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Abstract

Replicating or caching popular content in memories digtgd across the network is a technique to reduce peak
network loads. Conventionally, the performance gain ohaagwas thought to result from making part of the requested
data available closer to end users. Recently, it has beamnstitat by using a carefully designed technique to store
the contents in the cache and coding across data streamshamaue significant gain can be achieved in reducing the
network load. Inner and outer bounds on the network load athe memory tradeoff were obtained [in [1]. We give
an improved outer bound on the network load v/s cache memadgoff. We address the question of to what extent
caching is effective in reducing the server load when the memof files becomes large as compared to the number
of users. We show that the effectiveness of caching beconadl srhen the number of files becomes comparable to
the square of the number of users.

I. INTRODUCTION

In recent times, there has been an increase in demand foreoriieo streaming leading to high data traffic. Also,
it is observed that the demands are variable across timle p&iiods of high and low traffic demand. The load on the
server is high during peak hours when a majority of userssaceleo and relatively low at other times. Thus, there
exists the possibility of storing content at the end useminduthe off peak hours such that the load on the server
is reduced during peak hours. This method is catlaching. There are two main phases involved in this process,
placement phase and delivery phase. In the placement ptatejs stored at the end user when the network is
relatively uncongested; here the constraint is the cachmangesize at the user. Also, at this stage the actual request
the user might make is not usually known. In the delivery phagen the actual requests of the users are made, the
constraint is the rate required to serve all the requestatknb

A straightforward approach is to cache a copy of a fractiomlbthe files at all the users. Then in the delivery
phase, the central server needs to send only the remainitgy gfathe requested files. This is effective only when
the cache size is comparable to the database size at the. serve

A more sophisticated approach is to allow the central sevesatisfy the request of several users with different
demands with a single multicast stream as was shownlin [Y]gudie idea of network coding|[2]. Streams are
generated by coding across the different files requestad.rétuces the rate as compared to a conventional caching
scheme. The requested files are decoded from the data stsdagntiie contents stored in the local cache memory.
The gain from this approach is not only proportional to thehgasize but also increases with the increasing number
of users. Another approach suggested_ in [1] is to store otstbat are coded across files to reduce the rate.

In [1], inner and outer bounds on the optimal tradeoff betweache size\/ at each user and the data rdte
required to service any set of single file requests from alltbers were obtained. Considering a popularity distidlputi
on the files, inner and outer bounds on the tradeoff betweehecaize and expected load of the shared link was
obtained in [[3]. An online version of this problem was comset in [4]. In [5], a scheme was proposed where
the placement phase is distributed and not centrally ciedrdoy the central server. In][6], a hierarchical system is
considered, where caching happens at two or more levels.

In this paper, we are interested in the case when the datslzses large compared to the number of users. For a
fixed cache size, when the number of files is considerablelagmpared to the number of users, no significant gain
in the rate can be achieved by any scheme compared to haviegat®. Specifically, we are interested in finding
the minimum number of files beyond which the benefits of cagliisappear in the setting ofl[1]. To this end, we
first prove a general outer bound on the optirhil, R) tradeoff which generalizes an examplelin [1]. We show that
the gains from caching are small when the number of files ispawable to the square of the number of users. We
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then define the pre-constant to t@e{KQ) term (whereK denotes the number of users). Using the improved outer
bound we obtain a better upper bound to this pre-constant.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section llreeapitulate the system model proposedLin [1],
and in Section Ill we summarize the different caching sg@® proposed there. We derive a new outer bound on
the tradeoff of cache size and rate in Section IV by genénglian example in[J1]. In Section V, we calculate the
minimum number of files beyond which benefits of caching bex@mall. We finish with a short discussion in
Section VI.

II. SYSTEM MODEL

Consider a system (see Fig. 1) wifki users connected to the central server through a shared, fezeolink.
The server has access to the database contai¥ifites W7, ..., Wy, of F' bits each, all independent and uniformly
distributed. Each user has access to a cdthef size M F' bits for some real numbe¥/ € [0, NV]. In the placement

server 1]\7 files

shared link

K users

caches | | | | | 4 size M

Fig. 1. Caching system consisting &f files at the serverK users each having a cache of sikefiles as in [1].

phase, the user fills the content of its cache by accessindatadase. In the delivery phase, ukaequests one of
the filesW,, from the database. The server knows all the requests anshtisna signalX ;, . 4, of size at most
RF bits, where we callR the rate anddy, ..., dx) the file request vector. Using the contefyt of its cache and
the signal received(y, .. 4,.), €ach usek must decode its requested filg;, . For the rest of the paper we will be
expressingR and M as well as entropies and mutual informations in unitd-obits.

Definition 1. The memory-rate paifM, R) is achievable if for every ¢ > 0 and every large enough file sizeéthere
exists an(M, R) caching scheme such that the probability of error in deapdire required file is less thanfor
each request vector. We define the optimmemory-rate tradeoff as

R*(M) £ inf{R : (M, R) is achievablé.

[1I. CACHING STRATEGIES

We summarize the three strategies giveriin [1]. Here, codifgrs to taking linear combinations of the requested
files.

A. Uncoded Caching

There is no coding involved in this strategy. Each user ca%draction of each file in the placement phase and
in the delivery phase the— % fraction of the file that is not available to the user is traittad by the server. Since
there areN files, and the size of each file 15 bits, the cache size of each use&F' bits. In the worst case, when
no two users request the same file, for each of khesers, the server needs to transmit the remaiming% part
of each file. This gives an achievable rdte (M) which is,

RU(M)AK<1—%>.min{1,%}. (1)



There are two factorgll’ which is the rate without caching ard- % which is the gain because of the availability
of caches at the end user referred td@sl caching gain. When the number of users is more than the number of
files then an additional gain 0% is obtained.

B. Coded Caching

In this strategy, as mentioned before, the aim is to multieembine various files meant for different users) in
the delivery phase. In the placement phase, each file isatividto (ﬁ) equal-sized parts, and each user caches

ME pits of each file such that eve”fE set of users have one part of each file in common. For the dgljpease,
consider any set 0% + 1 users. Each user in the set will require a part of the reqdd8éethat is present at the
remaining% users in the set. The central server sends a linear comtnatiall the% + 1 requested parts.

Similar linear combinations are sent by considering allsiae sets of% + 1 users. This gives an achievable rate

R (M) of [,
RC(M)éK.<1—%>.min{@,%}. 2

In addition to thelocal caching gain as explained in sectidn Il[HA, coded caching achieves aritiaddl gain of

Hﬁ which is theglobal caching gain.

C. Coded Content Placement
1

The achievable rate of sectign 1ll-B can be further improwgdcoded content placement. Fbt = 5, coded
content placement strategy has a lower rate compared ta @zadhing strategy which improves the rate in the region
M = (0,1). We illustrate this with an example. Consider the cas&/of K = 3 andM = 1/3. In this strategy, we
split the three filesA, B, C' into three sub files i.ed = (A, As, A3), B = (B1, B2, Bs) andC = (C1,C5,Cs). The
caches are stored with; = A1 @ B1 ® C1,7Z5 = Ay @ B, @& Cy and Z3 = A3z & Bs @ C3. Consider that user one
requests file A, user two requests file B and user three redjlee€t. The server satisfies the requests by transmitting
(B1,C1, Ay, Cy, As, B3) at rate R = 2 which does better than the achievable r&e(M) given by [2) as shown in
Fig. 2.

V. LOWER BOUND ONR*(M)
In this section, we first summarize the cut-set bound_ of [I] Hren give an improved bound.

A. Cut-Set Bound

Lets € {1,...,min{N, K}}. ConsiderX(, 5 . ), Which is transmitted during the delivery phase, on theethéink
when the firsk users request files 2, . . ., s, respectively. ThenX(, » ;) along with the caches;, ..., Z; of the first
s users must determine the fil€gy, ..., Ws. In a similar manner consideX 1 2, -, X((|N/s]|=1)s+1,....(|N/s)s))-
Now X(1,2,...,s)7 O X((LN/sJ—1)s+1,...,([N/st)) and 74, ...., Z, must determindl/, ...., WLN/st- Since LN/SJ trans-
missions of sizeR and s caches of sizel/ determiness| N/s]| files we have,

|N/s|]R*(M) + sM > s|N/s|.

Solving for R*(M) and optimizing over alk, we obtain

s
R*(M) > max s — M. 3
( ) se{l,.....,min{ N,K }} < LN/SJ > ( )




B. An Improved Bound - An Example

In this section, we give an example to illustrate how the lolweund onR*(M) can be tightened compared to
the cut-set bound{3) by generalizing the approach used, iAppendix].
Example 1. Consider the case aV = 9 files and K = 4 users. We consideK1245, X3167, Xg912 and Xr431, the
signals transmitted by the server for the request vectors 4, 5), (3,1,6,7),(8,9,1,2) and(7,4, 3,1), respectively.
W, can be decoded by usesing its cacheZ; and X1445. Similarly, user2 can decode filé1; using Zs and X31¢47.
In the same way, users and 4 can decode fild¥; from their caches along witgg12 and X431, respectively.
Now, notice thatit, and W3 can be decoded by combining245, X3167 and the cacheg&; of userl and Z, of
user2. Specifically, useil with its cacheZ; and X347 can decode fild¥3 and user with its cacheZ, and X745
can decode fildV,. In the same way, file§l, and W3 can also be decoded by combinitggi2, X7431 and the
cachesZ; of user3 and Z, of user4. This combining refers to step (b) in the chain of inequaditbelow and is key
to obtaining our lower bound. The remaining fil&8,, W5, Ws, W7, Wg, Wy) can be decoded by taking all thie
request vectors together and using the corresponding addhe user that requests that file. The steps given below
demonstrates this procedure. Recall tRatV/, entropies, and mutual informations are all in unitstobits. For any
achievable memory-rate pait/, R), (below we suppress the small terms resulting from Fan@guality)

4M + 4R > H(X1245, Zy)+ H(X3167, Z2) + H(Xg912, Z3) + H(X7431, Za)
Xi2as, Z1|Wh) + I(Wh; Xi2as, Z1) + H(Xsi67, Z2|W1) + L(W1; Xs167, Z2)+
H(Xgo12, Z3|Wh) + I(Wh; Xgo12, Z3) + H(X7az1, Za|W1) + I(W1; X7az1, Za)

>

(b)
>

X1245, Z1|W1) + H(X3167, Z2|W1) + H(Xgg12, Z3|W1) + H(X7431, Z4|W1) + 4

X1245, 21, X3167, Z2| W1, Wa, W3) + I(Wa, W3; X245, Z1, X3167, Z2|W1)+
Xgo12, Z3, X7a31, Za|W1, Wo, W) + I(Wa, W3; Xgo12, Z3, X7a31, Za|W1) + 4
<X1245,Z1,X31677227 Wh,

H(
(
(
(X245, Z1, X167, Z2|W1) + H(Xgo12, Z3, X7431, Z4|Wh) + 4
(
(

mmm m

\Y
=

X912, Z3, X7431, Za | Wa, W3
I(Wo, W3; Xgo12, Z3, X731, Za|W1) + 4

© Wy, W5, We, Wz, Ws, Wo; | W1,

> 1 X1245, 21, X3167, Z2, | Wa, | +38

X912, Z3, X7431, Za | W3

) + I(Wo, W35 Xi4s, Z1, X3167, Z2|W1)+

Dy,

where (a) follows from Fano’s inequality siné&; can be decoded from each @X1245, Z1), (X3167, Z2),
(Xs912, Z3) and (X7431, Z4), and (b) holds because

H(X1245, Z1|W1) + H(X3167, Z2|W1) > H(X1245, Z1, X3167, Z2|W1),
H(Xgo12, Z3|Wh) + H(X7a31, Z4|W1) > H(Xs912, Z3, X431, Z4|W1).
Similarly (c) follows from Fano’s inequality becau$®,, W3 can be decoded from each (K245, Z1, X3167, Z2)

and (Xso12, Z3, X7431, Z4). Similarly, (d) holds becaus@V,, W5, W, W7, Wg, Wy) can be decoded from
(X1245, Z1, X3167, Z2, X8912, 43, X7431, Z4) Combining the above results we get,

M+ R*(M) > 3.5.
This is an improvement over the cut-set bound which gives- R*(M) > 3. The coded caching achievable strategy
givesinfy/>o M + Rc(M) = 3.75 at M = 2.25. O

C. General Lower Bound
Our main result is the following lower bound on the optir&l, R) tradeoff. Recall thad/, R are in units ofF" bits.



Theorem 1.
Fora > 0 and K > 2 users, if(M, R) is achievable,

(i) then for N > [1],

N-[2]((n=)*~(n—7)+1)
aM+R>{ (f(nw =4 n=), N<[F]B0n-7) - (n-9)+1 @
2= N>[3](Bn-7?=Mn-+1)
where,
. 11 4121 (v - [1
R IR R al)| o
K

¥ = max <0, {n—E—D ®)

(i) then for N < [1],
oM+ R > % )

Fora > 1 andK > 2|a] users, if(M, R) is achievable,

(i) then for N > |a],

MR {N— LaJ((nz_(li_)(n_v)Jrl) +(n—v)|a), N<lafBn-—7*=(—7)+1) ®
2(n =) laf, N> [a] B(n—7) — (n—n) +1)
where,
|+ /Lol + 12 |a) (N - |a)) .
" 6o J : ©)
K

=m0 - 5757 ). (10)

(i) then for N < |a],
aM + R > N. (11)

A proof is given in the Appendix. The next example also shdved,tin general, Theorem 1 is tighter than the cut-set
bound [(3).

Example 2.Consider the case a¥ = 3 files andK = 3 users. The cut-set lower bourid (3), the lower boundbf (4)
for « = 1, and the achievable tradeoffs @i (1) afd (2) are shown inrEigu

V. CRITICAL DATABASE SIZE FOR EFFECTIVE CACHING

For any caching system, if the number of files grows we exgextéduction inRk to be small, for a fixed number
of usersK and cache sizd/. In general, each user may find only a small fraction of theréilguested in its cache.
This results in the server having to send a significant path@frequested file in most cases. So the decrease in rate
R for a fixed M is negligible. Hence, having a large database decreasdsetiedits of caching.

To find the minimum database size for a fixed number of userglfiich caching becomes ineffective, we consider
the quantity(aM + R*(M)), which arguably measures the cost of operating a cachirtgraysvherea > 0 is the
relative cost of cache memory (per user) versus server hdtidvClearly,

inf (aM + R*(M)) <K,
M>0
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Fig. 2. The(M, R) tradeoff for N = 3 files and K = 3 users.

since R*(M) = K for M = 0, as the central server must serve the whole file when there isashe. We are
interested in finding the smallest size of the database, thathnfy;>o (M + R*(M)) = K.
Definition 2. For any K users andr > 0, N(«, K) is the minimum number of files such that

inf (aM+ R*(M)) =K.
M>0

The following three lemmas give upper and lower bounds\ofw, K). Lemma 1 uses the cut set bound to derive
an upper bound oWV («, K). An improved upper bound using Theorem 1 is given in Lemma Zower bound on
N(«a, K) using the coded caching achievable strategy bf [1] is givebeémma 3.

Lemma 1. For K users andx > 0,
1 2
N (o, K) < [5-‘ K=

Using the lower bound we derived in Theorem 1, we can imprganuhis bound. We illustrate this with an example.

Example 3. Consider the case when there de = 4 users and instead of files considered in Sectidn 1ViB,
suppose we increase the number of fileg\te= 11. Following the same procedure as in Example 1, we get

M + R*(M) > 4.

Thus upper bound on
N(a, K) = 11.

This is an improvement compared % = 16 files given by Lemma 1. O

Lemma 2. For K > 2 users andx > 0,

vom<[1](o[3]-[3] 1)

o5 o [5] )

Lemma 3. For K users andx > 0,

For K > 2|« users andv > 1,




The proofs of the lemmas are given in the Appendix. From themes it is clear thatV(a, K) = ©(K?). Thus, it
is important to characterize the smallest pre—constarined-)t(K2) term which is concretely defined as,

A 9. N(Q,K)
K R e

The following theorem directly follows from the lemmas.
Theorem 2.For anyK users,« > 0 and N («, K), 3, is bounded by

Q=

<B.<[L]2 0<a<1
B

Q
IN
|H

3
LOJJZ ,Oé>1.

Since the minimum number of filed/(«, K) such thatinfy;>o (M + R*(M)) = K is of ©(K?), we can
conclude that the effectiveness of caching becomes smahwhe number of files becomes comparable to the
square of the number of users.

VI. DISCUSSION

In this paper, we consider the case when the number of filesdge lcompared to the number of users in a caching
system. First, we studied inner and outer bounds on the merate tradeoff and present an improved outer bound
by generalizing the approach used in [1]. We showed that vihemumber of files is comparable to the square
of the number of users, the benefits of caching become nblgligive defined thej, to be the pre-constant to the
@(K2) term. Using the improved bound, we obtain a better upper @éaarthis pre-constant.

We studied the worst-case shared link load (as_in [1]). Weeepimilar results to hold for the expected load of
the shared link under popularity distributions on files wattarge number of popular files.
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APPENDIX
PROOF OFTHEOREM 1

We will first obtain a lower bound oM + R), for any achievablé M, R), i.e., the case oft = 1. For this, we
first consider the case df > 2n, wheren is as defined in[{5). Note that of (€) is 0 in this case. Recall Example



1 where4 request vectors were considered. Similarly, we consideifdhlowing 2n request vectors

1 1 1 1,1 1
(L, g, U1 V1o s ooy b o) (12a)
(u%, Lo vl 0k ,t%{_%) (12b)
(’LL?, e >UZ—17 172}?7 e 7U27t?7 e 7t7]L(—2n) (12C)
1 1 1 1 1 1

(v1”+ N T U 7 S ,un_l,t’f"’ Yo ,t”K"’_%) (12d)
(U%”, .. ,U,%", ul, .. un g, 1, t%”, .. ,t%}‘_%) (12e)
Of these, we require that ul,...,ul_,, ..., u},...,u"_, be distinct. Hence, we will require that —n+1 < N.
Furthermore, we want these along with tig, i.e., 1, ul,... ul 1, ... ul, ... w1, vl . 0k, o 030 oo 02n

to include all of1,2,..., N. Hence, we need to be such that
n?—n+1<N<3n*-n+1 (13)

We can verify that the choice of in (§), which is reproduced below, satisfies this.

{1 +/T+12(N = 1)}
. .

n —=

Consider the first request vector and the fitstisers. Useil requests filell;, and the rest — 1 users request
files (Wu%,...,WuLJ. Similarly, in the second request vector, ugerequests filel/; and the rest, — 1 users

request fiIes(Wuf, el Wug,l)- In the same manner for the-th request vector, user requests filel’; and the
first n — 1 users request file§Wyy,...,Wyr_ ). These(Wy, W,..., Wy ) aren? —n + 1 distinct files in the

-1

database. For the second setnofequest vectors, users+ 1 to 2n request the same files as usérto n in the
first n request vectors. For the firstrequest vectors, users+ 1 to 2n requests:? files (Wv%, e ,WUZ). For the

secondn request vectors, useisto n requests:? files (vaﬂ, A Wv::+1)- By our choices we have ensured that

these2n? files contain the remainingy — (n? —n + 1) distinct files.

We now follow the same procedure as in Example 1. Firstifilecan be decoded from all ti request vectors.
This is done by considering the first request vector and cagGhehe second request vector and cac¢heand so
on for the remaining request vectors. Then, the first set géctors and the second setofvectors are separately
combined to decode fiIe(;Wu%,...,Wuzfl). From the firstn request vectors and cachég, ..., 7Z,) the files
(Wu§7---7Wu:;,1) can be decoded. Similarly, from the second set.ofectors and Z,, 1, ..., Z2,) the same set
of files can be decoded. The reSt— (n”> —n + 1) files which are included i{W,, ..., W,.) can be decoded by
considering all the2n request vectors together using all the cachés. .., Z,,). All R, M, entropies and mutual
informations are in units of’ bits and, as before, we suppress small terms from Fano'salieg So for any
achievable memory-rate paif/, R) and K > 2n,

on(M + R) >H (X(l .

7u17"'7un717

1 t}<72n)7zl>+...+

1 1
Vi 7"'7Un,7t17"'7
( (u?7"'7u271717v?7"'7v27t?7"'7t?(—2n)7 )

H (X(Uf'ﬂ ,...7v2+1,1,u%,...7u1 gt ,...,t}‘;jl%) ’ Zn+1>

n—1>"1

+ o + H <X(U]2n’7"'7U31n’7u/{l7"'7u:17,’71717t?n’7"'7t?;2n)7 Zzn)
X
0 (

>H| X
- (u?r'~7’U‘Z—1717U?7"'7”2715?7---715?(72”)7
Zhveis Zn

1 1 1 1 41 1 ..
17“17"'7un717U17"'7v717t17"'7tK—2n)’ ’

Wi +



X(,UIH»I

n+41 1 1 n+1 n+1
yeoyUn 717u]7“'7un—17t1 7“'7tK—2n)7
H e X 2n 2 n n 2n 2n [[ 1
’ (Ul S VL VAN T KA 8 74 ,...,thzn)’
Tty s Zon
+ 2n
X 1 1 1 1 41 1 e
(17u17"'7un717U17"'7vn7t17"'7t1(—2n)’ !
(i) (uf el LT R e s,
Z H X n+1 n—+1 1 1 1 tn+1 tn+1 3 »»
Uy yeeyUn y LUy Upy 1507 1V K —2n
LRI 7X 2n 2 n 1 2n 2n
(Ul IR F AL TRAURU T AP B 4 ,...,thzn)
Zuy ., Zom

+ 2n + 2n(n-—1)
(i)
> 2% + (N—(nz—n—l—l)),

where (i) is similar to steps (a) and (b) together in ExampliXstep (ii), which is similar to step (c) in Example 1.
We define

W= (Wl,Wu%,...,WuL ..,Wu?,...,Wuzil).

Step (iii) is similar to step (d) of Example 1. Therefore, #6r> 2n,

N — (n? - 1
M+R>n+ ("2n"+ ). (14)

Notice thaty = 0 for K > 2n, and the definition of: is such thatV < 3n2 — n + 1. Thus we have proved the
theorem fora = 1, K > 2n.

When K < 2n, we definedy > 0 as the smallest integer such th&t > 2(n — v). Notice that since’ > 2,
(n —~) > 0. Recall that we had consider@d vectors. Now we consideX(n — ) request vectors. We follow the
same steps as above withreplaced byn — ~. For this, we will now needV to satisfy (cf. [18))

(n=7)*=(n-7+1<N<3n-7)7°-(n-7)+1
It is easy to verify that the left inequality follows from tidefinitions ofn and~y. Hence, forN < 3(n—v)%2—(n—y)+1,
N—((n=7)?-(n—-9)+1)
2(n —7)

For K < 2n andN > 3(n —v)? — (n — ) + 1, we proceed as before, but now the number of filess larger than
the number of indices’s, v's, and 1. We may set them all to be distinct files and hencetdp 6ii), instead of
decodingN — ((n — )% — (n — ) + 1) files, we now haveé3(n — )2 — (n—7) +1) — (n —7)? = (n — ) + 1)
files. Thus,

M+R>(n—7v)+

Bn=—7)?-m-—N+1)—((n=7)°-(n—7)+1)
2(n —7)

M+R>(n—7v)+

=2(n—7).
This completes the proof far = 1. For generalizing this to ang > 0, we first consider the case df > [ﬂ
For the case of > 2n (i.e., v = 0), we consider[é] sets of2n request vectors similar td (I1L2). The condition
analogous to[(13) is now

[ﬂ (nz—n+1)§N§E1 (3n%* —n+1), (15)

which can be verified to hold forn as defined in[{5) withy = 0. Now, in step (i), [ﬂ files can be decoded by

decoding one file from each cf%} sets of2n request vectors. Then, in step (ii), we may now considbﬂ sets



of n vectors each such thatn — 1) files can be decoded from each set. The remaitng [1] (n? —n + 1) can
be decoded by combining all thHet | 2n vectors. Hence foi > 2n,

n<M+ H R) > H (2n) + H (2n(n— 1))+ N — H (n? —n+1)
ZQEW n?+ N — Ew (n? —n+1).

SinceaM > 2 we have, fork > 2n,

B

[0 —n+n)
2{l]n

«

oM+ R>n+ (16)
The proof for K < 2n is along the same lines as far = 1; as above, we now work witrﬁﬂ 2(n — ) request
vectors instead of 1| 2n.

WhenN < [1] we consider| 2] request vectors such that one of the users, say the firstreselsts allV files
between theséoj request vectors. From this we gét,+ [1] R > N which givesaM + R > []\H This completes

the proof fora > 0. :
Now we prove the second part of the Theorem 1 when 1. We first consider the case & > 2 |«| n, where
n is as defined in[{9). Note that of (10) is 0 in this case. Now consider the followirtp request vectors.

(1, oo laf ’u%"“’u:ﬂ_od—\_ocj’v%’ . n\_aJ’tl? e ’t}f—%LaJ) (17a)

(g Lol s 02 g Vs 02 g B g ) (17b)

(u’f,...,usz_LaJ,l,..., la] 0T, n[aJvtlv"'vt?(—%LaJ) (17¢)

n+1 " 1 1 1 n+1 n+1

(v1+ e, nfrayl o e 7“17---7unLaJ—raJ7t1+ Lt 2nLaJ> (a7d)

(U%”, "vUiTaJvu?""’UZLaJ—LaJ’t%n""t?—%LaJ) (17e)
Of these, we require that ..., |o], ul,...,uimJ la]> *+ 0 ULy Up o |, DE distinct. Hence, we will require
that [a| (n? —n+1) < N. Furthermore we want these along with this, i.e., 1,..., |a], ul,...,u}LLaJ_LaJ, e
U U ] o] v%,...,vim, R O L U v, toinclude all of1,2,..., N. Hence, we need to be such that

la] (n? —n+1) < N < |af (3n2 —n+1).

We can verify that the choice of in (@), which is reproduced below, satisfies this.

la) +/la)? + 12[a) (N — |a])
61al

Consider the first request vector and the fitgta] users. Userd to |a] request filesiV; to W, and the rest

n |a] — |a] users request fileéWu%, W ) Similarly in the second request vector, usgxg +1t0 2 |«

request filesl; to W, and the rest o] — |a] users request fileéWuf, ey W

nlal—lal
same manner until the-th request vector. Thes(er, s Wias War, WuZWHM) are|a| (n?—n+1) distinct
files in the database. For the second set ofquest vectors, users|«| + 1 to 2n |«| request the same files as users

1 to n [« in the firstn request vectors. For the first request vectors, usefs|a] + 1 to 2n |a| requests? |«

). This proceeds in the
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files (Wv%, RN inlm)' For the second request vectors, usetsto n requests:? |a| files (WU;LH, cooy Wt )

By our choices we have ensured that thesé |« | files contain the remaining/ — |« (n? — n + 1) distinct files.
We now follow the similar procedure as in the case whena < 1. First filesiV; to W, can be decoded from all

the 2n request vectors. This is done by considering the first requezgor and caches; to 7, the second request

vector and cache&|, |, to Z,,) and so on for the remaining request vectors. Then, the fitstfse vectors and

the second set af vectors are separately combined to decode ﬁlﬁsﬁ, e, Wn ) From the firstn request

nla)—lal
vectors and cache(il, e nm) the files (Wu ,...,Wuzmﬂaﬁ can be decoded. Similarly, from the second set
of n vectors and(ZnLaHl, . ,szod) the same set of files can be decoded. The st |a] (n? —n + 1) files
which are included in(Wv%, . ’inﬁa) can be decoded by considering all the request vectors together using

all the caches(Zl,...,ZgnLaJ). All R, M, entropies and mutual informations are in units fofbits. So for any
achievable memory-rate pait/, R) and K > 2n |«],

n(la] M +R)>2n|al+2n(nlal —|a)) + N - o] (n* —n+1)
>2|an®+ N —|a)] (n® —n+1).
Sincea > |af, for K > 2n |«a|,

N —|a) (n? —n+1)

2n )
The proof for K < 2n|«a] is similar to the case 06 < o« < 1. Here we find the least integer such that
K > 2(n—7) |a]. Notice that sincél > 2 |«], (n —) > 0. Now we consideR(n — ) request vectors instead of
2n. For this, we will now needV to satisfy

la) (n=7)? = (=) +1) <N < o) (3(n—7)>—(n—7) +1).
It is easy to verify that the left inequality follows from tliefinitions ofn and~. Hence, for
N < la) (3(n—7)% — (n—7) +1),
WM 4R () o] + Mol (= - @ =)+ 1)

aM+R>n|al+

2(n —1)
For K < 2n|a) and N > |a] (3(n — )% — (n —v) + 1), we proceed as before, but now the number of files
is larger than the number of indicess, v's, and1, ..., |«|. We may set them all to be distinct files and hence, in

step (iii), instead of decodingy — |« ((n —7)? — (n — ) + 1) files, we now havéa| (3(n —~)?> —(n —7) +1) —
la] ((n —7)? — (n — ) +1) files. Thus,
aM + R 2(n—n) o) + LB = 2 Ll o) o) 2

=2(n— ) o) .
This completes the proof fok < 2n |«].
When N < |« we consider ] caches such that among them Allusers are included. We consider one request
vector where among the users all thefiles are requested. Sindé < |«| from the |« caches all the files can be
decoded, we getM + R > N. This completes the proof of Theorem 1 when> 1.

PROOF OFLEMMAS
Proof of Lemma 1.

Using equation[{3), by substitutiny = [1] K2 ands =

K
( 1 K%/K] M)
K
K

R*

| V

M

[l

aM + R*(M) >

+ R*(M)

Y



11

which gives,

Proof of Lemma 2.

This proof follows from Theorem 1. Consider the case wliiis even andy > 0. We want to show that for

v (), .

the lower bound of Theorem 1 gives\/ + R > K. To see this, substitutd” from (18) in (3)-(6) to see thai = %
and~ = 0. Then, the lower bound of¥4) indeed givad/ + R > 2n = K. Hence we have for eveR,

Na, K) < Ew <34£2 —§+1>.

To handle oddK as well, we note thafV(a, K) is a non-decreasing function @f for fixed a. Hence fora > 0

=2 N(a,K) < H (3 ET B % i 1) '

Following the same procedure for> 1 we first considerk” to be such tha#l = 2n |«a|. We chooseV to be,

Nz(%—%—k{aj).

Then, the lower bound of8) givesM + R > 2n|a| = K. To find for any K, we note thatN(«, K) is a
non-decreasing function dt for fixed . Hence fora > 1 and K > 2 ||,

o5 o] 5] )

Summarizing forK > 2 users andx > 0,

vom<[1] (2[5 3]

For K > 2|« users andy > 1,

Proof of Lemma 3.

To find the minimum number of files such théiM + Rc(M)) is K for the coded caching strategy explained
in sectionII[-B notice that,

K(1-%)
14 &M
KN —-KM
KM+ N~
SinceM takes only those values for whiéﬁ,ﬁ € {1,2,... K} as defined by the coded caching strategy we substitute

ME — 1. Solving this we obtain,
1 /(K? K
N==—(=—+=). 19
a( 2 + 2) (19)

aM + Rc(M) =aM +

=aM +



To show that for allV less than[(19), the scheme satistie®¥ + R (M) < K,

M = & and substitute imM + Rc(M). We get,

Hence,

aM + Ro(M)

KN —-KM
KM+ N
aN K(1-1/K)

“K 2
aoK2+K) K-1

=alM +

20K + 2
<K+1+K—1
2 2

considerN = H (
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