials isnast the
dimension, i.e.,

k= [{fm}]
< dim(span(T; - Ty))
< Tl - ||

=1(i7,)

[ |
Corollary 5 Letk be the largest number of systematic nodes in an optimal biltflyk + r, k, 1) MDS code, then
(r+1)log, I <k< l(i)
r
Proof: The lower bound is given by the code constructed_ind [20]. |

As one can notice, there exists a big gap between the uppethanldwer bound. We conjecture that the lower bound is
more accurate, and in fakt= 6(log!).

We proceed by giving a tight bound for the number of systetnadidesk in the case where all the encoding matrices are
diagonal.

IV. UPPER BOUND FORDIAGONAL ENCODING MATRICES

One of the most common operation in the maintenance of agaosgstem is updating. Namely, a certain element has
changed its value, and that needs to be updated in the sySiaoe the code is an MDS, each parity node is a function of
the entire information stored in the system. Therefore, single update, each parity node needs to be updated at heasti
of the elements it stores. Asptimal update code is one that needs to update each parity reder/y once in an update of
any information element. Namely, an optimal update codeatgsdthe minimum number of times in any value change. Since
updating is a highly frequent operation, a storage systei the optimal update property has a huge advantage. A rehon
guestion to answer is what can be said on systems that pastbethb optimal access/bandwidth and optimal update ptieger
In this section we derive a tight bound on the number of infation disks for these systems. However the derived bound
applies only for a special case of aprimal update code, where all the encoding matrices are diagonal. NoteriiBheorem
[, if the code is composed of diagonal encoding matrices) thehe theorem, the constructed code with constant rewgiri
subspaces will also be composed of diagonal matrices. fidrer€orollary[3 applies also to codes with diagonal masiice

We begin with a simple lemma on the entropy function.

Lemma 6 LetX be a random variable such that for any possible outcorfiéX = x) < 1, then its entropy satisfid, (X) > 1,
whereH, (-) is the entropy function calculated in base

Proof: SinceP(X) < 1 thenlog, (575 ) > 1 and

P(X)
1
H,(X) =E(l —)) > 1.
(%) = Elog, (5757))
[ ]
Next we make a few definitions. A partitiot’ of some sefl" is a set of subsets df such that
UxeXx = T,
and for any distinct setsq, x, € X

X1 MNxy = Q.

Moreover, for two partitionst’, ), their meet is defined as,

AXNY={xNny:xeX,ye)}.



Note that the meet of two partitions of same set is also atartiWe denote partitions by Calligraphic letteds 5, ..., and
sets in a partition by lowercase letters, exgz X'. For a set of indices C [I] denote byspan(ey) = span(e; : i € x), where
e; is thei-th vector in the standard basis.

Since each encoding matr; ; is diagonal, the standard basis vectors are its set of egéons, and the entries along the
diagonal are its eigenvalues. Therefalg defines a partitiont; ; of [I], by m,n € [I] are in the same set of the partition, iff
the corresponding standard basis vectgrsande, have the same eigenvalue@;. Let m’ € [k] be some node that needs to
be repaired, and denote by the meet of the partitions

X =Ae [r],m;ém’Xi,m-

In addition, letS = S, be the repair subspace for that node.

The following lemma shows th& can be decomposed into a direct sum of subspaces, such thed@aspace is an invariant
subspace of all the matric&s ,,i € [r], m # m’. Note that for eachr € X andm # m’, the subspacspan(ey) is a subspace
of some eigenspace @; ,,. Thereforespan(ex) andS Nspan(ey) are invariant subspaces 6f ,,,.

Lemma 7 The repair subspaceof the noden’ can be written as
S - @XEXSX/ (14)
whereS, = S Nspan(ey).

Proof: It is clear that a vectoo # 0 is an eigenvector for all the matric€3,,, m # m’ iff v € span(ey), for some setc
in the partitionX’. Assumes is represented in its reduced row echelon form, and withasg bf generality we assume that
the first/ /r columns ofS are linearly independent, hence
A )

S:(I%

Here I; is the identity matrix of ordet and A is anl/r x I(r —1)/r matrix, and recall tha$ is anl/r x | matrix. For any
jEl/r] let v; = (ejla;) be thej-th row of S, wherea; is the j-th row of A. By the optimal bandwidth propert§ is an
invariant subspace of any matri ,, for any m # m’ andi € [r], which are all diagonal matrices. Therefore, we get

0;Cim = (aejlaj) €S = span(vy,...01/,),

for some non zera € F and a vectoa}. Namely

S Il A
rank ( > = rank r p =1/r.
0;Cim wej  a;

We claim thata;. = aaj, namely(e;|a;) the j-th row of S is an eigenvector of; ,,. This follows since since;, v,C; ,, € S and

]l
av; — 0;Cj y = Dé(ej\ﬂj) - (lxej\ﬂ}) = (0|‘Wj - “;) €Ss.

However, the only vector is with first [ /r entries being zero, is the zero vector. Hence we concludez}ha aaj, and each
row vectoro; of S is an eigenvector of; ,, for any m # m'. Namely,v; € span(ey) for some setx in the partition’, and
the result follows. ]

So far we have looked at’ the meet of the partitiond; ,,,i € [r], m # m’. Next, we are going to partition each setin
using the partitionsY; ,,/,i € [r], and then upper bound the size of each set in that partition.

Lemma 8 Forxc X denote byP, = x A (\;&X; ), the partition ofx by &; ,,,1 < i < r. Then the size of each set in the
partitionPy is at mostx|/r, namely
|x]

maz, cp, 2| < . (15)

Proof: Assume the contrary that the size of somezset Py is |z| > |x|/r. On one hand, for eache A" the subspace
Sy is contained irspan(ey), moreoverspan(ey) is an invariant subspace fat ,,, for anyi € [r], since it is a diagonal matrix.
Therefore
SxCi € span(ey)C; ,y = span(ex). (16)

In addition
@ye xspan(ex) = F
= Bic [r]sci,m/ 17)
= Djc [r] DBrex chi,m’ (18)
= DPrex @ie [7] chi,m’- (19)



Here [17) follows from[{10) and (18) follows frorh ([14). Frofd) and [IP) we conclude that for amye X
@ic[r] SxCim = span(ex). (20)
Calculating the dimensions i (20)
|x| = dim(span(ey))
= dim(&; ¢ [,15xCi,m)

;

= Z dim(SxCl-,m/)
i=1

= rdim(Sy),

dim(S,) = Q (21)

On the other hand, lat; be the eigenvalue of the matr; ,,, that corresponds to the vectorsspan(e;). W.l.0o.g assume
thatz = {1,2,...,|z|}, hence by[(20)

chl,m’ Sx(Cl,m/ - Dé]I)

|x| = rank : = rank : . (22)
Xcrfl,m’ Sx<cr71,m’ - “1’—11)
ch;',m SX

Here the last equality ifi(22) follows sineg ,, is the identity matrix, and the two matrices are row equivalélowever, for
anyi € [r], the first|z| columns in the diagonal matrix
Ci,m’ — Dél'I

are zeros. In additioSy is contained inspan(ey), i.e. the indices of the non zero entries in any vectogpfare contained
in x. Therefore we get that for any
SX(Ci,m’ - D‘il) c Span(ex\z)'
Hence
Sx(cl,m’ - “11)
rank : < dim(span(ey;))
Sx(Cr—l,m’ - D‘rfll)

= |x[ = |z|
< -2 @3)
Therefore we have
SxCq
|x| = rank :
SXCr—l,m’
SxCr,m
Sx(lem/ — 0611)
< rank ; + rank(Sy)
SX(Cr—l,m/ - D‘rfll)
x| | |«
< x| . + . (24)
= |xl.
Here [24%) follows from[(ZB) and{21), therefoie {15) holds. [

Now we are ready to prove the upper bound on the number ofragsie nodes.

Theorem 9 LetC = (C; ;) be an(k +r, k, 1) optimal bandwidth code composed of diagonal encoding oesrhamely eads; ;
is a diagonal matrix, and constant repairing subspaces, S, thenk < log, I.



Proof: Let j be a random variable that gets any integer valy® ...,! with equal probability. Define forn’ € [k] the
random variabler,,, to be the set in the partition/;X; ,» that containg. By (I3) we conclude that

P(Yyy = 2|Yn = ymym € K\ {m'}) <

for any values ofy,,, m € [k]\{m'}. Hence from Lemm&]6 we conclude that the conditional entiafpy,, satisfies

Hy (Y [Yon, m € \{m'}) > 1. (25)
Therefore,
logrl = H”( )
= Hr(], Yl/ . )
- H?‘(Yll Yk) + Hi’(]|Y1/ ces )
H?‘(Yll )
k
= Z Hr<Ym‘er Y- 1)
m=1
k
= Z Hr(Ym‘Ym/m # m/) (26)
m=1
k
> ) 1=k (27)
m=1
where [26) follows since conditioning reduces entropy, &) follows from [25). [ |

Corollary 10 Let k be the largest number of systematic nodes in an optimal biittak + r, k,1) MDS code with diagonal
encoding matrices, thén= log, .

Proof: The lower bound is given by the codes constructed’in [3],,[{D1], [18].
[ ]
Note that when restricting to diagonal encoding matricherd is no difference if the code is an optimal access or @btim
bandwidth in terms of maximum code lendtl{see Tabl¢]2). However, in the next section we show that ttveseproperties
are not equivalent in the general case.

V. UPPERBOUND ON THE NUMBER OF NODES FOFOPTIMAL ACCESS

Storage systems with optimal bandwidth MDS property inticelhigh efficiency in data transmission during a repair @sec
However a major bottleneck can still emerge if the transdiihformation is a function of a large portion of the datarestb
in each node. In the extreme case the information is a fumatfdhe entire information within the node. Namely, in order to
generate the transmitted data from some surviving nodehaseio access and read all the information stored in that,node
which of course can be an expensive task. dmimal access code is an optimal bandwidth code that transmits only the
elements it accesses. Namely, the amount of informatioth ieaqual to the amount of information transmitted. The prop
of optimal access is equivalent to that each repairing subsp&gés spanned by ah/r-subset of the standard basis ..., ¢,
i.e., S; = span(e,, : m€I) for somel an!l/r-subset of[l]. As before, if the code in Theorein 2 is optimal access then the
constructed code in that theorem will also have the optimeéss property. This follows since the set of repairing pabss
for the newly constructed code is a subset of the repairitgsaces for the old code. Therefore Corollary 3 applies tlso
optimal access codes.

We start with an useful lemma that shows that in an optimatsecode with constant repairing subspaces, the inteysscti
between the subspaces are not large.

Lemma 11 LetC be an(k +r,k,1) optimal access code with constant repairing subsgages Sy, then for any subset of indices
T C [K]
l

dim(ﬂteTSt) < .
rIT|

Proof: We prove by induction on the size @f. For |T| = 1 there is nothing to prove. FdT'| = ¢, w.l.0.g assume that
T = [t], and denote by = ﬂje[t]s Assume the contrary thatim(S) > % It is clear by definition thats C S; for any
j € [t — 1], hence by[(®), for anye [r — 1]
SCit € Nicpp-1)S;-
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We conclude tha$Cy 4, ..., SC, ; arer subspaces of dimension greater tharf, which are contained in the subspa(n](-‘*e [t,l]S]-,

which by the induction hypothesis is of dimension at m9$$. Therefore the sum of these subspaces is not a direct sum,
which contradicts[(T0). [ |

Corollary 12 By the conditions of the previous theorem, the number ofirb;gasubspace@i}if:l that contain an arbitrary
vectorv # 0 is at mostog, I.

Proof: Let ] = {j:v€S;}, then
. I
1 < dlm(ﬂjelsj) < m,
and the result follows. [ |

The previous Lemma shows that an arbitrary vectofz 0 can not belong to “too many” repairing subspaces This
observation leads to a bound on the number of nodes in an alpéiccess code.

Theorem 13 LetC be an(k + r,k, 1) optimal access MDS code with constant repairing subsigges Sy, thenk < rlog, [.

Proof: Define a bipartite graph with one set of vertices to be thedstahbasis vectors, ..., ¢;. The second set of vertices
will be the repairing subspace, ..., Sx. Define an edge between a vectprand a subspacs; iff S; containse;. Count in
two different ways the number of edges in the graph. By therapsion the code is optimal bandwidth, hence each repairing
subspace containg'r standard basis vectors, and the degree of each repairispacdin the graph i&/r. In total there are
kl/r edges in the graph. However by Corolldry 12 the degree in thphgof each standard basis vector is at nlogf I.
Hence there are at moktog, | edges in the graph, namely

ké < llog, 1,
and the result follows. [ |

Corollary 14 Letk be the largest number of systematic nodes in an optimal atkcesr, k,1) MDS code, then
k =rlog,I.

Proof: The lower bound is derived by the codes constructed]in [4]].[2 |
Note that [20] constructed also an optimal bandwidth codié wi= (r + 1) log, I. Therefore, in the general case where
we do not require an optimal update code, there is a differdetween optimal access and optimal bandwidth code. Namely

these two properties are not equivalent (see Table 2).

VI. DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY

Assume that an MDS code over the fididis to be constructed. The capacityof each node, which is the number of
symbols it can store equals to M

= log|F|”’

where M is the size in bits of the node, adg |F| is the number of bits takes to represent each symbol. In typepwe
asked the following question: Given the number of paritieend the capacity, what is the largest number of nodesuch
that there exists an optimal bandwidth (resp. accéks)) r,k,1) MDS code. We used distinct combinatorial tools to derive
3 upper bounds or. The first bound considers the general case of optimal batidwiode. The last two bounds are tight,
and they consider optimal access and optimal update codbsdigigonal encoding matrices. Moreover, we showed that in
the general case, the properties of optimal bandwidth atichepaccess are not equivalent, although in certain codels as
codes with diagonal encoding matrices, they are. It is amgpeblem what is the exact bound for optimal bandwidth code
with r parities and capacity.

Since the capacity of each node is a function of the field s@edgused, one would like to minimize the field size in order
to increase the capacity and therefore the number of nodésdh be protected. However, in order to satisfy the MDS gntyp
the field size needs to be large enough, e.g. it is well knowah fitr optimal update codes the fiell€h is not sufficient. It is
an interesting open problem to determine the smallest figkl ufficient for the MDS property.
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APPENDIXA
PROOF OFTHEOREM[Z
Theorem 2 If there exists an optimal bandwidth (k +r,k,1) MDS code then there exists an optimal bandwidth (k +r —
1,k —1,1) MDS code with constant repairing subspaces.
Proof: Let the encoding matrices for the code in the hypothesis be

A1 Apg
: PR (28)
Al e Apg
with repairing subspacesS, ;, S2.m, --., Sr,m) for nodem. Namely, for any distinctn, m’ € k] the following holds
S1mA1m = SomAgm = oo = SymAp (29)
Dic ] SimAim = F (30)
Define the code
Cii o Crrg
C=Cm=| ¢ -~ ,
Coi o Crra

where
-1 -1
Cim= Ar,kA].,k AjmAp -

Note that forC, ,, is the identity matrix for anyn € [k — 1], namely the last row i€ is composed of identity matrices. We
claim that this is an optimal bandwidftt +r — 1,k —1,1) MDS code with constant repairing subspaces.
Optimal Bandwidth Property: Assume noden € [k — 1] was erased, then use the set of repairing subspaces

(Sm, “eey Sm),

whereS,, = S, . Namely transmit from parity nodgthe informationS,,ay ;. For the optimal bandwidth property we only
need to show thaf]8) is satisfied. Letm’ € [k — 1] andj € [r]

Smc]‘,m/ - Sr,mC]‘,ml
= Sr,mAr,kAjiklA',m/Ail

] r,m'
= SimAjAi L Ajw AL L (31)
_ -1
=S j,mAj,m,Ar,m,
-1 _
_ Sj’mAj'mAr’Tl m = H’l/ (32)
S,,mAr,m/Ar,m, =S, else,
where [31) and{32) follow froni(29). Therefore, for # m
Smcl,m’ Sm ]
rank : = rank : =
Smcr,m/ Sm
and [8) is satisfied. Moreover
F' = ®jcpy) SjmAjm (33)
= ®je 1SjmAjmArm (34)
== EB]‘ c [y] Sij,m (35)

where [[3B) follows from[(30), and (B4) follows sinc&, ,, is an invertible matrix.[(35) follows fron{(32), thuEl(8) itsa
satisfied form = m’.

MDS Property: This property follows easily from the MDS code in {28). Theded is MDS iff for any t € [r] and sets
of indices{ji, ..., jt} C [r], {m1,...,m:} C [k — 1] the block sub matrix

lerml le,mt

Cjt/ml Cjtrmt
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is invertible. However,

lefml o lermi
L ij/ml Cjtrmt
r 1 4. -1 4. 4-1
ArrkAjl,kA]l/mlAr,ml Ar,kAjl,kAh,mtA,,mt
1, -1 ' 1 -1
I A,,kA].hkA]-hmlA,,m1 A,,kAjhkAjhmtAr,mt
r -1
Ar,kAjllk Ah,ml Ajmm
: oo (36)
-1 . .
i Ar,kA]-t,k Ajmy o Ajmy
roa-1
Ar,ml
I A,
Since each encoding matrid; ; is invertible, the first and the third matrices in{36) areeirtible. The middle matrix is
invertible since the code il (28) is invertible, and the tefallows. [ |
REFERENCES

(1]
(2]
(31
(4
(5]
(6]
(7]
(8]
El
[20]
[11]
[12]
[13]
[14]
[15]
[16]
[17]
(18]
[19]
[20]
[21]
[22]

[23]

M. Blaum, J. Brady, J. Bruck, and J. Menon, “EVENODD: afi@ént scheme for tolerating double disk failures in RAIRtectures,"IEEE Trans. on
Comput., vol. 44, no. 2, pp. 192-202, Feb. 1995.

M. Blaum, J. Bruck, and E. Vardy, “MDS array codes with @amendent parity symbolsS/EEE Trans. on Inform. Theory, vol. 42, no. 2, pp. 529-542,
Mar. 1996.

V. R. Cadambe, C. Huang, and J. Li, “Permutation codeinugitexact-repair of a single failed node in MDS code basetriduted storage systems,”
Information Theory Proceedings (ISIT), IEEE International Symposium on, pp. 1225 — 1229, Aug. 2011.

V. R. Cadambe, C. Huang, J. Li, and S. Mehrotra, “Polyrainiéngth MDS codes with optimal repair in distributed st®a in Signals, Systems and
Computers (ASILOMAR), 2011 Conference Record of the Forty Fifth Asilomar Conference on, Nov. 2011.

V. R. Cadambe, S. A. Jafar, and H. Maleki, “Minimum repaandwidth for exact regeneration in distributed storad@jeless Network Coding
Conference (WiNC), 2010 IEEE, 2010.

V. R. Cadambe, S. A. Jafar, H. Maleki, K. Ramchandran, @x&uh, “Asymptotic interference alignment for optimal agpof MDS codes in distributed
data storage,” http://newport.eecs.uci.edsyed/papers/storagénal.pdi, 2011.

P. Corbett, B. English, A. Goel, T. Grcanac, S. Kleimanl.dong, and S. Sankar, “Row-diagonal parity for double déskire correction,”Proc. of the
3rd USENIX Symposium on File and Storage Technologies (FAST 04), 2004.

A. G. Dimakis, P. B. Godfrey, Y. Wu, M. J. Wainwright, and. Ramchandran, “Network coding for distributed storagetesys,” IEEE Trans. on
Inform. Theory, vol. 56, no. 9, pp. 4539 —4551, Sep. 2010.

C. Huang and L. Xu, “STAR: An efficient coding scheme forrremting triple storage node failureSJEEE Trans. on Comput., vol. 57, no. 7, pp.
889-901, Jul. 2008.

D. S. Papailiopoulos and A. G. Dimakis, “Distributedbisige codes through Hadamard designs,Triformation Theory Proceedings (ISIT), IEEE
International Symposium on, Aug. 2011.

D. S. Papailiopoulos, A. G. Dimakis, and V. R. CadamtiRepair optimal erasure codes through hadamard design§drimmunication, Control, and
Computing (Allerton), 2011 49th Annual Allerton Conference on, Sep. 2011.

K. V. Rashmi, N. B. Shah, and P. V. Kumar, “Enabling noégair in any erasure code for distributed storagermation Theory Proceedings (ISIT),
IEEE International Symposium on, pp. 1235 — 1239, Aug. 2011.

K. V. Rashmi, N. B. Shah, P. V. Kumar, and K. Ramchandt&xplicit construction of optimal exact regenerating ceder distributed storageAllerton
Conference on Control, Computing, and Communication, Urbana-Champaign, IL, pp. 1243-1249, 2009.

N. Shah, K. Rashmi, P. Kumar, and K. Ramchandran, “fatence alignment in regenerating codes for distributextage: Necessity and code
constructions,”IEEE Trans. on Inform. Theory, vol. 58, no. 4, pp. 2134-2158, Apr. 2012.

N. Shah, K. Rashmi, P. Vijay Kumar, and K. Ramchandrdpistributed storage codes with repair-by-transfer andachievability of interior points on
the storage-bandwidth tradeoffEEE Trans. on Inform. Theory, vol. 58, no. 3, pp. 1837 —1852, Mar. 2012.

C. Suh and K. Ramchandran, “Exact-repair MDS codes fsiriduted storage using interference alignmetitformation Theory Proceedings (ISIT),
IEEE International Symposium on, pp. 161-165, Jun. 2011.

I. Tamo, Z. Wang, and J. Bruck, “MDS array codes with ol rebuilding,” Information Theory Proceedings (ISIT), IEEE International Symposium
on, pp. 1240 —1244, Aug. 2011.

I. Tamo, Z. Wang, and J. Bruck, “Zigzag codes: MDS arragles with optimal rebuilding,JEEE Trans. on Inform. Theory, vol. 59, no. 3, pp. 1597
—-1616, Mar. 2013.

Z. Wang, |. Tamo, and J. Bruck, “On codes for optimal ii@bng access,” inCommunication, Control, and Computing (Allerton), 2011 49th Annual
Allerton Conference on, Sep. 2011.

Z. Wang, |. Tamo, and J. Bruck, “Long MDS codes for optimepair bandwidth,” infnformation Theory Proceedings (ISIT), 2012 IEEE International
Symposium on, July 2012.

Y. Wu, “Existence and construction of capacity-aciiev network codes for distributed storagdiiformation Theory Proceedings (ISIT), IEEE
International Symposium on, pp. 1150 — 1154, 2009.

Y. Wu and A. G. Dimakis, “Reducing repair traffic for etaie coding-based storage via interference alignménfgrmation Theory Proceedings (ISIT),
IEEE International Symposium on, pp. 2276 — 2280, 2009.

Y. Wu, A. G. Dimakis, and K. Ramchandran, “Deterministegenerating codes for distributed storagg/érton Conference on Control, Computing,and
Communication, Urbana-Champaign, IL, 2007.


http://newport.eecs.uci.edu/~syed/papers/storage_final.pdf

13

[24] L. Xu, V. Bohossian, J. Bruck, and D. Wagner, “Low-dénsMDS codes and factors of complete graph&EE Trans. on Inform. Theory, vol. 45,
no. 6, pp. 1817-1826, Sep. 1999.
[25] L. Xu and J. Bruck, “X-code: MDS array codes with optimeicoding,”IEEE Trans. on Inform. Theory, vol. 45, no. 1, pp. 272-276, Jan. 1999.



	I Introduction
	I-A The Problem
	I-B Our Contribution

	II Settings and Notation
	III  Upper bound on the number of nodes in an optimal bandwidth MDS code
	IV Upper bound for Diagonal Encoding Matrices
	V Upper Bound on the number of nodes for Optimal Access
	VI discussion and summary 
	VII Acknowledgment
	Appendix A: Proof of Theorem 2
	References

