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Abstract

This paper investigates packing and covering properties ofcodes with the rank metric. First, we

investigate packing properties of rank metric codes. Then,we study sphere covering properties of rank

metric codes, derive bounds on their parameters, and investigate their asymptotic covering properties.

I. INTRODUCTION

Although the rank has long been known to be a metric implicitly and explicitly (see, for example, [1]),

the rank metric was first considered for error control codes by Delsarte [2]. The potential applications of

rank metric codes to wireless communications [3], public-key cryptosystems [4], and storage equipments

[5], [6] have motivated a steady stream of works [2], [5]–[19], described below, that focus on their

properties.

The majority [2], [5]–[7], [12], [13], [15], [17], [18] of previous works focus on rank distance properties,

code construction, and efficient decoding of rank metric codes. Some previous works focus on the packing

and covering properties of rank metric codes. Both packing and covering properties are significant for

error control codes, and packing and covering radii are basic geometric parameters of a code, important

in several respects [20]. For instance, the covering radiuscan be viewed as a measure of performance:

if the code is used for error correction, then the covering radius is the maximum weight of a correctable

error vector [21]; if the code is used for data compression, then the covering radius is a measure of the

maximum distortion [21]. The Hamming packing and covering radii of error control codes have been

extensively studied (see, for example, [22], [23]), whereas the rank packing and covering radii have

received relatively little attention. It was shown that nontrivial perfect rank metric codes do not exist in
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[8], [9], [16]. In [10], a sphere covering bound for rank metric codes was introduced. Generalizing the

concept of rank covering radius, the multi-covering radii of codes with the rank metric were defined in

[11]. Bounds on the volume of balls with rank radii were also derived [19].

In this paper, we investigate packing and covering properties of rank metric codes. The main contri-

butions of this paper are:

• In Section III, we study the packing properties of rank metric codes.

• In Section IV, we establish further properties of elementary linear subspaces [18], and investigate

properties of balls with rank radii. In particular, we derive both upper and lower bounds on the

volume of balls with given rank radii, and our bounds are tighter than their respective counterparts

in [19].

• In Section V, we first derive both upper and lower bounds on theminimal cardinality of a code

with given length and rank covering radius. Our new bounds are tighter than the bounds introduced

in [10]. We also establish additional sphere covering properties for linear rank metric codes, and

prove that some classes of rank metric codes have maximal covering radius. Finally, we establish

the asymptotic minimum code rate for a code with given relative covering radius.

II. PRELIMINARIES

A. Rank metric

Consider ann-dimensional vectorx = (x0, x1, . . . , xn−1) ∈ GF(qm)n. The fieldGF(qm) may be

viewed as anm-dimensional vector space overGF(q). The rank weight ofx, denoted asrk(x), is

defined to be themaximum number of coordinates inx that are linearly independent overGF(q) [7].

Note that all ranks are with respect toGF(q) unless otherwise specified in this paper. The coordinates

of x thus span a linear subspace ofGF(qm), denoted asS(x) or S(x0, x1, . . . , xn−1), with dimension

equal tork(x). For any basisBm of GF(qm) overGF(q), each coordinate ofx can be expanded to an

m-dimensional column vector overGF(q) with respect toBm. The rank weight ofx is hence the rank of

them×n matrix overGF(q) obtained by expanding all the coordinates ofx. For allx,y ∈ GF(qm)n, it

is easily verified thatdR(x,y)
def
= rk(x− y) is a metric over GF(qm)n [7], referred to as therank metric

henceforth. Theminimum rank distance of a codeC, denoted asdR(C), is simply the minimum rank

distance over all possible pairs of distinct codewords. When there is no ambiguity aboutC, we denote

the minimum rank distance asdR.

Both the matrix form [2], [6] and the vector form [7] for rank metric codes have been considered in

the literature. Following [7], in this paper the vector formover GF(qm) is used for rank metric codes
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although their rank weight can be defined by their corresponding m× n code matrices overGF(q) [7].

The vector form is chosen in this paper since our results and their derivations for rank metric codes can

be readily related to their counterparts for Hamming metriccodes.

B. Sphere packing and sphere covering

The sphere packing problem we consider is as follows: given afinite field GF(qm), lengthn, and

radiusr, what is the maximum number of non-intersecting balls with radiusr that can be packed into

GF(qm)n? The sphere packing problem is equivalent to finding the maximum cardinality of a code

overGF(qm) with lengthn and minimum distanced ≥ 2r + 1: the spheres of radiusr centered at the

codewords of such a code do not intersect one another. Furthermore, when these non-intersecting spheres

centered at all codewords cover thewhole space, the code is called a perfect code.

The covering radiusρ of a codeC with lengthn overGF(qm) is defined to be the smallest integerρ

such that all vectors in the spaceGF(qm)n are within distanceρ of some codeword ofC [23]. It is the

maximal distance from any vector inGF(qm)n to the codeC. That is,ρ = maxx∈GF(qm)n{d(x, C)}.

Also, if C ⊂ C ′, then the covering radius ofC is no less than the minimum distance ofC ′. Finally,

a codeC with lengthn and minimum distanced is called a maximal code if there does not exist any

codeC ′ with the same length and minimum distance such thatC ⊂ C ′. A maximal code has covering

radiusρ ≤ d − 1. The sphere covering problem for the rank metric can be stated as follows: given an

extension fieldGF(qm), lengthn, and radiusρ, we want to determine the minimum number of balls of

rank radiusρ which coverGF(qm)n entirely. The sphere covering problem is equivalent to finding the

minimum cardinality of a code overGF(qm) with lengthn and rank covering radiusρ.

III. PACKING PROPERTIES OF RANK METRIC CODES

It can be shown that the cardinalityK of a codeC over GF(qm) with length n and minimum

rank distancedR satisfiesK ≤ min
{

qm(n−dR+1), qn(m−dR+1)
}

. We refer to this bound as the Singleton

bound1 for codes with the rank metric, and refer to codes that attainthe Singleton bound as maximum

rank distance (MRD) codes.

For any given parameter setn, m, anddR, explicit construction for linear or nonlinear MRD codes

exists. Forn ≤ m and dR ≤ n, generalized Gabidulin codes [13] can be constructed. Forn > m and

dR ≤ m, an MRD code can be constructed by transposing a generalizedGabidulin code of lengthm

1The Singleton bound in [6] has a different form since array codes are defined over base fields.
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and minimum rank distancedR over GF(qn), although this code is not necessarily linear over GF(qm).

Whenn = lm (l ≥ 2), linear MRD codes of lengthn and minimum distancedR can be constructed by a

cartesian productGl of an (m,k) generalized Gabidulin codeG. Although maximum distance separable

codes, which attain the Singleton bound for the Hamming metric, exist only for limited block length over

any given field, MRD codes can be constructed for any block length n and minimum rank distancedR

over arbitrary fields GF(qm). This has significant impact on the packing properties of rank metric codes

as explained below.

For the Hamming metric, although nontrivial perfect codes do exist, the optimal solution to the sphere

packing problem is not known for all the parameter sets [22].In contrast, for rank metric codes, although

nontrivial perfect rank metric codes do not exist [8], [9], MRD codes provide an optimal solution to the

sphere packing problem for any set of parameters. For givenn, m, andr, let us denote the maximum

cardinality among rank metric codes overGF(qm) with lengthn and minimum distancedR = 2r+ 1 as

AR(q
m, n, dR). Thus, fordR > min{n,m}, AR(q

m, n, dR) = 1 and fordR ≤ min{n,m}, AR(q
m, n, dR) =

min
{

qm(n−dR+1), qn(m−dR+1)
}

. Note that the maximal cardinality is achieved by MRD codes for all

parameter sets. Hence, MRD codes admit the optimal solutions to the sphere packing problem for rank

metric codes.

IV. T ECHNICAL RESULTS

A. Further properties of elementary linear subspaces

The concept of elementary linear subspace was introduced inour previous work [18]. It has similar

properties to those of a set of coordinates, and as such has served as a useful tool in our derivation of

properties of Gabidulin codes (see [18]). Although our results may be derived without the concept of

ELS, we have adopted it in this paper since it enables readersto easily relate our approach and results

to their counterparts for Hamming metric codes.

If there exists a basis setB of vectors inGF(q)n for a linear subspaceV ⊆ GF(qm)n, we sayV is

an elementary linear subspace andB is an elementary basis ofV. We denote the set of all ELS’s of

GF(qm)n with dimensionv asEv(q
m, n). The properties of an ELS are summarized as follows [18]. A

vector has rank≤ r if and only if it belongs to some ELS with dimensionr. For anyV ∈ Ev(q
m, n),

there existsV̄ ∈ En−v(q
m, n) such thatV ⊕ V̄ = GF(qm)n, where⊕ denotes the direct sum of two

subspaces. For any vectorx ∈ GF(qm)n, we denote the projection ofx on V along V̄ asxV , and we

remark thatx = xV + xV̄ .

October 29, 2018 DRAFT



5

In order to simplify notations, we shall occasionally denote the vector spaceGF(qm)n asF . We denote

the number of vectors of ranku (0 ≤ u ≤ min{m,n}) in GF(qm)n asNu(q
m, n). It can be shown that

Nu(q
m, n) =

[

n
u

]

α(m,u) [7], whereα(m, 0)
def
= 1 andα(m,u)

def
=

∏u−1
i=0 (q

m − qi) for u ≥ 1. The
[

n
u

]

term is often referred to as a Gaussian polynomial [24], defined as
[n
u

] def
= α(n, u)/α(u, u). Note that

|Eu(q
m, n)| =

[n
u

]

does not depend onm.

Lemma 1: Any vectorx ∈ GF(qm)n with rank r belongs to a unique ELSV ∈ Er(q
m, n).

Proof: The existence ofV ∈ Er(q
m, n) has been proved in [18]. Thus we only prove the uniqueness

of V, with elementary basis{vi}
r−1
i=0 , wherevi ∈ GF(q)n for all i. Supposex also belongs toW,

whereW ∈ Er(q
m, n) has an elementary basis{wj}

r−1
j=0, wherewj ∈ GF(q)n for all j. Therefore,

x =
∑r−1

i=0 aivi =
∑r−1

j=0 bjwj, whereai, bj ∈ GF(qm) for 0 ≤ i, j ≤ r − 1. By definition, we have

S(x) = S(a0, . . . , ar−1) = S(b0, . . . , br−1), thereforebj ’s can be expressed as linear combinations of

ai’s, i.e., bj =
∑r−1

i=0 cj,iai where cj,i ∈ GF(q). Hencex =
∑r−1

i=0 aiui, whereui =
∑r−1

j=0 cj,iwj for

0 ≤ i ≤ r − 1 form an elementary basis ofW. Considering the matrix obtained by expanding the

coordinates ofx with respect to the basis{ai}
m−1
i=0 , we obtainvi = ui, and henceV = W.

Lemma 1 shows that an ELS is analogous to a subset of coordinates since a vectorx with Hamming

weight r belongs to a unique subset ofr coordinates, often referred to as the support ofx.

In [18], it was shown that an ELS always has a complementary elementary linear subspace. The

following lemma enumerates such complementary ELS’s.

Lemma 2: SupposeV ∈ Ev(q
m, n) andA ⊆ V is an ELS with dimensiona, then there areqa(v−a)

ELS’s B such thatA⊕ B = V. Furthermore, there areqa(v−a)
[v
a

]

such ordered pairs(A,B).

Proof: First, remark thatdim(B) = v − a. The total number of sets ofv − a linearly independent

vectors over GF(q) in V\A is given byN = (qv−qa)(qv−qa+1) · · · (qv−qv−1) = qa(v−a)α(v−a, v−a).

Note that each set of linearly independent vectors over GF(q) constitutes an elementary basis set. Thus,

the number of possibleB is given byN divided byα(v−a, v−a), the number of elementary basis sets for

eachB. Therefore, onceA is fixed, there areqa(v−a) choices forB. Since the number ofa-dimensional

subspacesA in V is
[v
a

]

, the total number of ordered pairs(A,B) is henceqa(v−a)
[v
a

]

.

Puncturing a vector with full Hamming weight results in another vector with full Hamming weight.

Lemma 3 below shows that the situation for vectors with full rank is similar.

Lemma 3: SupposeV ∈ Ev(q
m, n) andu ∈ V has rankv, thenrk(uA) = a and rk(uB) = v − a for

anyA ∈ Ea(q
m, n) andB ∈ Ev−a(q

m, n) such thatA⊕ B = V.

Proof: First, uA ∈ A and hencerk(uA) ≤ a by [18, Proposition 2]; similarly,rk(uB) ≤ v − a.

Now supposerk(uA) < a or rk(uB) < v − a, thenv = rk(u) ≤ rk(uA) + rk(uB) < a+ v − a = v.
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It was shown in [18] that the projectionuA of a vectoru on an ELSA depends on bothA and

its complementB. The following lemma further clarifies the relation: changing B always modifiesuA,

provided thatu has full rank.

Lemma 4: SupposeV ∈ Ev(q
m, n) and u ∈ V has rankv. For anyA ∈ Ea(q

m, n) and B ∈

Ev−a(q
m, n) such thatA ⊕ B = V, define the functionsfu(A,B) = uA and gu(A,B) = uB. Then

both fu andgu are injective.

Proof: Consider another pair(A′,B′) with dimensionsa andv − a respectively. SupposeA′ 6= A,

then uA′ 6= uA. OtherwiseuA belongs to two distinct ELS’s with dimensiona, which contradicts

Lemma 1. HenceuA′ 6= uA anduB′ = u−uA′ 6= u−uA = uB. The argument is similar ifB′ 6= B.

B. Properties of balls with rank radii

We refer to all vectors inGF(qm)n within rank distancer of x ∈ GF(qm)n as a ball of rank radiusr

centered atx, and denote it asBr(x). Its volume, which does not depend onx, is denoted asVr(q
m, n) =

∑r
u=0Nu(q

m, n). When there is no ambiguity about the vector space, we denoteVr(q
m, n) asv(r).

Lemma 5: For 0 ≤ r ≤ min{n,m}, qr(m+n−r) ≤ Vr(q
m, n) < K−1

q qr(m+n−r), where Kq
def
=

∏∞
j=1(1− q−j) [18].

Proof: The upper bound was derived in [18, Lemma 13], and it suffices to prove the lower bound.

Without loss of generality, we assume that the center of the ball is 0. We now prove the lower bound

by constructingqr(m+n−r) vectorsz ∈ GF(qm)n of rank at mostr. Let x ∈ GF(qm)r let a subspaceT

of GF(qm) such thatdim(T) = r andS(x) ⊆ T. We consider the vectorsy ∈ GF(qm)n−r such that

S(y) ⊆ T. There areqmr choices forx and, for a givenx, qr(n−r) choices fory. Thus the total number

of vectorsz = (x,y) ∈ GF(qm)n is qr(m+n−r), and sinceS(z) ⊆ T, we haverk(z) ≤ r.

We remark that both bounds in Lemma 5 are tighter than their respective counterparts in [19, Proposi-

tion 1]. More importantly, the two bounds in Lemma 5 differ only by a factor ofKq, and thus they not

only provide a good approximation ofVr(q
m, n), but also accurately describe the asymptotic behavior

of Vr(q
m, n).

The diameter of a set is defined to be the maximum distance between any pair of elements in the set

[22, p. 172]. For a binary vector spaceGF(2)n and a given diameter2r < n, Kleitman [25] proved that

balls with Hamming radiusr maximize the cardinality of a set with a given diameter. However, when

the underlying field for the vector space is notGF(2), the result is not necessarily valid [23, p. 40]. We

show below that balls with rank radii do not maximize the cardinality of a set with a given diameter.
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Proposition 1: For 2 ≤ 2r ≤ n ≤ m, any S ∈ E2r(q
m, n) has diameter2r and cardinality|S| >

Vr(q
m, n).

Proof: Any S ∈ E2r(q
m, n) has diameter2r and cardinalityq2mr. For r = 1, we haveV1(q

m, n) =

1+ (qn−1)(qm−1)
(q−1) < q2m. For r ≥ 2, we haveVr(q

m, n) < K−1
q qr(n+m)−r2 by Lemma 5. Sincer2 > 2 >

− logq Kq, we obtainVr(q
m, n) < qr(n+m) ≤ |S|.

The intersection of balls with Hamming radii has been studied in [23, Chapter 2], and below we

investigate the intersection of balls with rank radii.

Lemma 6: If 0 ≤ r, s ≤ n andc1, c2 ∈ GF(qm)n, then|Br(c1)∩Bs(c2)| depends onc1 andc2 only

throughdR(c1, c2).

Proof: This follows from the fact that matrices inGF(q)m×n together with the rank metric form

an association scheme [2], [26].

Proposition 2: If 0 ≤ r, s ≤ n, c1, c2, c′1, c
′
2 ∈ GF(qm)n anddR(c1, c2) > dR(c

′
1, c

′
2), then |Br(c1) ∩

Bs(c2)| ≤ |Br(c
′
1) ∩Bs(c

′
2)|.

Proof: It suffices to prove the claim whendR(c1, c2) = dR(c
′
1, c

′
2) + 1 = e + 1. By Lemma 6,

we can assume without loss of generality thatc1 = c′1 = 0, c′2 = (0, c1, . . . , ce, 0, . . . , 0) and c2 =

(c0, c1, . . . , ce, 0, . . . , 0), wherec0, . . . , ce ∈ GF(qm) are linearly independent.

We will show that an injective mappingφ from Br(c1)∩Bs(c2) to Br(c
′
1)∩Bs(c

′
2) can be constructed.

We consider vectorsz = (z0, z1, . . . , zn−1) ∈ Br(c1) ∩Bs(c2). We thus haverk(z) ≤ r and rk(u) ≤ s,

whereu = (u0, u1, . . . , un−1) = z−c2 = (z0−c0, z1−c1, . . . , zn−1). We also definēz = (z1, . . . , zn−1)

and ū = (u1, . . . , un−1). We consider three cases for the mappingφ, depending on̄z and ū.

• Case I:rk(ū) ≤ s − 1. In this case,φ(z)
def
= z. We remark thatrk(z − c′2) ≤ rk(ū) + 1 ≤ s and

henceφ(z) ∈ Br(c
′
1) ∩Bs(c

′
2).

• Case II: rk(ū) = s and rk(z̄) ≤ r − 1. In this case,φ(z)
def
= (z0 − c0, z1, . . . , zn−1). We have

rk(φ(z)) ≤ rk(z̄)+1 ≤ r andrk (φ(z)− c′2) = rk (z− c2) ≤ s, and henceφ(z) ∈ Br(c
′
1)∩Bs(c

′
2).

• Case III: rk(ū) = s and rk(z̄) = r. Sincerk(u) = s, we havez0 − c0 ∈ S(ū). Similarly, since

rk(z) = r, we havez0 ∈ S(z̄). Denotedim(S(ū, z̄)) asd (d ≥ s). For d > s, let α0, . . . , αd−1 be

a basis ofS(ū, z̄) such thatα0, . . . , αs−1 ∈ S(ū) andαs, . . . , αd−1 ∈ S(z̄). This basis is fixed for

all vectorsz having the samēz, i.e., it is fixed for all values ofz0. Note thatc0 ∈ S(ū, z̄), and may

therefore be uniquely expressed asc0 = cu + cz, wherecu ∈ S(α0, . . . , αs−1) = S(ū) and cz ∈

S(αs, . . . , αd−1) ⊆ S(z̄). If d = s, thencz = 0 ∈ S(z̄). In this case,φ(z)
def
= (z0−cz, z1, . . . , zn−1).

Remark thatz0 − cz ∈ S(z̄) and hencerk(φ(z)) = r. Also, z0 − cz = z0 − c0 + cu ∈ S(ū) and

hencerk(φ(z) − c′2) = s. Thereforeφ(z) ∈ Br(c
′
1) ∩Bs(c

′
2).

October 29, 2018 DRAFT
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It can be easily verified thatφ is injective, hence|Br(c1) ∩Bs(c2)| ≤ |Br(c
′
1) ∩Bs(c

′
2)|.

Corollary 1: If 0 ≤ r, s ≤ n, c1, c2, c′1, c
′
2 ∈ GF(qm)n and dR(c1, c2) ≥ dR(c

′
1, c

′
2), then |Br(c1) ∪

Bs(c2)| ≥ |Br(c
′
1) ∪Bs(c

′
2)|.

Proof: The result follows from|Br(c1) ∪Bs(c2)| = v(r) + v(s)− |Br(c1) ∩Bs(c2)|.

We now quantify the volume of the intersection of two balls with rank radii for some special cases,

which will be used in Section V-B.

Proposition 3: If c1, c2 ∈ GF(qm)n anddR(c1, c2) = r, then|Br(c1)∩B1(c2)| = 1+ (qm− qr)
[r
1

]

+

(qr − 1)
[n
1

]

.

Proof: By Lemma 1, the vectorc1 belongs to a unique ELSV ∈ Er(q
m, n). First of all, it is easy

to check thaty = 0 ∈ Br(c1) ∩B1(0). We now consider a nonzero vectory ∈ B1(0) with rank 1. We

havedR(y, c1) = r + 1 if and only if y /∈ V andS(y) * S(c1). There are(q
n−qr)(qm−qr)

q−1 such vectors.

Thus,|Br(c1) ∩B1(c2)| = 1 +N1(q
m, n)− (qn−qr)(qm−qr)

q−1 = 1 + (qm − qr)
[r
1

]

+ (qr − 1)
[n
1

]

.

Proposition 4: If c1, c2 ∈ GF(qm)n and dR(c1, c2) = r, then |Bs(c1) ∩ Br−s(c2)| = qs(r−s)
[

r
s

]

for

0 ≤ s ≤ r.

Proof: By Lemma 6, we can assume thatc1 = 0, and hencerk(c2) = r. By Lemma 1,c2 belongs

to a unique ELSV ∈ Er(q
m, n). We first prove that all vectorsy ∈ Bs(0) ∩ Br−s(c2) are in V. Let

y = yV + yW , whereW ∈ En−r(q
m, n) such thatV ⊕W = GF(qm)n. We haveyV + (c2 − y)V = c2,

with rk(yV) ≤ rk(y) ≤ s and rk((c2 − y)V ) ≤ rk(c2 − y) ≤ r − s. Therefore,rk(yV) = rk(y) = s,

rk((c2 − y)V) = rk(c2 − y) = r − s, andS(yV) ∩ S((c2 − y)V ) = {0}. Sincerk(yV) = rk(y), we

haveS(yW) ⊆ S(yV); and similarlyS((c2 − y)W) ⊆ S((c2 − y)V ). Altogether, we obtainS(yW) ∩

S((c2 − y)W) = {0}. However,yW + (c2 − y)W = 0, and henceyW = (c2 − y)W = 0. Therefore,

y ∈ V.

We now prove thaty is necessarily the projection ofc2 onto some ELSA of V. If y ∈ V satisfies

rk(y) = s andrk(c2−y) = r− s, theny belongs to some ELSA andc2−y ∈ B such thatA⊕B = V.

We hence havey = c2,A andc2 − y = c2,B.

On the other hand, for anyA ∈ Es(q
m, n) andB ∈ Er−s(q

m, n) such thatA ⊕ B = V, c2,A is a

vector of ranks with distancer− s from c2 by Lemma 3. By Lemma 4, all thec2,A vectors are distinct.

There are thus as many vectorsy as ordered pairs(A,B). By Lemma 2, there areqs(r−s)
[

r
s

]

such pairs,

and henceqs(r−s)
[r
s

]

vectorsy.

The problem of the intersection of three balls with rank radii is more complicated since the volume

of the intersection of three balls with rank radii is not completely determined by the pairwise distances

between the centers. We give a simple example to illustrate this point: considerGF(22)3 and the vectors

October 29, 2018 DRAFT
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c1 = c′1 = (0, 0, 0), c2 = c′2 = (1, α, 0), c3 = (α, 0, 1), andc′3 = (α,α + 1, 0), whereα is a primitive

element of the field. It can be verified thatdR(c1, c2) = dR(c2, c3) = dR(c3, c1) = 2 and dR(c
′
1, c

′
2) =

dR(c
′
2, c

′
3) = dR(c

′
3, c

′
1) = 2. However,B1(c1) ∩ B1(c2) ∩ B1(c3) = {(α + 1, 0, 0)}, whereasB1(c

′
1) ∩

B1(c
′
2) ∩ B1(c

′
3) = {(1, 0, 0), (0, α + 1, 0), (α,α, 0)}. We remark that this is similar to the problem of

the intersection of three balls with Hamming radii discussed in [23, p. 58], provided that the underlying

field is notGF(2).

V. COVERING PROPERTIES OF RANK METRIC CODES

A. The sphere covering problem

We denote the minimum cardinality of a code of lengthn and rank covering radiusρ asKR(q
m, n, ρ).

We remark that ifC is a code overGF(qm) with length n and covering radiusρ, then its transpose

codeCT is a code overGF(qn) with lengthm and the same covering radius. Therefore,KR(q
m, n, ρ) =

KR(q
n,m, ρ), and without loss of generality we shall assumen ≤ m henceforth in this section. Also

note thatKR(q
m, n, 0) = qmn andKR(q

m, n, n) = 1 for all m and n. Hence we assume0 < ρ < n

throughout this section. Two bounds onKR(q
m, n, ρ) can be easily derived.

Proposition 5: For 0 < ρ < n ≤ m, qmn

v(ρ) < KR(q
m, n, ρ) ≤ qm(n−ρ).

Proof: The lower bound is a straightforward generalization of the bound given in [10]. Note that

the only codes with cardinalityq
mn

v(ρ) are perfect codes. However, there are no nontrivial perfectcodes for

the rank metric [8]. Therefore,KR(q
m, n, ρ) > qmn

v(ρ) . The upper bound follows fromρ ≤ n − k for any

(n, k) linear code (see [23] for a proof in the Hamming metric), and hence any linear code with covering

radiusρ has cardinality≤ qm(n−ρ).

We refer to the lower bound in Proposition 5 as the sphere covering bound.

For a code overGF(qm) with length n and covering radius0 < ρ < n, we haveKR(q
m, n, ρ) ≤

KH(q
m, n, ρ), whereKH(q

m, n, ρ) is the minimum cardinality of a (linear or nonlinear) code overGF(qm)

with lengthn and Hamming covering radiusρ. This holds because any code with Hamming covering

radiusρ has rank covering radius≤ ρ. SinceKH(q
m, n, ρ) ≤ qm(n−ρ) [23], this provides a tighter bound

than the one given in Proposition 5.

Proposition 6: For 0 < ρ < n ≤ m, KR(q
m, n, ρ) ≥ 3.

Proof: Suppose there exists a codeC of cardinality 2 and lengthn over GF(qm) with covering

radius ρ < n. Without loss of generality, we assumeC = {0, c}. Since |Bρ(0) ∪ Bρ(c)| is a non-

decreasing function ofrk(c) by Corollary 1, we assumerk(c) = n. The codeG = 〈c〉 is hence an
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(n, 1, n) linear MRD code overGF(qm). Therefore, any codeword inG\C is at distancen from C. Thus

ρ = n, which contradicts our assumption.

Lemma 7: KR(q
m, n+ n′, ρ+ ρ′) ≤ KR(q

m, n, ρ)KR(q
m, n′, ρ′) for all m > 0 and nonnegativen, n′,

ρ, andρ′. In particular,KR(q
m, n+ 1, ρ+ 1) ≤ KR(q

m, n, ρ) andKR(q
m, n+ 1, ρ) ≤ qmKR(q

m, n, ρ).

Proof: For all x,y ∈ GF(qm)n andx′,y′ ∈ GF(qm)n
′

, we havedR((x,x
′), (y,y′)) ≤ dR(x,y) +

dR(y,y
′). Therefore, for anyC ∈ GF(qm)n, C ′ ∈ GF(qm)n

′

, we haveρ(C ⊕ C ′) ≤ ρ(C) + ρ(C ′) and

the first claim follows. In particular,(n′, ρ′) = (1, 1) and (n′, ρ′) = (1, 0) yield the other two claims

respectively.

B. Lower bounds for the sphere covering problem

We now derive two nontrivial lower bounds onKR(q
m, n, ρ). For 0 ≤ d ≤ n, we denote the volume

of the intersection of two balls inGF(qm)n with rank radiiρ and a distanced between their respective

centersd as I(qm, n, ρ, d). When there is no ambiguity about the vector space considered, we simply

denote it asI(ρ, d). I(ρ, d) is well defined by Lemma 6, and obviouslyI(ρ, d) = 0 whend > 2ρ.

Proposition 7: For 0 < ρ < n ≤ m and0 ≤ l ≤ ⌊logqm KR(q
m, n, ρ)⌋,

KR(q
m, n, ρ) ≥

qmn − qlmI(ρ, n − l) +
∑l

a=max{1,n−2ρ+1}(q
am − q(a−1)m)I(ρ, n − a+ 1)

v(ρ)− I(ρ, n − l)
. (1)

Proof: Let us denote⌊logqm KR(q
m, n, ρ)⌋ asλ for convenience. LetC = {ci}

K−1
i=0 be a code of

lengthn and covering radiusρ overGF(qm). DefineCj
def
= {ci}

j
i=0 for 0 ≤ j ≤ K − 1. For 1 ≤ a ≤ λ

and qm(a−1) ≤ j < qma, we havedR(cj , Cj−1) ≤ n − a + 1 by the Singleton bound. The codeword

cj hence covers at mostv(ρ) − I(ρ, n − a + 1) vectors that are not previously covered byCj−1. For

1 ≤ l ≤ λ, the number of vectors covered byC thus satisfies

qmn ≤ v(ρ) +

l
∑

a=1

(qam − q(a−1)m)[v(ρ)− I(ρ, n − a+ 1)] + (K − qlm)[v(ρ)− I(ρ, n − l)]. (2)

SinceI(ρ, n − a+ 1) = 0 for a ≤ n− 2ρ, (2) reduces to (1).

Note that the RHS of (1) is a non-decreasing function ofl, thus the bound is tightest whenl =

⌊logqm KR(q
m, n, ρ)⌋. We obtain a lower bound by using the largestl such that the RHS of (1) is less

thanq(l+1)m.

Corollary 2: For 0 < ρ < n ≤ m, KR(q
m, n, ρ) ≥ qmn−I(ρ,n)

v(ρ)−I(ρ,n) .

Proof: This is a special case of Proposition 7 forl = 0.

Corollary 3: For all m, n, and0 < ρ ≤ ⌊n/2⌋, KR(q
m, n, ρ) ≥

qmn−qm(n−2ρ)+ρ2 [2ρ
ρ
]

v(ρ)−qρ2 [2ρ
ρ
]

.

Proof: Since the balls of rank radiusρ around the codewords of a code with minimum rank

distance2ρ + 1 do not intersect, we haveKR(q
m, n, ρ) ≥ AR(q

m, n, 2ρ + 1) = qm(n−2ρ), and hence
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logqm KR(q
m, n, ρ) ≥ n − 2ρ. Use Proposition 7 forl = n − 2ρ ≥ 0, and I(ρ, 2ρ) = qρ

2[2ρ
ρ

]

by

Proposition 4.

The bound in Corollary 3 can be viewed as the counterpart in the rank metric of the bound in [27,

Theorem 1].

Van Wee [28], [29] derived several bounds on codes with Hamming covering radii based on the excess

of a code, which is determined by the number of codewords covering the same vectors. Although the

concepts in [28], [29] were developed for the Hamming metric, they are in fact independent of the

underlying metric and thus are applicable to the rank metricas well. For allV ⊆ GF(qm)n and a code

C with covering radiusρ, the excess onV by C is defined to beEC(V )
def
=

∑

c∈C |Bρ(c) ∩ V | − |V |.

If {Wi} is a family of disjoint subsets ofGF(qm)n, thenEC (
⋃

iWi) =
∑

i EC(Wi). SupposeZ
def
=

{z ∈ GF(qm)n|EC({z}) > 0}, i.e., Z is the set of vectors covered by at least two codewords inC.

Note thatz ∈ Z if and only if |Bρ(z) ∩C| ≥ 2. It can be shown that|Z| ≤ EC(Z) = EC(GF(qm)n) =

|C|Vρ(q
m, n)− qmn.

Before deriving the second nontrivial lower bound, we need the following adaptation of [29, Lemma

8]. Let C be a code with lengthn and rank covering radiusρ over GF(qm). We defineA
def
= {x ∈

GF(qm)n|dR(x, C) = ρ}.

Lemma 8: For x ∈ A\Z and0 < ρ < n, we have thatEC(B1(x)) ≥ ǫ, where

ǫ
def
=

⌈

(qm − qρ)(
[n
1

]

−
[ρ
1

]

)

qρ
[ρ+1

1

]

⌉

qρ
[

ρ+ 1

1

]

+ (qm − qρ)

([

ρ

1

]

−

[

n

1

])

.

Proof: Sincex /∈ Z, there is a uniquec0 ∈ C such thatdR(x, c0) = ρ. By Proposition 3 we have

|Bρ(c0)∩B1(x)| = 1+(qm−qρ)
[ρ
1

]

+(qρ−1)
[n
1

]

. For any codewordc1 ∈ C satisfyingdR(x, c1) = ρ+1,

by Proposition 4 we have|Bρ(c1)∩B1(x)| = qρ
[ρ+1

1

]

. Finally, for all other codewordsc2 ∈ C at distance

> ρ+1 from x, we have|Bρ(c2)∩B1(x)| = 0. DenotingN
def
= |{c1 ∈ C|dR(x, c1) = ρ+1}|, we obtain

EC(B1(x)) =
∑

c∈C

|Bρ(c) ∩B1(x)| − |B1(x)|

= (qm − qρ)

[

ρ

1

]

+Nqρ
[

ρ+ 1

1

]

−

[

n

1

]

(qm − qρ)

≡ (qm − qρ)

([

ρ

1

]

−

[

n

1

])

mod

(

qρ
[

ρ+ 1

1

])

.

The proof is completed by realizing that(qm − qρ)
([ρ

1

]

−
[n
1

])

< 0, while EC(B1(x)) is a non-negative

integer.

For ρ = n− 1, Lemma 8 is improved to:

Corollary 4: Forx ∈ A\Z andρ = n−1, EC(B1(x)) = φ, whereφ
def
= qn−1

[n
1

]

|C|−qn−1
(

qm +
[n−1

1

])

.

October 29, 2018 DRAFT



12

Proof: The proof calls the same arguments as the proof above, withN = |C|− 1 for ρ = n− 1.

Proposition 8: If ǫ > 0, thenKR(q
m, n, ρ) ≥ qmn

v(ρ)− ǫ

δ
Nρ(qm,n) , whereδ

def
= v(1)− qρ−1

[ρ
1

]

− 1 + 2ǫ.

The proof of Proposition 8, provided in Appendix A, uses the approach in the proof of [29, Theorem

6] and is based on the concept of excess reviewed in Section II-B. The lower bounds in Propositions 7

and 8, when applicable, are at least as tight as the sphere covering bound. Forρ = n− 1, Proposition 8

is refined into the following.

Corollary 5: Let us denote the coefficientsqn−1
[

n
1

]

andqn−1
(

qm +
[

n−1
1

])

asα andβ, respectively.

KR(q
m, n, n−1) satisfiesaKR(q

m, n, n−1)2−bKR(q
m, n, n−1)+c ≥ 0, wherea

def
= α[v(n−1)+v(n−2)],

b
def
= v(n−1)

{

qn−2
[n−1

1

]

− v(1) + β + 1
}

+2αqmn+βv(n−2), andc
def
= qmn{2β+1+qn−2

[n−1
1

]

−v(1)}.

The proof of Corollary 5 is given in Appendix B.

C. Upper bounds for the sphere covering problem

From the perspective of covering, the following lemma givesa characterization of MRD codes in terms

of ELS’s.

Lemma 9: Let C be an(n, k) linear code overGF(qm) (n ≤ m). C is an MRD code if and only if

C ⊕ V = GF(qm)n for all V ∈ En−k(q
m, n).

Proof: SupposeC is an (n, k, n − k + 1) linear MRD code. It is clear thatC ∩ V = {0} and

henceC ⊕ V = GF(qm)n for all V ∈ En−k(q
m, n). Conversely, supposeC ⊕ V = GF(qm)n for all

V ∈ En−k(q
m, n). ThenC does not contain any nonzero codeword of weight≤ n − k, and hence its

minimum distance isn− k + 1.

For 1 ≤ u ≤ ρ, let α0 = 1, α1, . . . , αm+u−1 ∈ GF(qm+u) be a basis set ofGF(qm+u) overGF(q),

and letβ0 = 1, β1, . . . , βm−1 be a basis ofGF(qm) overGF(q). We define thelinear mappingf between

two vector spacesGF(qm) andSm
def
= S(α0, α1, . . . , αm−1) given byf(βi) = αi for 0 ≤ i ≤ m−1. We

remark thatα0 = β0 = 1 implies thatf mapsGF(q) to itself. This can be generalized ton-dimensional

vectors, by applyingf componentwise. We thus definēf : GF(qm)n → GF(qm+u)n such that for

any v = (v0, . . . , vn−1), f̄(v) = (f(v0), . . . , f(vn−1)). Note that f̄ depends onu, but we omit this

dependence for simplicity of notation. This function̄f is a linear bijection fromGF(qm)n to its image

Sn
m, and hencēf preserves the rank.̄f also introduces a connection between ELS’s as shown below.

Lemma 10: For u ≥ 1, r ≤ n, and anyV ∈ Er(q
m, n), f̄(V) ⊂ W, whereW ∈ Er(q

m+u, n).

Furthermore,f̄ induces a bijection betweenEr(q
m, n) andEr(q

m+u, n).

Proof: LetB = {bi} be an elementary basis ofV ∈ Er(q
m, n). Then,bi ∈ GF(q)n andbi = f̄(bi).

Thus,{f̄(bi)} form an elementary basis, and hencef̄(V) ⊂ W, whereW ∈ Er(q
m+u, n) with {f̄(bi)}
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as a basis. It is easy to verify that̄f induces a bijection betweenEr(q
m, n) andEr(q

m+u, n).

Proposition 9: Let C be an(n, n − ρ, ρ+ 1) MRD code over GF(qm) (n ≤ m) with covering radius

ρ. For 0 ≤ u ≤ ρ, the codef̄(C), wheref̄ is as defined above, is a code of lengthn overGF(qm+u)

with cardinalityqm(n−ρ) and covering radiusρ.

Proof: The other parameters for the code are obvious, and it sufficesto establish the covering

radius. LetTu be a subspace ofGF(qm+u) with dimensionu such thatSm ⊕ Tu = GF(qm+u). Any

u ∈ GF(qm+u)n can be expressed asu = v + w, wherev ∈ Sn
m andw ∈ Tn

u. Hencerk(w) ≤ u,

and w ∈ W for someW ∈ Eρ(q
m+u, n) by Lemma 1. By Lemmas 9 and 10, we can expressv as

v = f̄(c + e) = f̄(c) + f̄(e), wherec ∈ C and e ∈ V, such thatf̄(V) ⊂ W. Eventually, we have

u = f̄(c) + f̄(e) +w, wheref̄(e) +w ∈ W, and thusd(u, f̄ (c)) ≤ ρ. Thus f̄(C) has covering radius

≤ ρ. Finally, it is easy to verify that the covering radius off̄(C) is exactlyρ.

Corollary 6: For 0 < ρ < n ≤ m, KR(q
m, n, ρ) ≤ qmax{m−ρ,n}(n−ρ).

Proof: We can construct an(n, n − ρ) linear MRD codeC over GF(qµ) with covering radius

ρ, whereµ = max{m − ρ, n}. By Proposition 9,f̂(C) ⊂ GF(qm)n, where f̂ is a rank-preserving

mapping fromGF(qµ)n to a subset ofGF(qm)n similar to f̄ above, has covering radius≤ ρ. Thus,

KR(q
m, n, ρ) ≤ |f̂(C)| = |C| = qµ(n−ρ).

We use the properties ofKR(q
m, n, ρ) in Lemma 7 in order to obtain a tighter upper bound when

ρ > m− n.

Proposition 10: Given fixedm, n, andρ, for any 0 < l ≤ n and (ni, ρi) for 0 ≤ i ≤ l − 1 so that

0 < ni ≤ n, 0 ≤ ρi ≤ ni, andni + ρi ≤ m for all i, and
∑l−1

i=0 ni = n and
∑l−1

i=0 ρi = ρ, we have

KR(q
m, n, ρ) ≤ min

{(ni,ρi): 0≤i≤l−1}

{

qm(n−ρ)−
P

i
ρi(ni−ρi)

}

. (3)

Proof: By Lemma 7, we haveKR(q
m, n, ρ) ≤

∏

iKR(q
m, ni, ρi) for all possible sequences{ρi}

and{ni}. For all i, we haveKR(q
m, ni, ρi) ≤ q(m−ρi)(n−ρi) by Corollary 6, and henceKR(q

m, n, ρ) ≤

q
P

i
(m−ρi)(ni−ρi) = qm(n−ρ)−

P

i
ρi(ni−ρi).

It is clear that the upper bound in (3) is tighter than the upper bound in Proposition 5. It can also be

shown that it is tighter than the bound in Corollary 6.

The following upper bound is an adaptation of [23, Theorem 12.1.2].

Proposition 11: For 0 < ρ < n ≤ m, KR(q
m, n, ρ) ≤ 1

1−logqmn (qmn−v(ρ)) + 1.

Our proof, given in Appendix C, adopts the approach used to prove [23, Theorem 12.1.2]. Refining

[23, Theorem 12.2.1] for the rank metric, we obtain the following upper bound.
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Proposition 12: For 0 < ρ < n ≤ m anda
def
= min{n, 2ρ},

KR(q
m, n, ρ) ≤ kv(ρ)

(

1

min{s, j}
−

1

v(ρ)

)

+
qmn

v(ρ)
Hmin{s,j}, (4)

wherekv(ρ) = qmn − v(ρ)qm(n−a), j = ⌈v(ρ) − v(ρ)2q−ma⌉, s = v(ρ) −
∑ρ

i=a−ρ q
i(a−i)

[

a
i

]

, andHk
def
=

∑k
i=1

1
i is thek-th harmonic number.

Proof: We denote the vectors ofGF(qm)n as vi for i = 0, 1, . . . , qmn − 1 and we consider a

qmn × qmn square matrixA defined asai,j = 1 if dR(vi,vj) ≤ ρ andai,j = 0 otherwise. Note that each

row and each column ofA has exactlyv(ρ) ones. We present an algorithm that selectsK columns ofA

with no all-zero rows. These columns thus represent a code with cardinalityK and covering radiusρ.

SetAv(ρ) = A and kv(ρ)+1 = qmn. For i = v(ρ), v(ρ) − 1, . . . , 1, repeat the following step: First,

select fromAi a maximal set ofKi columns of weighti with pairwise disjoint supports; Then, remove

these columns and all theiKi = ki+1 − ki rows incident to one of them, and denote the remaining

ki× (qmn−Kv(ρ)−· · ·−Ki) matrix asAi−1. The set of all selected columns hence contains no all-zero

rows.

For 2ρ ≤ n, we can select an(n, n − 2ρ, 2ρ + 1) linear MRD codeC for the first step. Since MRD

codes are maximal, they satisfy the condition. If2ρ > n, C is chosen to be a single codeword, and

Kv(ρ) = 1. ThusKv(ρ) = qm(n−a) andkv(ρ) = qmn − v(ρ)qm(n−a), wherea = min{n, 2ρ}.

We now establish two upper bounds onki for 1 ≤ i ≤ v(ρ). First, it is obvious thatki ≤ kv(ρ). Also,

every row ofAi−1 contains exactlyv(ρ) ones; on the other hand, every column ofAi−1 contains at most

i− 1 ones. Hence for1 ≤ i ≤ v(ρ), v(ρ)ki ≤ (i− 1)(qmn −Kv(ρ) − · · · −Ki) ≤ (i− 1)qmn, and thus

ki ≤ (i− 1)
qmn

v(ρ)
. (5)

Clearly k1 = 0 by (5). We havekv(ρ) ≤ (i− 1) q
mn

v(ρ) if i− 1 ≥ j
def
=

⌈

v(ρ)kv(ρ)

qmn

⌉

.

We now establish an upper bound onK =
∑v(ρ)

i=1 Ki. For any vectorx ∈ GF(qm)n, we havedR(x, C) ≤

2ρ. This is trivial for2ρ > n, while for 2ρ ≤ n this is because MRD codes are maximal codes. For2ρ ≤ n,

at leastqρ
2[2ρ

ρ

]

vectors inBρ(x) are already covered byC by Proposition 4. For2ρ > n, it can be shown

that at least
∑ρ

i=n−ρ q
i(n−i)

[n
i

]

vectors inBρ(x) are already covered byC. It follows that after the first

step, the column weight is at mosts
def
= v(ρ)−

∑ρ
i=a−ρ q

i(a−i)
[a
i

]

. Sinces ≥ max{1 ≤ i < v(ρ) : Ki > 0},

K = Kv(ρ) +
∑s

i=1Ki = Kv(ρ) +
kv(ρ)

s +
∑s

i=2
ki

i(i−1) . Using the two upper bounds onki above, we

obtainK ≤ kv(ρ)

(

1
min{s,j} −

1
v(ρ)

)

+ qmn

v(ρ)Hmin{s,j}.

Following [23], where [23, Theorem 12.1.2] is referred to asthe Johnson-Stein-Lovász theorem,

we refer to the algorithm described in the proof of Proposition 12 as the Johnson-Stein-Lovász (JSL)
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algorithm. The upper bound in Proposition 12 can be loosenedinto the following.

Corollary 7: For 0 < ρ < n ≤ m, KR(q
m, n, ρ) ≤ qmn

v(ρ)

(

ln v(ρ) + γ + 1
2v(ρ)+1/3

)

, whereγ is the

Euler-Mascheroni constant [30].

Proof: Using (5), we obtainK =
∑v(ρ)

i=1
ki+1−ki

i ≤ qmn

v(ρ) +
∑v(ρ)

i=2
ki

i(i−1) ≤ qmn

v(ρ)Hv(ρ). The proof is

concluded byHv(ρ) < ln v(ρ) + γ + 1
2v(ρ)+1/3 [30].

D. Covering properties of linear rank metric codes

Proposition 5 yields bounds on the dimension of a linear codewith a given rank covering radius.

Proposition 13: An (n, k) linear code overGF(qm) with rank covering radiusρ satisfiesn − ρ −
ρ(n−ρ)−logq Kq

m < k ≤ n− ρ.

Proof: The upper bound directly follows the upper bound in Proposition 5. We now prove the

lower bound. By the sphere covering bound, we haveqmk > qmn

v(ρ) . However, by Lemma 5 we have

v(ρ) < qρ(m+n−ρ)−logq Kq and henceqmk > qmn−ρ(m+n−ρ)+logq Kq .

We do not adapt the bounds in Propositions 7 and 8 as their advantage over the lower bound in

Proposition 13 is not significant. Next, we show that the dimension of a linear code with a given rank

covering radius can be determined under some conditions.

Proposition 14: Let C be an(n, k) linear code overGF(qm) (n ≤ m) with rank covering radiusρ.

Thenk = n − ρ if ρ ∈ {0, 1, n − 1, n} or ρ(n − ρ) ≤ m+ logq Kq, or if C is a generalized Gabidulin

code or an ELS.

Proof: The casesρ ∈ {0, n − 1, n} are straightforward. In all other cases, sincek ≤ n − ρ by

Proposition 13, it suffices to prove thatk ≥ n − ρ. First, supposeρ = 1, then k satisfiesqmk > qmn

v(1)

by the sphere covering bound. However,v(1) < qm+n ≤ q2m, and hencek > n − 2. Second, if

ρ(n−ρ) ≤ m+logq Kq, then0 < 1
m

(

ρ(n− ρ)− logq Kq

)

≤ 1 andk ≥ n−ρ by Proposition 13. Third,

if C is an(n, k, n− k+1) generalized Gabidulin code withk < n, then there exists an(n, k+1, n− k)

generalized Gabidulin codeC′ such thatC ⊂ C′. We haveρ ≥ dR(C
′) = n− k, as noted in Section II-B,

and hencek ≥ n − ρ. The casek = n is straightforward. Finally, ifC is an ELS of dimensionk, then

for all x with rankn and for anyc ∈ C, dR(x, c) ≥ rk(x)− rk(c) ≥ n− k.

A similar argument can be used to bound the covering radius ofthe cartesian products of generalized

Gabidulin codes.

Corollary 8: Let G be an (n, k, dR) generalized Gabidulin code(n ≤ m), and letGl be the code

obtained byl cartesian products ofG for l ≥ 1. Then the rank covering radius ofGl satisfiesρ(Gl) ≥ dR−1.

Note that whenn = m, Gl is a maximal code, and hence Corollary 8 can be further strengthened.
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Corollary 9: Let G be an(m,k, dR) generalized Gabidulin code overGF(qm), and letGl be the code

obtained byl cartesian products ofG. Thenρ(Gl) = dR − 1.

E. Numerical methods

In addition to the above bounds, we use several different numerical methods to obtain tighter upper

bounds for relatively small values ofm, n, and ρ. First, the JSL algorithm described in the proof of

Proposition 12 is implemented for small parameter values. Second, local search algorithms [23] similar

to the ones available for Hamming metric codes are somewhat less complex than the JSL algorithm.

Although the complexity for large parameter values is prohibitive, it is feasible. Third, we construct

linear codes with good covering properties, because linearcodes have lower complexity.

We can verify if a covering radius is achievable by a given code size by brute force verification, thereby

establishing lower bounds onKR(q
m, n, ρ). Obviously, this is practical for only small parameter values.

F. Tables

In Table I, we provide bounds onKR(q
m, n, ρ), for 2 ≤ m ≤ 7, 2 ≤ n ≤ m, and1 ≤ ρ ≤ 6. Obviously,

KR(q
m, n, ρ) = 1 when ρ = n. For other sets of parameters, the tightest lower and upper bounds on

KR(q
m, n, ρ) are given, and letters associated with the numbers are used to indicate the tightest bound.

The lower case letters a–f correspond to the lower bounds in Propositions 5, 6, and 7, Corollaries 2 and 3,

and Proposition 8 respectively. The lower case letter g corresponds to lower bounds obtained by brute

force verification. The upper case letters A–E denote the upper bounds in Proposition 5, Corollary 6,

and Propositions 10, 11, and 12 respectively. The upper caseletters F–H correspond to upper bounds

obtained by the JSL algorithm, local search algorithm, and explicit linear constructions respectively.

In Table II, we provide bounds on the minimum dimensionk for q = 2, 4 ≤ m ≤ 8, 4 ≤ n ≤ m, and

2 ≤ ρ ≤ 6. The unmarked entries correspond to Proposition 14. The lower case letters a and e correspond

to the lower bound in Proposition 13 and the adaptation of Corollary 3 to linear codes respectively. The

lower case letter h corresponds to lower bounds obtained by brute force verification for linear codes. The

upper case letter A corresponds to the upper bound in Proposition 13. The upper case letter H corresponds

to upper bounds obtained by explicit linear constructions.

Although no analytical expression forI(ρ, d) is known to us, it can be obtained by simple counting

for the bounds in Proposition 7 or Corollary 3. In Appendix D,we present the values ofI(qm, n, ρ, d)

used in calculating the values of the bounds in Proposition 7and Corollary 2 displayed in Table I. We
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m n ρ = 1 ρ = 2 ρ = 3 ρ = 4 ρ = 5 ρ = 6

2 2 e 3 F 1

3 2 e 4 B 1

3 e 11-16 F g 4 C 1

4 2 e 7-8 B 1

3 e 40-64 B d 4-7 F 1

4 f 293-722 F e 10-48 G b 3-7 F 1

5 2 e 12-16 B 1

3 e 154-256 B d 6-8 B 1

4 e 2267-4096 B e 33-256 C d 4-8 C 1

5 e 34894-217 C e 233-2881 E a 9-32 H b 3-8 C 1

6 2 e 23-32 B 1

3 e 601-1024 B d 11-16 B 1

4 e 17822-215 B c 124-256 B d 6-16 C 1

5 e 550395-220 B e 1770-214 C f 31-256 C a 3-16 C 1

6 f 17318410-226 C f 27065-413582 E f 214-4211 E f 9-181 D b 3-16 C 1

7 2 e 44-64 B 1

3 e 2372-4096 B d 20-32 B 1

4 e 141231-218 B f 484-1024 B a 9-16 B 1

5 e 8735289-224 B e 13835-215 B a 111-1024 C a 5-16 C 1

6 e 549829402-230 B f 42229-222 C e 1584-215 C f 29-734 E a 3-16 C 1

7 e 34901004402-237 C f 13205450-239280759 E e 23978-586397 E f 203-5806 E a 8-242D b 3-16 C

TABLE I

BOUNDS ONKR(q
m, n, ρ), FOR2 ≤ m ≤ 7, 2 ≤ n ≤ m, AND 1 ≤ ρ ≤ 6.

also present the codes, obtained by the numerical methods inSection V-E, that achieve the tightest upper

bounds in Tables I and II.

G. Asymptotic covering properties

Table I provides solutions to the sphere covering problem for only small values ofm, n, andρ. Next,

we study the asymptotic covering properties when both blocklength and minimum rank distance go to

infinity. As in Section III, we consider the case wherelimn→∞
n
m = b, whereb is a constant. In other

words, these asymptotic covering properties provide insights on the covering properties of long rank

metric codes over large fields.
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m n ρ = 2 ρ = 3 ρ = 4 ρ = 5 ρ = 6

4 4 h 2 A 1 0

5 4 e 2 A 1 0

5 a 2-3 A a 1 H 1 0

6 4 2 1 0

5 a 2-3 A a 1-2 A 1 0

6 a 3-4 A a 2-3 A a 1-2 A 1 0

7 4 2 1 0

5 a 2-3 A a 1-2 A 1 0

6 a 3-4 A a 2-3 A a 1-2 A 1 0

7 a 4-5 A a 3-4 A a 2-3 A a 1-2 A 1

8 4 2 1 0

5 3 2 1 0

6 a 3-4 A a 2-3 A a 1-2 A 1 0

7 a 4-5 A a 3-4 A a 2-3 A a 1-2 A 1

8 a 5-6 A a 3-5 A a 2-4 A a 1-3 A a 1-2 A

TABLE II

BOUNDS ONk FORq = 2, 4 ≤ m ≤ 8, 4 ≤ n ≤ m, AND 2 ≤ ρ ≤ 6.

The asymptotic form of the bounds in Lemma 5 are given in the lemma below.

Lemma 11: For 0 ≤ δ ≤ min{1, b−1}, limn→∞

[

logqmn V⌊δn⌋(q
m, n)

]

= δ(1 + b− bδ).

Proof: By Lemma 5, we haveqdR(m+n−dR) ≤ v(dR) < K−1
q qdR(m+n−dR). Taking the logarithm, this

becomesδ(1 + b − bδ) ≤ logqmn v(⌊δn⌋) < δ(1 + b − bδ) −
logq Kq

mn . The proof is concluded by taking

the limit whenn tends to infinity.

Define r
def
= ρ

n and k(r) = limn→∞ inf
[

logqmn KR(q
m, n, ρ)

]

. The bounds in Proposition 5 and

Corollary 7 together solve the asymptotic sphere covering problem.

Theorem 1: For all b andr, k(r) = (1− r)(1− br).

Proof: By Lemma 11 the sphere covering bound asymptotically becomes k(r) ≥ (1 − r)(1 − br).

Also, by Corollary 7,KR(q
m, n, ρ) ≤ qmn

v(ρ) [1 + ln v(ρ)] ≤ qmn

v(ρ) [1 +mn ln q] and hencelogqmn KR(q
m, n, ρ) ≤

logqmn
qmn

v(ρ)+O((mn)−1 lnmn). By Lemma 11, this asymptotically becomesk(r) ≤ (1−r)(1−br). Note

that although we assumen ≤ m above for convenience, both bounds in Proposition 5 and Corollary 7

hold for any values ofm andn.
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APPENDIX

A. Proof of Proposition 8

We first establish a key lemma.

Lemma 12: If z ∈ Z and0 < ρ < n, then |A ∩B1(z)| ≤ v(1) − qρ−1
[ρ
1

]

.

Proof: By definition of ρ, there existsc ∈ C such thatdR(z, c) ≤ ρ. By Proposition 2,|B1(z) ∩

Bρ−1(c)| gets its minimal value fordR(z, c) = ρ, which isqρ−1
[ρ
1

]

by Proposition 4. A vector at distance

≤ ρ− 1 from any codeword does not belong toA. Therefore,B1(z) ∩Bρ−1(c) ⊆ B1(z)\A, and hence

|A ∩B1(z)| = |B1(z)| − |B1(z)\A| ≤ v(1)− |B1(z) ∩Bρ−1(c)|.

We now give a proof of Proposition 8.

Proof: For a codeC with covering radiusρ andǫ ≥ 1,

γ
def
= ǫ [qmn − |C|v(ρ− 1)]− (ǫ− 1) [|C|v(ρ)− qmn] (6)

≤ ǫ|A| − (ǫ− 1)|Z| (7)

≤ ǫ|A| − (ǫ− 1)|A ∩ Z| = ǫ|A\Z|+ |A ∩ Z|,

where (7) follows from|Z| ≤ |C|v(ρ)− qmn, given in Section II-B.

γ ≤
∑

a∈A\Z

EC(B1(a)) +
∑

a∈A∩Z

EC(B1(a)) (8)

=
∑

a∈A

EC(B1(a)),

where (8) follows from Lemma 8 and|A ∩ Z| ≤ EC(A ∩ Z).

γ ≤
∑

a∈A

∑

x∈B1(a)∩Z

EC({x}) (9)

=
∑

x∈Z

∑

a∈B1(x)∩A

EC({x}) =
∑

x∈Z

|A ∩B1(x)|EC ({x}),

where (9) follows the fact that the second summation is over disjoint sets{x}. By Lemma 12, we obtain

γ ≤
∑

x∈Z

(

v(1) − qρ−1

[

ρ

1

])

EC({x})

=

(

v(1) − qρ−1

[

ρ

1

])

EC(Z)

=

(

v(1) − qρ−1

[

ρ

1

])

(|C|v(ρ) − qmn). (10)

Combining (10) and (6), we obtain the bound in Proposition 8.
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B. Proof of Corollary 5

For ρ = n − 1, (10) becomesφ [qmn − |C|v(n− 2)] − (φ − 1) [|C|v(n− 1)− qmn] ≤
(

v(1) −

qn−2
[n−1

1

])

(|C|v(n − 1) − qmn). Substitutingφ = α|C| − β and rearranging, we obtain the quadratic

inequality in Corollary 5.

C. Proof of Proposition 11

Given a radiusρ and a codeC, denote the set of vectors inGF(qm)n at distance> ρ from C as

Pρ(C). To simplify notations,Q
def
= qmn and pρ(C)

def
= Q−1|Pρ(C)|. Let us denote the set of all codes

over GF(qm) of lengthn and cardinalityK asSK . Clearly |SK | =
(Q
K

)

. The average value ofpρ(C)

for all codesC ∈ SK is given by

1

|SK |

∑

C∈SK

pρ(C) =
1

|SK |
Q−1

∑

C∈SK

|Pρ(C)| =
1

|SK |
Q−1

∑

C∈SK

∑

x∈F |dR(x,C)>ρ

1

=
1

|SK |
Q−1

∑

x∈F

∑

C∈SK |dR(x,C)>ρ

1

=
1

|SK |
Q−1

∑

x∈F

(

Q− v(ρ)

K

)

(11)

=

(

Q− v(ρ)

K

)/(

Q

K

)

Eq. (11) comes from the fact that there are
(Q−v(ρ)

K

)

codes with cardinalityK that do not coverx. For

all K, there exists a codeC ′ ∈ SK for which pρ(C
′) is no more than the average, that is:

pρ(C
′) ≤

(

Q

K

)−1(Q− v(ρ)

K

)

≤
(

1−Q−1v(ρ)
)K

.

Let us chooseK =
⌊

− 1
logQ(1−Q−1v(ρ))

⌋

+1 so thatK logQ
(

1−Q−1v(ρ)
)

< −1 and hencepρ(C ′) =
(

1−Q−1v(ρ)
)K

< Q−1. It follows that |Pρ(C
′)| < 1, andC ′ has covering radius at mostρ.

D. Numerical results

The values ofI(qm, n, ρ, d), used in calculating the bounds in Proposition 7 or Corollary 2, obtained

by counting areI(24, 3, 2, 3) = 560, I(25, 3, 2, 3) = 1232, I(25, 4, 3, 4) = 31040, I(26, 3, 2, 3) = 2576,

I(26, 4, 2, 3) = 2912, I(26, 4, 3, 4) = 756800, andI(27, 3, 2, 3) = 5264.

We now present the codes, obtained by computer search, that achieve the tightest upper bounds in

Tables I and II. The finite fields use the default generator polynomials from MATLAB [31]. First, the

linear code used to show thatKR(2
5, 5, 3) ≤ 32 has a generator matrix given byG = (1, α, α2, 0, 0),
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whereα is a primitive element ofGF(25). We use theskip-vector form [32] to represent the other codes

obtained by computer search. The skip-vector form of a codeC = {ci}
K−1
i=0 over GF(qm)n can be

obtained as follows. First, each codewordci ∈ GF(qm)n is represented by an integerxi in [0, qmn − 1]

according to the lexicographical order. Second, the integersxi are sorted in ascending order; the resulting

integers are denoted asx′i. Third, calculateyi defined asy0 = x′0 andyi = x′i−x′i−1−1 for 1 ≤ i ≤ K−1.

Fourth, if yi = yi+1 = . . . = yi+k−1, then we writeyki .

Below are the codes obtained by the JSL algorithm.

KR(2
2,2,1) = 3 03

KR(2
3,3,1) ≤ 16 5 25 66 21 51 9 20 5 85 21 2 25 49 9 84 5

KR(2
4,3,2) ≤ 7 135 689 34 420 477 522 759

KR(2
4,4,1) ≤ 722 0 57 308 349 86 125 27 192 18 38 36 95 86 64 157 67 98 7 301 21 131 42

39 60 149 97 40 116 20 85 11 90 15 56 19 167 9 137 10 7 75 21 51 18 110 1282 27 38 15 143 2 24

120 5 39 77 223 14 52 27 12 179 42 86 88 100 3 130 34 66 35 5 30 171 210 137 34 29 149 59 69 97

26 105 93 286 61 14 30 136 62 0 148 97 132 182 184 3 69 43 31 74 5 190 8592 85 91 146 58 75 20

4 234 292 56 10 40 56 86 37 85 111 80 32 103 69 82 34 106 187 42 44 47 242 220 43 10 144 27 50

97 118 60 94 61 297 36 12 222 19 16 88 72 170 19 14 197 20 120 136 54 2059 47 86 49 37 70 216

1642 92 53 77 83 70 225 73 38 119 33 224 34 316 1 51 36 74 33 19 128 60 52 16031 62 135 50 135

282 19 38 140 80 88 55 65 50 46 22 16 320 15 110 58 183 106 0 30 170 12882 2 152 189 60 62 61

180 30 74 22 15 201 16 184 44 206 59 93 16 148 12 94 33 102 40 68 52 12 114 32 216 45 134 31

140 29 324 87 97 206 14 26 42 4 22 48 89 60 85 29 14 203 37 7 300 165 12858 224 80 95 3 22 98

90 4 337 6 25 121 64 54 84 13 109 87 30 49 32 56 26 116 40 126 109 47 27 100 68 14 98 60 167 33

90 224 6 229 262 89 48 89 63 157 107 21 28 445 2 13 26 132 7 36 3 81 11 5043 35 127 89 7 180

26 22 89 82 18 113 230 49 278 197 323 24 93 230 144 99 15 8 255 27 9 19 79 80 56 175 107 40 62

105 20 115 9 41 95 72 97 109 250 51 166 47 65 94 7 166 133 108 148 56 76201 69 98 133 33 46 13

36 176 12 44 20 23 90 96 98 191 56 90 162 66 39 44 107 198 0 90 124 353 354 242 21 170 161 35

211 9 14 5 155 13 20 4 120 24 89 36 73 139 98 114 128 30 64 33 67 132 15 102 105 22 48 161 36

35 53 19 102 150 4 30 54 18 119 14 19 0 60 84 2 50 62 40 95 13 33 140 38 28116 60 0 167 44 104

244 366 93 87 9 282 157 158 248 19 7 123 2182 130 236 178 0 13 12 46 97 67 30 98 25 26 49 111

0 40 36 197 2 58 67 18 98 155 21 34 9 93 101 61 8 111 71 68 112 232 69 4039 148 40 237 248 99

93 230 53 171 49 89 131 13 110 27 157 107 58 19 16 19 92 110 366 68 81 198 212 73 57 193 158

33 123 129 52 85 23 181 48 85 150 200 73 74 41 36 183 79 72 278 145 24026 27 144 49 212 99 82

173 93 0 221 118 33 108 39 112 122 20 4 12 136 177 45 39 51 6 150 30 50 10 228 4 146 77 0 14 78
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117 88 141 39 260 358 1 97 170 39 248 116 30 118 15 11 49 271 83 8 118 32 54 96 21 67 71 234 97

229 106 59 166 19 35 152 42 56 317 11 184 90 2 60 65 15 272 231 121 56 53 11 93 250 272 38 26

88 6 110 59 158 14 109 29 110 113 58 206 87 46 162 99 13 22 59 220 146 161 152 73 69 162

Below is the code obtained by a local search algorithm.

KR(2
4,4,2) ≤ 48 1493 1124 265 285 1030 2524 1366 493 6079 968 2145 848 312 473 1307 712

1088 2274 1380 1114 1028 567 422 1462 699 203 180 4669 146 978 3933 1810 2083 345 354 659

1054 2314 1443 2660 2675 1512 756 1229 95 2144 1624 1148
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