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Fundamental Structure of Optimal Cache Placement
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Abstract—This paper studies the caching system of multiple
cache-enabled users with random demands. Under nonuniform
file popularity, we thoroughly characterize the optimal uncoded
cache placement structure for the coded caching scheme (CCS).
Formulating the cache placement as an optimization problem to
minimize the average delivery rate, we identify the file group
structure in the optimal solution. We show that, regardless of
the file popularity distribution, there are at most three file groups
in the optimal cache placement, where files within a group
have the same cache placement. We further characterize the
complete structure of the optimal cache placement and obtain
the closed-form solution in each of the three file group structures.
A simple algorithm is developed to obtain the final optimal
cache placement by comparing a set of candidate closed-form
solutions computed in parallel. We provide insight into the file
groups formed by the optimal cache placement. The optimal
placement solution also indicates that coding between file groups
may be explored during delivery, in contrast to the existing
suboptimal file grouping schemes. Using the file group structure
in the optimal cache placement for the CCS, we propose a new
information-theoretic converse bound for coded caching that is
tighter than the existing best one. Moreover, we characterize
the file subpacketization in the CCS with the optimal cache
placement solution and show that the maximum subpacketization

level in the worst case scales as O(2K/
√
K) for K users.

Index Terms—Coded caching, content delivery, nonuniform file
popularity, cache placement, optimization

I. INTRODUCTION

Future wireless networks face rapid data traffic growth and

increasing demands for timely content delivery. Caching has

emerged as a promising technology to address these pressing

issues [2]–[4]. By storing data in distributed network storage

resources near base stations or user devices, cache-aided

systems alleviate the increasingly intensive traffic in wireless

networks to meet low latency requirements. Conventional

uncoded caching can improve the hit rate [5]–[8] but is not

efficient when there are multiple cache-aided devices. Coded

caching has been recently introduced in the seminal work [9],

where a coded caching scheme has been proposed. It combines

a carefully designed cache placement of uncoded contents and

a coded multicast delivery strategy to explore the caching gain.

For convenience, we refer to this coded caching scheme as

the CCS in the rest of this paper. By exploring both global

and local caching gain, the CCS was shown to be able to

serve an infinite number of users simultaneously with finite

resources [9]. Since then, coded caching has drawn consider-

able attention, with extensions of the CCS to the decentralized
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scenario [10], transmitter caching in mobile edge networks

[11], [12], user caching in device-to-device networks [13],

and transmitter-and-receiver caching in wireless interference

networks [14].

A key design issue in coded caching is cache placement. An

effective cache placement scheme maximizes caching gain and

minimizes the transmission load in the network in the content

delivery phase (i.e., the delivery rate). The works mentioned

above all assume uniform file popularity under homogenous

demands, for which a symmetric cache placement strategy

(i.e., identical cache placement for all files) is optimal [15]. In

the more general scenario of files with heterogeneous demands

leading to nonuniform file popularity, the cache placement may

be different among files, complicating both caching design

and analysis. There is a fundamental question on whether to

distinguish files of different popularities and to what extent. On

the one hand, different cache placements for files with distinct

popularities may help capture the difference in demands to im-

prove caching efficiency. On the other hand, depending on the

degree of difference, ignoring this difference in file popularity

and simply using the symmetric cache placement may be a

good tradeoff between performance gain and implementation

complexity.

Several recent works have considered the cache placement

design for the CCS under nonuniform file popularity [16]–

[19], where a typical method is to construct a cache placement

scheme and bound its performance. For complexity reduction,

file grouping is commonly used as a tractable method for

the cache placement design. It was first proposed in [16],

which divides files into groups based on their popularities and

allocates chunks of cache to different groups. Files within

each file group are treated the same with identical cache

placement. Following this, different methods to partition files

into file groups have been proposed [17]–[19]. These existing

studies show that file grouping is an effective method to handle

nonuniform file popularity for cache placement. However, the

file grouping methods used in these existing schemes are all

somewhat heuristic, with two file groups typically considered

to separate the most popular files from the remaining ones. The

optimal cache placement and its relation to file grouping re-

main unknown. Different from the method of construction, the

optimization approach was adopted in [15], [20] to formulate

the cache placement into an optimization problem to find the

solution. Both works have focused on developing numerical

methods to solve the optimization problem. However, the

numerical results cannot provide insights into the optimal

cache placement.

Indeed, characterizing the optimal cache placement struc-
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ture may bring us a deeper understanding of the effect of

nonuniform file popularity on the caching gain offered by the

CCS. Furthermore, in the cache placement for the CCS, each

file is partitioned into subfiles to be stored at different sets

of users. The number of required subfiles may potentially

grow exponentially with the number of users. This could

prevent the practical use of the CCS for files with finite

sizes and limit the caching gain that can be achieved. There

have been studies on the tradeoff between the subpacketization

level and the coded caching gain by the CCS under uniform

file popularity [21]–[26]. The analysis of subpacketization is

more challenging for nonuniform file popularity and, therefore,

scarce in the literature, as different files may be partitioned

in different ways. Obtaining the optimal cache placement

structure will help characterize the file subpacketization in the

CCS to understand the practical limits and make an appropriate

tradeoff between the subpacketization level and coded caching

gain for the CCS.

A. Contributions

In this paper, we characterize the optimal cache placement

for the CCS under nonuniform file popularity. We obtain the

optimal cache placement structure and establish its connection

to file group structure under arbitrary file popularity distribu-

tion and cache size.

Different from the construction method adopted in many ex-

isting works, we use the optimization framework to formulate

the uncoded cache placement problem to minimize the average

rate in the coded content delivery phase. The optimization

problem is formulated to find the optimal cache placement

in a broad family of centralized and decentralized placement

schemes. Exploring several properties of the optimization

problem, we reformulate the problem into a simplified yet

equivalent linear programming (LP) problem. We identify the

inherent file group structure in the optimal cache placement

by analyzing the structure and the optimality conditions of

the reformulated problem. In particular, we show that there

are at most three file groups in the optimal cache placement

regardless of the file popularity distribution, with files in each

group having an identical cache placement. Each possible

file group structure has a unique cache placement pattern.

With further in-depth analysis of these patterns and caching

constraints, we characterize the complete structure of the

optimal cache placement and obtain the closed-form placement

solution for each of the three possible file group structures. In

particular, we show that each file to be cached is partitioned

into subfiles of at most two different sizes. Following these,

we develop a simple and efficient algorithm to obtain the final

optimal cache placement, which only requires computing a set

of candidate solutions in closed-form in parallel.

The result of at most three file groups in the optimal

cache placement, regardless of file popularity distribution, is

somewhat surprising. We provide insight into the above file

grouping results. Despite different file popularities, the cache

placement strategy only distinguishes files as “most popular,”

“moderately popular,” or “non-popular,” and based on these

categories to determine whether to cache the entire, a portion,

or none of a file among users (see detailed discussion in

Section IV-D). The files are mapped to one of these three

categories to form file groups. The optimal placement may

have one to three file groups, depending on the file popularity

distribution and the ratio of global cache size to the database

size. We point out that although two file groups have been

considered in the existing decentralized caching schemes for

the CCS [18], [19], there is no existing scheme that considers

either three file groups for coded caching or coding between

file groups. Our result shows that there can be three file groups

in the optimal cache placement, and the coding opportunity

between file groups may be explored during coded content

delivery.

The file group structure in the optimal cache placement

solution for the CCS enables us to obtain a new information-

theoretic lower bound on the average rate for any caching

scheme under nonuniform file popularity. It is derived by

applying the optimal file group structure obtained for the

CCS to the genie-aided construction method [18], [19]. Our

lower bound is tighter than the existing best one [19]. This

improvement shows that the file groups resulting from the

optimal cache placement provide a better indication of the

popular file group than the existing methods suggest.

Based on the structure of the optimal cache placement, we

are able to further characterize the file subpacketization in

the cache placement for the CCS. We derive the maximum

subpacketization level in the worst case and show that it scales

as O(2K/
√
K) for K users. Both analysis and simulation

show that the general subpacketization can be much smaller

than this upper bound.

The optimal cache placement structure and the optimal so-

lution obtained by our algorithm are verified and demonstrated

through simulation. The optimal cache placement outperforms

other existing schemes for the CCS. The performance gap is

larger when the cache size is smaller, demonstrating that a

better cache placement strategy is more critical to maximize

the caching gain. The simulation also shows that the proposed

lower bound is tighter than the existing ones for various

system configurations. Finally, the subpacketization level for

the optimal CCS and the impact of cache size on it are studied

in simulation.

B. Related Works

The CCS has been studied in many works for various

system scenarios to understand the fundamental limit of coded

caching [9]–[15]. In these works, the cache placement for the

CCS has been studied for the peak delivery rate under uniform

file popularity1, where the optimal cache placement in this

case is the same for all files [9], [15]. The cache placement

under nonuniform file popularity has been investigated in [16]–

[19]. It was first studied in [16], where a file grouping strategy

independent of the number of users K was proposed to reduce

the design complexity by treating files in each group to be the

same and using the symmetric decentralized CCS for each

group. Following this, by incorporating the knowledge of K

1For uniform file popularity, it can be shown that the peak rate and average
rate are identical for the CCS.



3

TABLE I
COMPARISON WITH EXISTING CACHE PLACEMENT SCHEMES FOR THE CCS

Approach File grouping strategy Cache placement strategy

[16] Proposed a suboptimal scheme Multiple file groups Decentralized

[17],[18], [19] Proposed a suboptimal scheme One or two file groups Decentralized

[27] Via optimization, (suboptimal) numerical methods N/A Decentralized

[15], [20] Via optimization, numerical method N/A Centralized

Our work Via optimization, closed-form optimal solution Optimal file groups Centralized

in the file grouping design, several suboptimal file grouping

schemes have been proposed to lower the average delivery

rate [17]–[19]. In [17], a specific multi-level file popularity

model is considered, where the number of files at each level

and the number of users requesting the files at each level

are fixed. Under this model, a caching scheme using two file

groups was proposed and shown to be order-optimal depending

on the number of levels. With a more general file popularly

distribution, a simple RLFU-GCC scheme was proposed in

[18], which splits files into two file groups, with one containing

the most popular files and allocated the entire cache. The

performance of this scheme was shown to be order-optimal for

the Zipf distribution. As an extension to an arbitrary popularity

distribution, a mixed caching strategy was proposed [19] by

adding a choice of an uncoded caching scheme to the above

two-file-group caching scheme. This added scheme has three

file groups for cache placement and uses uncoded delivery.

All the above works [16]–[19] use decentralized CCS for

each file group, and there is no coding opportunity between

the file groups in these schemes. Different from the above

approaches, the optimization framework is considered to find

the optimal cache placement for the CCS under nonuniform

file popularity in the centralized scenario [15], [20] and the

decentralized setting [27].2 Numerical methods are resorted to

solve these problems, which cannot be used to characterize

the optimal cache placement. The optimal cache placement

for the CCS under arbitrary file popularity distribution and

its relationship with file grouping remains unknown. We

summarize the differences between our work and the above

mentioned existing works for the CCS in Table I.

For understanding the fundamental limit of coded caching,

information-theoretic converse bounds are developed in the

literature. The lower bounds on the peak and average rates

for files with uniform popularity have been developed and

improved by several works [9], [10], [28], [29]. For nonuni-

form file popularity, different lower bounds on the average

rate have been developed to demonstrate the performance of

the proposed file grouping based caching schemes [16]–[19].

A lower bound was first developed in [16], where a genie-

based method was used to compute the sum peak delivery

rates of multiple file groups that are heuristically partitioned.

The number of file groups depends on popularity distribution,

and the bound is generally loose. The genie-based method

is commonly used to obtain the lower bounds [17]–[19]. It

2From the optimization perspective, the decentralized cache placement
problem is a subproblem of the cache placement optimization problem in
the centralized scenario. In other words, any decentralized cache placement
is a feasible point of the centralized cache placement optimization problem.

constructs a virtual system where only a group of most popular

files need to be delivered to the users via the shared link,

and these popular files are treated equally. The group of

most popular files is formed either heuristically or through

a suboptimal method, resulting in different tightness of the

lower bound. In [18], focusing on the Zipf distribution of file

popularity, the authors proposed a method to determine the

group of most popular files for different Zipf parameters, and

a lower bound on the average rate is developed using the peak

delivery rate in this file group. A lower bound for an arbitrary

file popularity distribution was obtained in [19] by categorizing

the most popular files via a different strategy. Furthermore, a

file merging process was proposed to tighten the bound further

by including some moderately popular files into the group of

most popular files. From these existing studies, the proposed

file grouping strategies appear to have a strong influence on

the tightness of the lower bound. In this work, we show that

the file group structure in the optimal cache placement would

lead to a tighter lower bound.

File subpacketization in the cache placement has been

studied in [21]–[24] for uniform file popularity, where different

methods were proposed to reduce the subpacketization level in

the cache placement with a higher delivery rate as a tradeoff.

The Pareto-optimal coded caching schemes that characterize

the tradeoff between the high subpacketization level and the

rate were provided in [23]. The cache placement of the

CCS given in [9] for specific cache sizes is proved to be both

optimal [22] and Pareto-optimal [23] in achieving the highest

cache gain with the minimum subpacketization level. In [25],

the existence of coded caching schemes with the linear growth

of the subpacketization level for a large number of users is

shown. In [26], using multiple antennas is suggested to reduce

the subpacketization level. The problem under nonuniform

file popularity is much more complicated, and the study is

scarce. In [30], a cache placement optimization problem is

considered that uses the subpacketization level as a constraint.

The influence of the subpacketization level on the average rate

was explored through numerical simulations. Unfortunately,

the simulation approach is not able to provide insights into

the subpacketization feature in the optimal cache placement

solution.

Besides nonuniform file popularity, other types of nonuni-

formity have also been considered in the coded caching design,

including file sizes [15], [31], cache sizes [32], [33], and link

qualities [34]–[36]. In addition, a modified CCS has been

proposed recently with an improved delivery strategy that

results in a reduced delivery rate than the original CCS [37].

The complication in the delivery strategy further complicates
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the analysis of this caching scheme. In this paper, we focus

on the characterization of the optimal caching solution for the

CCS to provide insights into the effect of cache placement on

the caching gain.

C. Organization and Notations

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section II,

we introduce the system model and describe the cache place-

ment problem for the CCS. In Section III, we formulate the

cache placement optimization problem and transform it into

a simpler form. In Section IV, we identify all possible file

group structures under the optimal cache placement, present

the optimal cache placement solution in each case, and provide

a simple algorithm to obtain the final optimal solution. In

Section V, we propose a converse bound for general coded

caching tighter than existing bounds. In Section VI, we derive

an upper bound on the subpacketization level for the CCS

under the optimal cache placement. Simulation is provided

in Section VII to verify our results and demonstrate the

performance. The conclusion is provided in Section VIII.

Notations: The cardinality of set S is denoted by |S|, and

the size of file W is denoted by |W |. The bitwise ”XOR”

operation between two subfiles is denoted by ⊕. Notations ⌊·⌋
and ⌈·⌉ denote the floor and ceiling functions, respectively.

Notation a < 0 means element-wise non-negative in vector

a. We extend the definition of
(

K
l

)

and define
(

K
l

)

= 0, for

l < 0 or l > K .

II. SYSTEM MODEL AND PROBLEM SETUP

A. System Model

Consider a cache-aided transmission system with a server

connecting to K users, each with a local cache, over a

shared error-free link, as shown in Fig. 1. The server has a

database consisting of N files, {W1, . . . ,WN}. Each file Wn

is of size F bits and is requested with probability pn. Let

p = [p1, . . . , pN ] denote the popularity distribution of all N
files, where

∑N
n=1

pn = 1. Without loss of the generality,

we label files according to the decreasing order of their

popularities: p1 ≥ p2 ≥ · · · ≥ pN . Each user k has a local

cache of capacity MF bits, which is referred to as cache size

M (normalized by the file size), where M is a real number

and M ∈ [0, N ]. Denote the file and user index sets by

N , {1, . . . , N} and K , {1, . . . ,K}, respectively.

The coded caching operates in two phases: the cache

placement phase and the content delivery phase. In the cache

placement phase, a portion of uncoded file contents from

{W1, . . . ,WN} are placed in each user k’s local cache,

according to a cache placement scheme. The cached content

at user k is described by a caching function φk(·) of N files as

Zk , φk(W1, . . . ,WN ). During data transmission, each user

k independently requests a file with index dk from the server.

Let d , [d1, . . . , dK ] denote the demand vector of all K users.

In the content delivery phase, based on the demand vector d

and the cached contents at users, the server generates coded

messages of uncached portions of requested files and sends

them to the users. The generated codeword can be described

by an encoding function ψd(·) of the N files for demand d

File 1

File N

...

File

Popularity

1 2 3 N...

User 1 User 2 User K... Cache size M

Shared link

Server

Fig. 1. An example of cache-aided systems, where end users are connected
to the central service provider through a shared link. Each user has a local
cache to alleviate the burden of the shared link. The files in the server have
nonuniform popularities.

as Xd = ψd(W1, . . . ,WN ). Upon receiving the codeword,

each user k applies a decoding function ϕk(·) to reconstruct

its (estimated) requested file Ŵk from the received codeword

and its cached content as Ŵk , ϕk(Xd, Zk). A valid coded

caching scheme requires that each user k is able to reconstruct

its requested file, Ŵd,k = Wdk
, k ∈ K, for any demand d,

over an error-free link.

B. Cache Placement Problem Construction

The cache placement is a crucial design issue in coded

caching. Among existing studies for the CCS, a common

approach is to propose a cache placement scheme, construct

a lower bound on the minimum data rate, and evaluate the

proposed scheme by comparing its performance with the lower

bound. In this work, we use an optimization approach for the

cache placement design for the CCS. Through construction,

we formulate the cache placement problem into a design

optimization problem.

1) Cache placement: ForK users, there are 2K user subsets

in K, with subset sizes ranging from 0 to K . Denote K0 ,
K ∪ {0}. Among all the user subsets, there are

(

K
l

)

different

user subsets with the same size l ∈ K0 (l = 0 corresponds to

the empty subset ∅ in K). They form a cache subgroup that

contains all user subsets of size l, defined as Al , {S : |S| =
l, S ⊆ K} with |Al| =

(

K
l

)

, for l ∈ K0. For the N files,

partition each file Wn into 2K non-overlapping subfiles, one

for each unique user subset S ⊆ K, denoted by Wn,S (it can

be ∅). Each user k ∈ S stores subfile Wn,S in its local cache

(for S = ∅, subfile Wn,∅ is not cached to any user, but only

kept in the server). For any caching scheme, each file should

be reconstructed by combining all its subfiles. Thus, we have

the file partitioning constraint

K
∑

l=0

∑

S∈Al

|Wn,S | = F, n ∈ N . (1)

It is shown in [20, Theorem 1] that for each file Wn, the

size of its subfile Wn,S only depends on |S|. This implies that

|Wn,S | is the same for any S ∈ Al of the same size l. Based

on this property, for each file Wn, its subfiles are grouped

into file subgroups, each denoted by W l
n = {Wn,S : S ∈ Al},

for l ∈ K0. There are
(

K
l

)

subfiles of the same size in W l
n

(intended for user subsets in cache subgroup Al), and there

are total K + 1 file subgroups.
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Let an,l denote the size of subfiles in W l
n, as a fraction of

the file size F bits: an,l , |Wn,S |/F (for ∀S ∈ Al), l ∈ K0,

n ∈ N . Note that an,0 represents the fraction of file Wn that

is not stored at any user’s cache but only remains in the server.

Then, the file partition constraint (1) is simplified to

K
∑

l=0

(

K

l

)

an,l = 1, n ∈ N . (2)

Recall that in file partitioning, each subfile is intended for

a unique user subset. During the cache placement, user k
stores all the subfiles in W l

n that are intended for user subsets

it belongs to, i.e., {Wn,S : S ∈ Al and k ∈ S} ⊆ W l
n,

for l ∈ K. Note that in each Al, l ∈ K, there are total
(

K−1

l−1

)

different user subsets containing the same user k. Thus,

there are
∑K

l=1

(

K−1

l−1

)

subfiles in each file Wn that a user

can possibly store in its local cache. With subfile size an,l,

this means that each user caches a total of
∑K

l=1

(

K−1

l−1

)

an,l
fraction of file Wn. For cache size M at each user, we have

the following local cache constraint

N
∑

n=1

K
∑

l=1

(

K − 1

l − 1

)

an,l ≤M. (3)

We point out that the above construction through subfile

and user subset partitioning to represent an uncoded cache

placement is general, i.e., any uncoded cache placement

scheme can be equivalently represented by the specific values

of {an,l : n ∈ N , l ∈ K0}.
2) Content Delivery via Coded Multicasting: For content

delivery by the CCS, the server multicasts a unique coded

message to each user subset. The message is formed by bitwise

XOR operation of subfiles as

CS ,
⊕

k∈S

Wdk,S\{k}. (4)

Note that the CCS originally proposed in [9] is shown

to be a valid caching scheme for cache size M =
{0, N/K, 2N/K, ..., N}. This conclusion can be straightfor-

wardly extended to any cache size M , using the delivery

strategy of the decentralized CCS in [10].

With nonuniform file popularities, the cache placement may

be different for files with different popularities. This means the

file partitioning may be different among these files, and the

subfile size an,l is a function of n. Note that when the sizes

of subfiles are not equal, zero padding is needed to code the

subfiles together for multicasting in (4). As a result, the size of

coded message CS is determined by the largest subfile among

subfiles in the delivery group (user subset) S, i.e.,

|CS | = max
k∈S

adk,l, S ∈ Al+1, l = 0, . . . ,K − 1. (5)

With (4) and (5), each user in S can retrieve the subfile of its

requested file from the coded message CS .

III. CACHE PLACEMENT OPTIMIZATION FORMULATION

Based on (5), the average rate R̄ of data delivery by the

CCS is given by

R̄ = Ed





∑

S⊆K,S6=∅

|CS |



 = Ed





K−1
∑

l=0

∑

S∈Al+1

max
k∈S

adk,l



 (6)

where Ed[·] is taken w.r.t. demand vector d.

Let an = [an,0, . . . , an,K ]T denote the (K + 1) × 1 cache

placement vector for file Wn, n ∈ N . The cache placement

optimization problem for the CCS is formulated as obtaining

the optimal {an} to minimize the average rate R̄, given by3

P0 : min
{an}

R̄

s.t. (2), (3), and

an < 0, n ∈ N . (7)

The optimization problem P0 is complicated to solve. In the

following, we provide a few simplifications to the average rate

objective and the constraints and transform P0 into a simplified

equivalent problem.

A. Problem Reformulation

For nonuniform file popularities, it is shown that the optimal

cache placement under the CCS has a popularity-first property

[20]. Specifically, it states in [20, Theorem 2] that for file pop-

ularities p1 ≥ . . . ≥ pN , under the optimal cache placement,

the following condition holds for the cached subfiles

an,l ≥ an+1,l, l ∈ K, n ∈ N\{N}, (8)

where the amount of cache assigned to a file is monotonic

with the file popularity.

Without loss of the optimality, we now explicitly impose

constraint (8) and have the following equivalent problem to

P0

P1 : min
{an}

R̄

s.t. (2), (3), (7), (8).

At the optimality of P1, the local cache constraint (3) is

attained with equality, i.e., the cache memory is always fully

utilized. To see this, note that at optimality if there is any

unused memory, we can always modify the assumed optimal

caching placement by adding any uncached portion of files into

the unused memory. This leads to reduced R̄, contradicting the

assumption that there is unused cache memory at optimality.

Thus, we replace constraint (3) with the equality constraint

N
∑

n=1

K
∑

l=1

(

K − 1

l − 1

)

an,l =M. (9)

Next, we show the following lemma for constraint (7).

Lemma 1. Under constraint (8), constraint (7) is equivalent

to the following two constraints

aN,l ≥ 0, l ∈ K (10)

a1,0 ≥ 0. (11)

Proof: If aN,l ≥ 0, ∀l ∈ K, by the popularity-first

condition (8), we have

an,l ≥ 0, ∀l ∈ K, ∀n ∈ N . (12)

3Note that P0 is formulated for the CCS, which is based on uncoded cache
placement and one-shot coded delivery with zero padding, as described in
Section II-B.
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Recall that subfile size an,0 represents the fraction of Wn that

is not stored at any user cache. From (2), we have

an,0 = 1−
K
∑

l=1

(

K

l

)

an,l, n ∈ N . (13)

Combining (8) and (13), we have a1,0 ≤ . . . ≤ aN,0. If a1,0 ≥
0 in (11) holds, then an,0 ≥ 0, ∀n ∈ N . Combining this with

(12), we have an < 0, ∀n ∈ N , which is constraint (7).

By Lemma 1, constraints (7) in P1 can be equivalently

replaced by constraints (10) and (11).

Let Ym, m = 1, . . . ,K , denote the mth smallest file index

in the demand vector d. The probability distribution of Ym is

obtained in [15, Lemma 2] (the expression of Ym is provided in

Appendix A for completeness). By the popularity-first property

of the optimal cache placement, the average rate R̄ in (6) is

shown to have the following expression [15]

R̄ =

N
∑

n=1

K−1
∑

l=1

K
∑

m=1

(

K −m

l

)

Pr[Ym = n]an,l

+

N
∑

n=1

K−1
∑

m=0

Pr[YK−m = n]an,0, (14)

where Pr[Ym = n] is not a function of an. The above

expression shows that R̄ is a weighted sum of an,l’s (for each

cache subgroup l).
From (14), define gn , [gn,0, . . . , gn,K ]T, n ∈ N , where

gn,l ,
K
∑

m=1

(

K −m

l

)

Pr[Ym = n], l ∈ K,

gn,0 ,
K−1
∑

m=0

Pr[YK−m = n]. (15)

Also, from (2) and (9), define b , [b0, . . . , bK ]T , with

bl ,
(

K
l

)

, and c , [c0, . . . , cK ]T , with cl ,
(

K−1

l+1

)

, l ∈ K0.

Combining the results from (9) to (15), we reformulate the

cache placement optimization problem P1 into the following

equivalent LP problem

P2: min
{an}

N
∑

n=1

gT
nan

s.t. (8), (10), (11), and

bTan = 1, n ∈ N , (16)

N
∑

n=1

cTan =M. (17)

Note that compared to P1 with 2N(K + 1) − K + 1
constraints, P2 has N(K + 1) + 2 constraints. Reducing the

constraints facilitates us to explore the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker

(KKT) optimality conditions [38] in the problem and obtain

the inherent structure in the optimal cache placement.

IV. THE OPTIMAL CACHE PLACEMENT

In this section, we derive the optimal cache placement

solution to P2. We first present a structural property of the

optimal cache placement solution for P2. It is obtained by

exploring the KKT conditions for P2. Based on this property,

we identify several possible optimal solution structures. By an-

alyzing each solution structure along with the file partition and

cache memory constraints, we obtain the closed-form cache

placement solution under each solution structure. Finally,

we develop a simple low-complexity algorithm using these

obtained candidate solutions to obtain the optimal solution for

P2. We first give the definition of file group below.

Definition 1. (File group) A file group is a subset of N that

contains all files with the same cache placement vector, i.e.,

for any two files Wn and Wn′ , if their placement vectors an =
an′ , then they belong to the same file group.

For N files, there could be potential as many as N file

groups (i.e., all an’s are different), which makes the design

of optimal cache placement a major challenge. File grouping

is a popular method proposed for the CCS [16]–[19] to

simplify the cache placement design under nonuniform file

popularity. Having fewer file groups reduces the complexity

in determining the placement vectors {an}. However, existing

file grouping schemes are suboptimal. Our main result in

Theorem 1 below describes the structural property, in terms

of file groups, of the optimal cache placement for the CCS.

Theorem 1. For N files with any file popularity distribution

p, and for any K and M ≤ N , there are at most three file

groups under the optimal cache placement {an} for P1.

Proof: Since P2 is an LP, we explore the KKT conditions

for P2 to derive the file group property. See Appendix B.

Theorem 1 indicates that, regardless of the values of N , p,

K , and M , there are only three possible file group structures

under the optimal cache placement, i.e., one to three file

groups. This implies that there are at most three unique vectors

among the optimal cache placement vectors {an}, one for each

file group. This property drastically reduces the complexity in

solving the cache placement problem, and in turn, it allows us

to explore the solution structure to obtain the optimal solution

{an} analytically. The result of at most three file groups,

regardless of file popularity distribution p among N files, is

somewhat surprising. We will provide some insight into this

result in Section IV-D, after the cache placement structure and

solution are obtained.

Remark 1. Existing file grouping strategies [16]–[19] are

either suboptimal or designed for a specific file popularity

distribution. Some of these suboptimal file grouping strategies

[17]–[19] were shown to be a constant factor away from the

optimum in terms of the average rate. Since the constant

factor is relatively large, it remains unclear how close their

performance is to that under the optimal cache placement

strategy for the CCS. Furthermore, under a file grouping

strategy, the specific cache placement for each group is needed.

Existing works use the symmetric decentralized cache place-

ment strategy for each group. In contrast, by Theorem 1, in

the following, we will discuss each of the three file grouping

cases to obtain the corresponding optimal placement.

Following Theorem 1, we will examine all three cases of

file groups for P2 to obtain the placement solution. We first
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introduce the following notations to be used later:

• Denote ān = [an,1, . . . , an,K ]T as the sub-placement

vector in an. It specifies only the size of each subfile

stored in the local cache, while an,0 specifies the subfile

kept at the server.

• We use notation ān <1 0 to indicate that there is at least

one positive element in ān; otherwise, ān = 0. Similarly,

ān1
<1 ān2

denotes that at least one element in ān1
is

greater than that in ān2
, and all the rest elements in ān1

and ān2
are equal.

With the above notations, we establish the following equiv-

alence on the placement vectors:

1) By (2), for any two files n1 and n2, we have

an1
= an2

⇔ ān1
= ān2

(18)

where “⇔” denotes being equivalent.

2) By (8) and (13), for any two files with their indexes

n1 < n2, we have

an1
6= an2

⇔ ān1
<1 ān2

and an1,0 < an2,0. (19)

In the following, we consider each case of file groups, and

identify the complete structure of the cache placement vector

and obtain the optimal solution for this case.

A. One File Group

With a single file group, the cache placement vectors are the

same for all files. Let a1 = · · · = aN = a. In this case, we can

simplify the expressions in P2. Denote g̃ , [g̃0, . . . , g̃K ]T with

g̃l =
(

K
l+1

)

, l ∈ K0. Then, P2 is simplified into the following

equivalent problem

P3: min
a

g̃Ta

s.t. bTa = 1, (20)

cTa =
M

N
, (21)

a < 0. (22)

Note that P3 is the same as the cache placement optimiza-

tion problem for the uniform file popularity case (the same

placement vector a for all files), of which the optimal solution

has been obtained in [15] in closed-form. To summarize, the

optimal a for P3 is given as follows:

i) If MK/N ∈ N: The optimal a has only one nonzero

element: alo = 1/
(

K
lo

)

, lo =MK/N , and al = 0, ∀ l 6=
lo.

ii) If MK/N /∈ N: The optimal a has two nonzero adjacent

elements: Let v , KM
N . Then,

alo =
1 + ⌊v⌋ − v
(

K
⌊v⌋

) , alo+1 =
v − ⌊v⌋
(

K
⌈v⌉

) , lo = ⌊v⌋

al = 0, ∀ l 6= lo or lo + 1. (23)

Note that Case i) is a special case of Case ii): In Case ii), if

lo = v, alo+1 = 0, the solution in (23) reduces to that of case

i). Thus, the optimal solution of P3 can be simply summarized

in (23).

... ...

... ...

... ...=
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Fig. 2. An example of the optimal cache placement for one file group: an =
a, ∀n, with alo , alo+1 > 0 and al = 0, ∀l 6= lo, lo + 1. (The same color
indicates the same value of al)

The above shows that the optimal a has at most two

nonzero elements. When MK/N is an integer, a has only

one nonzero element, which means each file is partitioned

into equal subfiles of size alo . Otherwise, a has two nonzero

adjacent elements, which means each file is partitioned into

subfiles of two different sizes alo and alo+1. Each subfile is

cached into its intended user subset of size lo or lo + 1, as

described in Section II-B. Fig. 2 illustrates the optimal a in

the one-file-group case.

B. Two File Groups

For the case of two file groups, there are only two unique

placement vectors in {an}. By (8), this implies that {an} has

the following structure: a1 = . . . = ano
6= ano+1 = . . . = aN ,

for some no ∈ {1, . . . , N − 1}. By (18) and (19), this is

equivalent to

{

ā1 = . . . = āno
<1 āno+1 = . . . = āN

a1,0 = . . . = ano,0 < ano+1,0 = · · · = aN,0

(24)

for some no ∈ {1, . . . , N − 1}. It immediately follows that

ano+1,0 = · · · = aN,0 > 0. We use ano
and ano+1 to represent

the two unique placement vectors for the first and the second

file group, respectively. We first characterize the structure of

the placement vector ano+1 for the second file group below.

Proposition 1. If there are two file groups under the opti-

mal cache placement {an}, the optimal sub-placement vector

āno+1 for the second file group has at most one nonzero

element.

Proof: See Appendix C.

Proposition 1 indicates that either āno+1 = 0 or āno+1 has

only one nonzero element. For the former, it means the files in

the second file group are not cached but remain at the server

only. Note that two file groups were considered for placement

strategies in [18], [19], where the second file group containing

less popular files remains at the server, and the location of

no for the grouping was proposed in different heuristic ways.

These file grouping methods fall into the case of āno+1 = 0.

However, the case of allocating cache to the second file group,

i.e., āno+1 6= 0, has never been considered in the literature.

Following Proposition 1, we obtain the optimal cache place-

ment in each of the two cases for āno+1 below:
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Fig. 3. An example of the optimal cache placement for two file groups with
āno+1 = 0. The 1st file group: an,lo > 0, an,lo+1 > 0, for n = 1, . . . , no,
and the rest are all 0’s. The second file group: ano+1,0 = · · · = aN,0 = 1.

...

...

...W1,{1}

W1,{1,2}

W1,{1,3}

Wno,{1}

Wno,{1,2}

Wno,{1,3}

Cache map of user 1

W1,{1}

W1,{2}

W1,{3}

W1,{2,3}

W1,{1,3}

W1,{1,2}

W2
1

W0
no+1

M

File 1 File no + 1

File Partitioning

W1
1

Wno+1,∅

a1,1 = |W1,S|,S ∈ A1

a1,2 = |W1,S|,S ∈ A2

ano+1,0 = |Wno+1,∅|

Fig. 4. An illustration of file partition and cache placement based on the
placement structure in Fig. 3, for K = 3 users, and lo = 1. File W1 in
the 1st file group is partitioned into subfiles of two sizes a1,1 and a1,2 .
Subfiles in file subgroup W1

1 with size a1,1 = |W1,S |/F (red) is placed

in user subset S ∈ A1 = {{1}, {2}, {3}}; Subfiles in file subgroup W2
1

with size a1,2 = |W1,S |/F (blue) is placed in user subset S ∈ A2 =
{{1, 2}, {1, 3}, {2, 3}}. For file Wno+1 in the second file group, the entire
file is stored solely in the server: Wno+1,∅ = Wno+1, ano+1,0 = 1. The
cache memory map of user 1 shows the stored subfiles of the 1st file group
{W1, . . . ,Wno}.

1) āno+1 = 0: By (2), we have ano+1,0 = 1. It means that

no cache is allocated to the second file group, and the entire

cache is given to the first file group. It follows that the cache

placement problem for ano
of the first group is reduced to

that in the one-file-group case in Section IV-A. Specifically,

we can treat the first file group as a new database consisting of

these no files, for some no ∈ {1, . . . , N −1}. Then, the cache

placement optimization problem for ano
is the same as P3,

except that N is replaced by no in constraint (21). It follows

that, the optimal solution is the same as in (23), except that

N is replaced by no, and v =MK/no, i.e.,










ano,lo =
1 + ⌊v⌋ − v
(

K
⌊v⌋

) , ano,lo+1 =
v − ⌊v⌋
(

K
⌈v⌉

) , lo = ⌊v⌋

ano,l = 0, ∀ l 6= lo or lo + 1.

(25)

An example of the placement {an} of files in this case is

shown in Fig. 3, where ano
for the first file group has two

adjacent nonzero elements. In addition, for this case, Fig. 4

illustrates the actual file partitions and cached contents in user

1.

Based on the similarity of the solutions in (23) and (25),

we can extend the two-file-group case to also include one

file group as a special case where no = N . As a result, for

the extended two-file-group case, the optimal cache placement

solution is given by (25), for no ∈ {1, . . . , N} = N . What

remains is to obtain the optimal n∗
o to determine {an} that

Algorithm 1 The Cache Placement for the Extended Two-

File-Group Case with āno+1 = 0 (including one file group)

Input: K , M , N , and p.

Output: (R̄min, n∗
o)

1: for no = 1 to N do

2: Set lo = ⌊MK
no

⌋; Set āno+1 = 0, if no < N .

3: Determine ano
by (25).

4: Compute R̄1(no) using (14), by replacing N with no

in (14).

5: end for

6: Compute n̄∗
o = argminno∈N R̄1(no); Set R̄min = R̄1(n

∗
o).

minimizes the average rate objective in P2. The optimal

n∗
o is the location to determine the file groups. It depends

on (N,p,M,K) and is challenging to obtain analytically.

Nonetheless, R̄ can be easily computed using (25) for no ∈ N ,

and we can conduct a search for no to determine n∗
o that

gives the minimum R̄. The algorithm to obtain the placement

solution {an} in this case is summarized in Algorithm 1.

Through a 1-D search for the optimal n∗
o, the algorithm

computes R̄ using the closed-form expression in (14) by N
times.

2) āno+1 <1 0: In this case, by Proposition 1, āno+1

has only one nonzero element. Assume ano+1,lo > 0, for

some lo ∈ K, and ano+1,l = 0, ∀l 6= lo, l ∈ K. We have

the following propositions describing the properties of ano

and ano+1. Proposition 2 specifies the differences of āno
and

āno+1 for the two file groups, and Proposition 3 characterizes

the placement ano
for the first file group.

Proposition 2. If there are two file groups under the op-

timal cache placement {an}, and āno+1 <1 0, for some

no ∈ {1, . . . , N − 1}, then āno
and āno+1 are different by

only one element.

Proof: See Appendix D.

Proposition 3. If there are two file groups under the op-

timal cache placement {an}, and āno+1 <1 0, for some

no ∈ {1, . . . , N − 1}, then ano,0 = 0.

Proof: See Appendix E.

Proposition 3 indicates that each file in the first file group

has all its subfiles cached among K users, and no subfile

solely remains in the server. Recall in this case that āno+1

has only one nonzero element ano+1,lo > 0. By Proposition

2, the different element between āno
and āno+1 can be either

at index lo or some l1, for l1 6= lo. By the popularity-first

property in (8), either of the following two cases holds: 2.i)

ano,lo > ano+1,lo > 0; or 2.ii) ano,l1 > ano+1,l1 = 0, for

some l1 6= lo, l1 ∈ K. The structure of {an} in Case 2.i) and

Case 2.ii) is illustrated in Figs. 5 and 6, respectively. We point

out that lo and l1 are not necessarily adjacent to each other.

Now we derive the solution (ano
, ano+1) in each of these two

cases:

Case 2.i) ano,lo > ano+1,lo > 0:

In this case, āno
and āno+1 are only different at the loth

nonzero element in āno+1. It follows that ano,l = ano+1,l = 0,
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∀l 6= lo, l ∈ K. By Proposition 3, we conclude that ano,lo is

the only nonzero element in ano
. From (16) and (17), we have

bloano,lo = 1

nocloano,lo + (N − no)cloano+1,lo =M. (26)

Solving (26) and substituting the expressions of blo and clo
defined below (15), we have

ano,lo =
1
(

K
lo

) , ano+1,lo =
1
(

K
lo

)

(

KM
loN

− no

N

1− no

N

)

. (27)

By the condition of Case 2.i) ano,lo > ano+1,lo > 0, (27) is

only valid if no < KM/lo < N , for lo ∈ K. Thus, the range

of lo for this case to be a valid candidate for the optimal

placement is
⌊

KM

N

⌋

+ 1 ≤ lo ≤ min

{

K,

⌈

KM

no

⌉

− 1

}

. (28)

Finally, an,0’s can be obtained by (13). To summarize, the

placement solution (ano
, ano+1) in this case is given by

ano,lo =
1
(

K
lo

) , ano,l = 0, ∀ l 6= lo (29)











ano+1,0=
1− KM

loN

1− no

N

, ano+1,lo =
1
(

K
lo

)

(

KM
loN

− no

N

1− no

N

)

ano+1,l = 0, ∀ l 6= 0 or lo

(30)

where lo satisfies (28), and no ∈ {1, . . . , N − 1}.

Fig. 5 illustrates the above result in this case under two file

groups as the optimal placement, where different color blocks

indicate the different values of {an,l}.

Case 2.ii) ano,l1 > ano+1,l1 = 0, l1 6= lo:

In this case, the loth element in āno
and āno+1 are identical,

and we have ano,lo = ano+1,lo > 0. Since ano,0 = 0 by

Proposition 3, we conclude that ano
has two nonzero elements

ano,lo and ano,l1 . Also, recall from (24) that ano+1,0 > 0.

Thus, ano+1 has two nonzero elements ano+1,0 and ano+1,lo .

The rest elements ano
and ano+1 are all zeros. The placement

structure of {an} in this case is illustrated in Fig. 6, where

nonzero elements in ano
and ano+1 are shown as colored

blocks and zero elements as uncolored blocks. Given the

structure of ano
and ano+1, by (16) and (17), we have

bloano,lo + bl1ano,l1 = 1, ano+1,0 + bloano,lo = 1 (31)

Ncloano,lo + nocl1ano,l1 =M. (32)

Solving (31) and (32), and substituting the expressions of bl
and cl given below (15), we obtain the solution of (ano

, ano+1)
as










ano,lo =
1
(

K
lo

)

KM
loN

− l1no

loN

1− l1no

loN

, ano,l1 =
1
(

K
l1

)

1− KM
loN

1− l1no

loN

ano,l = 0, ∀ l 6= lo or l1,

(33)











ano+1,lo = ano,lo , ano+1,0 =
1− KM

loN

1− l1no

loN

ano+1,l = 0, ∀ l 6= 0 or lo

(34)

where for ano,lo , ano,l1 , and ano+1,0 being all positive, lo and

l1 should satisfy one of the following constraints
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Fig. 5. An example of the optimal cache placement for two file groups with
āno+1 <1 0: i) 0 = ano,0 < ano+1,0 < 1. ii) Between āno and āno+1:
ano,lo > ano+1,lo > 0; ano,l = ano+1,l = 0, ∀l ∈ K, l 6= lo.

... ... ... ...

... ... ... ...

... ...
>

<

... ...

... ... ... ...

=

=

=

=

PSfrag replacements

F
il

e
su

b
g

ro
u

p
s

1st File Group 2nd File Group

File 1 no no + 1 N
a1,0

a1,lo

a1,l1

a1,K

ano,0

ano,lo

ano,l1

ano,K

ano+1,0

ano+1,lo

ano+1,l1

ano+1,K

aN,0

aN,lo

aN,l1

aN,K

Fig. 6. An example of the optimal cache placement {an} in the case of
two file groups with āno+1 <1 0: ano+1,0 > ano,0 = 0. Between āno

and āno+1: 1) ano,l1 > ano+1,l1 = 0; 2) ano,lo = ano+1,lo > 0; 3)
ano,l = ano+1,l = 0, ∀l ∈ K, l 6= lo, l1.

C1) lo > KM/N and l1 < KM/no, or

C2) lo < KM/N and l1 > KM/no.

Note that, if no ≤M , only constraint (C1) is valid.

In summary, for the case of two file group with āno+1 <1 0,

by (24), the placement {an} are determined via (ano
, ano+1)

in Cases 2.i) and 2.ii) for given (no, lo) or (no, lo, l1), re-

spectively. Since (no, lo) can be viewed as a special case of

(no, lo, l1) for l1 = lo, to unify the notations for different

cases, we define (no, lo, lo) , (no, lo). As a result, the average

rate R̄ in P2 is a function of (no, lo, l1). To obtain the best

tuple (no, lo, l1) that results in minimum R̄, we can search

over all possible values of no ∈ {1, . . . , N−1} and lo, l1 ∈ K
within their respective range constraint in each case. The

detail of obtaining the best solution {an} is summarized in

Algorithm 2. In the algorithm, we express R̄ explicitly as

R̄(no, lo, l1) to emphasize its dependency on (no, lo, l1). It

computes R̄(no, lo, l1) using the closed-form expression in

(14) for at most (N − 1)K2 times in the worst case at

different (no, lo, l1), which can be done in parallel. Thus, the

complexity of the algorithm is very low.

Remark 2. In the case of two file groups, the first possible

structure of the optimal placement {an} is described in Section

IV-B1: All the cache is allocated to the first group, and the

cache placement for files in this group is identical, i.e., sym-

metric placement, regardless of having different file populari-

ties among them. As mentioned earlier, this file grouping case

has been considered in [18] and [19] for a decentralized cache

placement, with different methods proposed to determine the
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Algorithm 2 The Cache Placement for Two File Groups with

āno+1 <1 0

Input: K , M , N , and p

Output: (R̄min, n
∗
o, l

∗
o , l

∗
1)

1: for no = 1 to N − 1 do

2: for lo = ⌊KM
N ⌋+ 1 to min{K, ⌈KM

no
⌉ − 1} do

3: Compute {an} by (29) and (30).

4: Compute R̄(no, lo, lo) by (14).

5: end for

6: for lo = ⌊KM
N ⌋+ 1 to K do

7: for l1 = 1 to min{K, ⌈KM
no

⌉ − 1} do

8: Compute {an} by (33) and (34).

9: Compute R̄(no, lo, l1) by (14).

10: end for

11: end for

12: for lo = 1 to ⌊KM
N ⌋ do

13: for l1 = ⌈KM
no

⌉ to K do

14: Compute {an} by (33) and (34).

15: Compute R̄(no, lo, l1) by (14).

16: end for

17: end for

18: end for
19: Compute (n∗

o, l
∗
o , l

∗
1) =argmin(no,lo,l1)

R̄(no, lo, l1).

20: Set R̄min = R̄(n∗
o, l

∗
o , l

∗
1).

location of no. In [18], for files with Zipf distribution, the

selection of no results in the performance being a constant

away from that of the optimal placement. In [19], for an

arbitrary file popularity distribution, the choice of no results

in a suboptimal caching strategy. In contrast, we provide the

optimal cache placement {an} in Algorithm 1. The second

possible structure of {an} is shown in Section IV-B2 in two

possible cases, where each file in the second file group is

partly cached and partly remains at the server. Different from

the first structure, in this case, coding opportunity between the

two file groups is explored to minimize the average rate. We

provide Algorithm 2 to determine the optimal cache placement

{an}. This placement structure has never been considered

in the literature. Depending on (N,p,M,K), this placement

structure may lead to a higher caching gain and lower rate

than the first one, as we will show in the simulation.

C. Three File Groups

Similar to the case of two file groups, when there are

three file groups under the optimal cache placement {an},

we have three unique values among an’s as a1 = . . . =
ano

6= ano+1 = . . . = an1
6= an1+1 = . . . = aN , for

1 ≤ no < n1 ≤ N−1. We use ano
, an1

and an1+1 to represent

the three unique placement vectors for the first, second, and

third file group, respectively. We first determine the cache

placement an1+1 in the 3rd file group below.

Proposition 4. If there are three file groups under the optimal

cache placement {an}, the optimal placement vector an1+1 for

the third file group is given by ān1+1 = 0, and an1+1,0 = 1.

Proof: See Appendix F.

Proposition 4 indicates that when there are three file groups

under the optimal placement, all the cache will be allocated to

the first two file groups; the files in the 3rd file group solely

remain in the server and are not cached to any user. Following

this, we only need to obtain the two unique cache placement

vectors ano
and an1

in the first two groups, respectively.

Note that since an1
6= an1+1, similar to (24), we have

ān1
<1 ān1+1 = 0 and an1,0 < an1+1,0 = 1. As a result,

the cache placement (ano
, an1

) is the same as that of the two-

file-group case with ān1
<1 0 for the second file group in

Section IV-B2, where N is replaced by n1. Specifically, for

ān1
<1 0, by Propositions 1 and 2, we conclude that ān1

has one nonzero element, and āno
and ān1

are different by

one element. Assume an1,lo > 0, for some lo ∈ K. The

different element in āno
and ān1

can be either at lo with

ano,lo > an1,lo (as shown in Fig. 7), or at l1 6= lo for l1 ∈ K,

with ano,l1 > an1,l1 = 0 (as shown in Fig. 8). Detailed

solution for (ano
, an1

) in each case can be obtained from

Section IV-B2, summarized as follows:

1) When ano,lo > an1,lo > 0: Following (29) and (30), we

have

ano,lo =
1
(

K
lo

) , ano,l = 0, ∀ l 6= lo (35)











an1,0 =
1− KM

lon1

1− no

n1

, an1,lo =
1
(

K
lo

)

(

KM
lon1

− no

n1

1− no

n1

)

an1,l = 0, ∀ l 6= 0 or lo

(36)

where
⌊

KM
n1

⌋

+ 1 ≤ lo ≤ min
{

K,
⌈

KM
no

⌉

− 1
}

for this case

to be valid. Note that the condition for lo can be satisfied

only if n1 > M . Thus, this case is possible for the optimal

placement {an} only if n1 > M .

2) When ano,l1 > an1,l1 = 0: From (33) and (34), we have










ano,lo =
1
(

K
lo

)

KM
lon1

− no

n1

1− no

n1

, ano,l1 =
1
(

K
l1

)

1− KM
lon1

1− l1no

lon1

ano,l = 0, ∀ l 6= lo or l1,

(37)











an1,lo = ano,lo , an1,0 =
1− KM

loN

1− l1no

lon1

an1,l = 0, ∀ l 6= 0 or lo

(38)

where lo and l1 need to satisfy one of the two conditions

C1’) lo > KM/n1 and l1 < KM/no, or

C2’) lo < KM/n1 and l1 > KM/no.

Since lo, l1 ∈ K, to further analyze the above two conditions

for lo and l1, we note that

• If no < n1 ≤M : neither C1’) nor C2’) can be satisfied;

• If no ≤M < n1: only C1’) can be satisfied;

• If M < no < n1: both C1’) and C2’) are possible.

As a result, Case 2) is only possible for the optimal placement

{an} if n1 > M .

The structure of {an} in Cases 1) and 2) are illustrated in

Figs. 7 and 8, respectively, where the colored blocks indicate

the nonzero elements in an.

Remark 3. From Cases 1) and 2) above, we conclude that

if the optimal placement results in three file groups, we must
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Fig. 7. An example of the optimal cache placement {an} in the case of
three file groups. No cache is allocated to the 3rd file group: an1+1,0 = 1.
For ano , ano+1 in the first and second groups: 1 > ano+1,0 > ano,0 = 0;
ano,lo > ano+1,lo > 0, lo ∈ K; ano,l = ano+1,l = 0, ∀l ∈ K, l 6= lo.
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Fig. 8. An example of the optimal cache placement {an} in the case of three
file groups. No cache is allocated to the 3rd file group: an1+1,0 = 1. For
ano , ano+1 in the first and second groups: 1) ano,l1 > ano+1,l1 = 0; 2)
ano,lo = ano+1,lo > 0; 3) ano,l = ano+1,l = 0, ∀l ∈ K, l 6= lo, l1.

have n1 > M . This result is consistent with our intuition: By

Proposition 4, all the cache is allocated to the first two file

groups. To maximally use the cache, the files to be cached (in

the first two groups) must be no less than M files.

Based on the above discussion, for the case of three file

groups, given (no, n1, lo, l1), the solution {an} is obtained

in closed-form, and so the average rate R̄ in P2 can be

computed by (14) as a function of (no, n1,lo, l1). Again, we

can search over all possible values of n1 ∈ {M + 1, N − 1},

no ∈ {1, . . . , n1−1}, and lo, l1 ∈ K within the range specified

in Cases 1) and 2), to obtain the best tuple (no, n1,lo, l1) that

gives minimum R̄. Algorithm 3 summarizes the steps to obtain

the best placement solution {an} for three file groups. It uses

Algorithm 2 to obtain the best tuple (no, lo, l1) in the two-

file-group subproblem, for each n1 ∈ {M + 1, . . . , N − 1}.

The algorithm simply computes R̄ for different (no, n1, lo, l1)
using the closed-form expression in (14) for at most (N −
1)(N −M − 1)K2/2 times in the worst case (depending on

the values of (N,M,K)) . They can be computed efficiently

in parallel.

Remark 4. We point out that there is no three-file-group

caching scheme proposed for the CCS in the literature. Only

[19] has considered adding a specific three-file-group case

heuristically as part of a mixed caching scheme, where the

second file group contains only one file. However, uncoded

caching is used for the case of three file groups, i.e., the

Algorithm 3 The Cache Placement for Three File Groups

Input: K , M , N , and p

Output: (R̄min, n∗
o, n∗

1, l∗o , l∗1)

1: for n1 =M to N − 1 do

2: R̄1(no, n1, lo, l1) =
3: Algorithm 2(K,M, n1, [p1, . . . , pn1

]T );
4: R̄2(n1) =

∑N
n=n1+1

gn,0;

5: Compute R̄(no, n1, lo, l1) = R̄1 + R̄2

6: end for

7: Compute (n∗
o , n

∗
1, l

∗
o , l

∗
1) = argminno,n1,lo,l1

R̄(no, n1, lo, l1);

8: Set R̄min = R̄(n∗
o, n

∗
1, l

∗
o, l

∗
1).

Algorithm 4 The Optimal Cache Placement Solution for P1

Input: K , M , N , and p

Output: R̄min, {a1, . . . , aN}
1: Run Algorithms 1, 2 and 3.

2: Find the minimum output R̄min among the outputs of

Algorithms 1–3.

3: Set the corresponding placement {a1, . . . , aN} for R̄min

as the optimal {a1, . . . , aN}.

content delivery is uncoded, and the case is used for very

rare occasions. In the simulation, we will show that the three-

file-group cache placement for coded caching is optimal and

outperforms the two-group strategy even for files with Zipf

distribution.

D. The Optimal Cache Placement Solution

By Theorem 1, the optimal cache placement problem P1 (or

P2) is reduced to three subproblems, i.e., one, two, or three

file groups, respectively. The possible structure of the optimal

cache placement in each subproblem is given in Sections IV-A

to IV-C. These results lead to a simple algorithm to obtain

the optimal placement solution {an} for P1: Each file-group

case returns the candidate optimal solution {an} with the

minimum R̄ for this subproblem. The optimal {an} can then

be obtained by taking the one that gives the minimum R̄
among the three subproblems. The details are summarized

in Algorithm 4. It uses Algorithms 1–3 and selects {an}
that returns the minimum R̄ as the optimal solution. Again,

we point out obtaining the optimal {an} in Algorithm 4

requires minimum complexity. Algorithms 1–3 each involves

computing a closed-form expression of R̄ multiple times, and

all can be done in parallel. In total, R̄ is computed for at most

(N − 1)(N −M + 1)K2/2 +N times in the worst case.4

How to determine the file groups depends on (p, N,K,M).
Although Sections IV-A to IV-C provide the possible structure

of the optimal cache placement in three file grouping cases,

analytically determining the final optimal file grouping, i.e.,

the number of file groups and the group partition (no for two

4Under the optimal placement, files with the same popularity have identical
placement, i.e., an,l = an′,l, ∀l, if pn = p′n. This means that the files with
the same popularity are in the same file group (e.g., a single file group for
files with uniform popularity). This may further reduce the set of candidate
solutions in Algorithms 1–3 by only considering possible values of no (and
n1) only for pno > pno+1 (and pn1

> pn1+1).
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groups, and (no, n1) for three groups), is still challenging. The

same for the location of nonzero element(s) lo (and l1) in an,

i.e., the choice of cache subgroup(s) for subfiles. They depend

on the file popularity distribution p, the number of users K
and the relative cache size to the database size (M vs. N ). Our

proposed Algorithm 4 that combines Algorithms 1–3 provides

a simple and efficient method to obtain the optimal file group-

ing. Using the obtained file group structures, Algorithms 1–3

significantly simplify the solving of P1, by providing a set of

candidate solutions in closed-form in each case.

E. Discussion on the Optimal File Group Structure

The result in Theorem 1 of having at most three file groups

in the optimal cache placement for the CCS, regardless of

file distribution p, is somewhat surprising. Based on the

results obtained in Sections IV-A to IV-C, we provide some

insights into the optimal file group structure. We can recognize

the three file groups as three categories of “most popular,”

“moderately popular,” and “non-popular” files. Regardless

of file popularity distribution p, the caching method only

distinguishes files by one of these three categories. The three

categories reflect the caching strategies: From the structure of

optimal {an} obtained in Sections IV-A to IV-C, the optimal

caching strategy is to 1) cache all subfiles of the “most

popular” files (amongK users); 2) for the deemed “moderately

popular” files, cache only a portion of each file, and leave the

rest solely at the server; 3) if there are “non-popular” files,

they are not cached but only stored in the server.

Note that a file belongs to which category is a relative

notion: the mapping of files into these three categories, i.e.,

file grouping, depends on the file popularity distribution p and

the ratio of global cache size to the database size KM/N .

To further understand the file grouping phenomenon and the

case of three file groups, we provide numerical examples in

Section VII-A through Tables II–VII to show how the file

group structure changes (see Section VII-A for the detailed

discussion). As M/N increases (e.g., from 10% to 80%), we

observe that the optimal number of file groups changes as

follows: 2 → 3 → 2 → 3 → 1. Intuitively, increasing the

cache memory allows more files to be cached. As a result,

a file deemed “non-popular” for small cache size may be

deemed “most popular” for large cache size. Thus, when M/N
increases, more files are shifted from the “non-popular” group

(only stored in the server) to the “most popular” group (all

cached), with fewer files in the “non-popular” group. During

this transition, the “moderately popular” file group (partly

cached) appears, as the cache size is large enough to partly

store some file but not all of it (among users). This explains

why and when three file groups become optimal for the cache

placement.

The existing two-file-group schemes proposed in [18], [19]

have “non-popular” and “most popular” groups and use a

suboptimal strategy to decide the file groups. They can be

viewed as reflections of the two-file-group scenario. However,

these two-file-group schemes cannot capture the “moderately

popular” group during the transition stage mentioned above. In

contrast, the optimal solution we obtain captures all possible

file groups, which provides the highest resolution in deter-

mining the optimal cache placement, leading to the minimum

rate.

V. CONVERSE BOUND

In this section, we show that the structure of the optimal

cache placement solution for P1 obtained earlier can be used

to obtain a tighter information-theoretic lower bound on the

average rate R̄ for any coded caching scheme (with uncoded

or coded cache placement), under arbitrary file popularity.

This converse bound is obtained using a genie-based method.

Some existing works [16], [18], [19] have used this genie-

based method to derive the lower bounds on the average rate

with different tightness. This genie-based method constructs

a virtual system, where only a group of popular files are

delivered to the users via the shared link, and the rest (un-

popular) files are delivered by a genie instead of using the

shared link. Furthermore, the virtual system treats this group of

popular files as if they have uniform popularity, leading to the

symmetric cache placement strategy with the same placement

for all these files. The average rate of the original system under

any coded caching scheme is shown to be lower bounded by

that of this virtual system [10].

In deriving a lower bound using the genie-based method, the

determination of the group of popular files plays an important

role in the tightness of the bound. Let p′ be the probability

threshold to decide the group of popular files, where file Wn

belongs to this group if pn ≥ p′. Let Np′ denote the number

of popular files in the group. The general result for the lower

bound shows that, for K users requesting files independently,

the average rate is lower bounded by [19]

R̄ ≥ R̄lb =
1

11
Kp′(Np′ −M). (39)

Heuristical methods are used to decide the group of popular

files to derive the converse bounds. In [18], specific for the

Zipf distribution, the choice of Np′ is proposed for different

Zipf parameter values, file sizes, and cache sizes. In [19],

the value of p′ is proposed for an arbitrary file popularity

distribution. To tighten the bound further, a file merging

approach is proposed in [19]: Those files not belonging to

the group of popular files, but deemed moderately popular,

are merged into new virtual files to be included in the group

of popular files. Specifically, by the definition of Np′ , we have

pNp′+1 < p′. From file WNp′+1 and afterwards, subsequent

files are merged into a new virtual file until the accumulated

popularity of these merged files exceeds p′. The procedure

repeats until all the rest files are considered. Let Nm
p′ denote

the number of virtual files generated by the merging procedure.

With these additional virtual files, there are Np′ +Nm
p′ popular

files. Using (39), [19] shows a tighter lower bound given by

R̄lb =
1

11
Kp′(Np′ +Nm

p′ −M), (40)

and the number of virtual files is Nm
p′ = ⌊

∑
n>N

p′
pn

2/p′
+ 1

2
⌋. The

file merging approach allows some moderately popular files to

be considered in deriving the converse bound. As a result, the

bound in (40) is by far the tightest converse bound.
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The value of p′ for the converse bound in (40) obtained in

[19] is determined by combining a heuristic method and the

exhaustive search. The method sets p′ = p1 , 1

K max{3,M} ,

which results in Np1
popular files and Nm

p1
virtual files. To

avoid trivial negative lower bound in (40), when Np1
+Nm

p1
<

M , the exhaustive search of p′ (Np′) is used by searching

over the rest of files with popularity less than p1, i.e., {Wn :
Np1

+ 1 ≤ n ≤ N}. As a result, the converse bound is given

by [19]

R̄lb =
1

11
max

{

1

max{3,M}(Np1
+Nm

p1
−M),

max
Np1

+1≤n≤N
Kpn(Npn

+Nm
pn

−M)

}

(41)

where the second term provides a possible improved converse

bound through the exhaustive search for N ′
p ∈ {Np1

+
1, . . . , N}.

Interestingly, the use of popular files to derive the lower

bound echoes the structure of the optimal cache placement

solution for P1. As discussed in Section IV-D, the no files

in the first file group are the most popular files for caching.

Based on this observation, we determine Np′ by the optimal

cache placement for the CCS. The group of the most popular

files is obtained from Algorithm 4 with size no, with the

corresponding file popularity threshold set as p′ = pno
. The

number of virtual files is Nm
pno

accordingly. Then, we obtain

the lower bound R̄lb as follows.

Proposition 5. Let no be the number of files in the first file

group by the optimal cache placement solution for P1. The

average delivery rate is lower bounded by

R̄ ≥ R̄lb =
1

11
Kpno

(no +Nm
pno

−M). (42)

We point out that the difference of R̄lb in (42) from the

existing methods [18], [19] is that, instead of determining the

popular files heuristically or through an exhaustive search, we

obtain the number of most popular files no from the optimal

file group structure in the cache placement optimization. In the

simulation, we show that the lower bound in (42) is tighter than

the existing ones, especially for a smaller cache size when the

average rate is more sensitive to cache placement. This shows

that using the file groups given by the optimal cache placement

for the CCS provides a more accurate method in determining

the popular files than existing methods.

VI. SUBPACKETIZATION UPPER BOUND

The subpacketization level, i.e., the number of subfiles in

each file required for caching, is an important issue for the

practical implementation of coded caching. Since the optimal

cache placement has not been characterized before, there is

no clear quantification of the number of subfiles generated

by the CCS. In this section, we explore the properties in the

optimal cache placement solution for P1 to characterize the

subpacketization structure and derive an upper bound on the

subpacketization level under the optimal cache placement, for

any file popularity distribution p and memory size M .

Recall from Section II-B that each file can be partitioned

into 2K subfiles, which are divided into K +1 file subgroups

W l
n, l ∈ K ∪ {0}. There are

(

K
l

)

subfiles in W l
n, each with

size an,l. They will be stored in corresponding user subsets

with size l, provided that an,l > 0. The subpacketization level

Ln of file n is directly related to its placement vector an as

Ln =
∑

l∈K∪{0}:an,l>0

(

K
l

)

. Based on the structure of the

optimal cache placement {an} presented in Section IV, it is

straightforward to conclude the following property of an.

Corollary 1. For N files with any file popularity distribution

p, the optimal cache placement an of any file n for P1 has at

most two nonzero elements.

Following this property, we bound the worst-case maximum

subpacketization level, defined by Lmax = maxn Ln, for the

CCS.

Proposition 6. For given (N,p,M,K), the maximum sub-

packetization level Lmax under the optimal cache placement

for the CCS is bounded by

Lmax ≤
(

K

⌊K/2⌋

)

+

(

K

⌊K/2⌋+ 1

)

≤
√

8

π
e

1
12K

2K√
K
. (43)

Proof: From Corollary 1, by the optimal cache placement

solution, the subfiles of any file belong to at most two file

subgroups of different sizes. There are
(

K
l

)

subfiles need to

be cached into the user subsets with size l ∈ K ∪ {0}. Then,

for l = ⌊K/2⌋ and ⌊K/2⌋+ 1, the number of subfiles is the

highest. Consequently, we have Lmax ≤
(

K
⌊K/2⌋

)

+
(

K
⌊K/2⌋+1

)

.

Based on the Stirling’s approximation [39], we have

√
2πK

(

K

e

)K

≤ K! ≤
√
2πK

(

K

e

)K

e
1

12K ,

where the bounds become tight as K increases. Assuming

K = 2m, m ∈ N
+, we have

(

K
K
2

)

=
K!

K
2
! · K

2
!
≤

√
2πe

1
12KKK+ 1

2e−K

2π
(

K
2

)K+1
e−K

≤
√

2

π
e

1
12K

2K√
K
,

and we have (43).

Proposition 6 indicates that the maximum number of sub-

files in the worst-case grows as O(2K/
√
K). The actual

subpacketization level of a file group depends on the location

of nonzero element lo (l1) in an. Although we cannot explicitly

obtain lo (l1) for the optimal placement, in general, for given

K , it is a function of the cache size relative to the database size

M/N . Recall that for smaller l, subfiles in W l
n are cached to

smaller user subsets S’s (|S| = l), and vice versa. Intuitively,

this means that the location lo (l1) of the nonzero element

tends to be smaller for smaller cache size and becomes larger

as M/N increase. This intuition is confirmed by experiments.

In the simulation, we show that, depending on M/N , the

actual subpacketization level of the optimal cache placement

typically can be much less than the upper bound in (43).

Remark 5. The tradeoff between the average rate and the

subpacketization level has been studied in [30] via a numerical

search over different subpacketization levels. We point out

that the upper bound in Proposition 6 provides the exact
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TABLE II
CACHE PLACEMENT MATRIX FOR K = 7, N = 9, θ = 1.5, M = 1.

l
Cache placement vector of each file

a1 a2 a3 a4 a5 a6 a7 a8 a9

0 0 0 0 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 0.0317 0.0317 0.0317 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 0.0095 0.0095 0.0095 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TABLE III
CACHE PLACEMENT MATRIX FOR K = 7, N = 9, θ = 1.5, M = 2.5.

l
Cache placement vector of each file

a1 a2 a3 a4 a5 a6 a7 a8 a9

0 0 0 0 0 0.2500 0.2500 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 0.0214 0.0214 0.0214 0.0214 0.0214 0.0214 0 0 0

4 0.0071 0.0071 0.0071 0.0071 0 0 0 0 0

5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TABLE IV
CACHE PLACEMENT MATRIX FOR K = 7, N = 9, θ = 1.5, M = 4.

l
Cache placement vector of each file

a1 a2 a3 a4 a5 a6 a7 a8 a9

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.0000 1.0000

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0.0286 0 0

5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TABLE V
CACHE PLACEMENT MATRIX FOR K = 7, N = 9, θ = 1.5, M = 5.5.

l
Cache placement vector of each file

a1 a2 a3 a4 a5 a6 a7 a8 a9

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.3000 1.0000

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5 0.0476 0.0476 0.0476 0.0476 0.0476 0.0476 0.0476 0.0333 0

6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

subpacketization level, for which increasing it further no

longer leads to a rate reduction.

VII. SIMULATION RESULTS

In this section, we evaluate the performance of the op-

timal cache placement by the proposed algorithm and the

corresponding subpacketization level for different system se-

tups. Further, we also evaluate the information-theoretic lower

bound based on the file grouping strategy in the optimal cache

placement solution.

A. The Optimal Cache Placement

We first verify the structure of the optimal cache place-

ment solution for the CCS obtained in Section IV. To do

so, we obtain the placement solution {an} by Algorithm 4

and verify that they match the optimal {an} obtained by

numerically solving P1. For example, we generate user random

demands using Zipf distribution, where file n is requested

with probability pn = n−θ

∑
N
i=1

i−θ
, with θ > 0 being the Zipf

parameter. For N = 9, θ = 1.5, and K = 7, Tables II - VII

show the optimal {an} for cache size M = 1, 2.5, 4, 5.5, 6, 7,

respectively. They cover the possible cases of the optimal

cache placement structure discussed in Section IV. As the

cache size increases from small to large, different file groups

and subfile partition strategies under the optimal placement

solution can be observed. In all these results, the cache

placement vectors {an} have at most two nonzero elements,

as stated in Corollary 1.

Tables II shows the optimal cache placement solution {an}
for M = 1. There are two file groups under the optimal

solution, as in the case discussed in Section IV-B1 (Fig. 3).

They are deemed “most popular” and “non-popular” files.

The placement vector of the first file group has two nonzero

elements (e.g., file W1 is partitioned into two subfile groups

W2
1 and W3

1 , containing subfiles of size 0.0317 and 0.0095,

respectively), and the files in the second group are only stored

at the server.

As M is increased to 2.5, Tables III shows that the optimal

placement divides files into three file groups, verifying the

structure of the optimal {an} described in Section IV-C2

and illustrated in Fig. 8. The “moderately popular” file group

({W5,W6}) is included in this case, for which the increased

cache size allows more room to cache a portion of these files,

while leaving the rest portion at the server. Between the first

two groups, we observe that the sub-placement vectors ān’s

are only different by one element.

When M is further increased to 4, we observe from Table IV

that the placement results in two file groups, similar to that for

M = 1. However, compared to M = 1, larger cache memory

allows more files to be considered in the “most popular” file

group to be cached. For these files, an has only one nonzero

element, indicating they are all partitioned into subfiles of

equal length.

For M = 5.5 in Table V, the files are divided into

three groups, where file W8 is now considered “moderately

popular” and partly cached, instead of “non-popular” as in

the case of M = 4. Table V is the case described in Fig. 7

of Section IV-C1. As we keep increasing M , we see from

Tables VI that for M = 6, the result is as described in

Fig. 5, where files are considered either “most popular” or

“moderately popular” and are stored among users accordingly.

For M = 7, Table VII shows that when there is enough cache

at users, all files are considered “most popular” with identical

cache placement as discussed in Section IV-A. This single file

group resembles the placement under uniform file popularity.

From M = 1 to M = 7, we notice that the location of the

nonzero element in an (the value of lo and l1) is increasing.

This indicates that as M increases, each subfile is stored into

a larger user subset. This trend confirms our intuition that the

optimal lo (l1) increases as more cache memory is added.

Note that the optimal placement solutions in Tables III,

V, and VI show three or two file groups that have not been

considered in the existing suboptimal schemes. For example,
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TABLE VI
CACHE PLACEMENT MATRIX FOR K = 7, N = 9, θ = 1.5, M = 6.

l
Cache placement vector of each file

a1 a2 a3 a4 a5 a6 a7 a8 a9

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.6000

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5 0.0476 0.0476 0.0476 0.0476 0.0476 0.0476 0.0476 0.0476 0.019

6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

TABLE VII
CACHE PLACEMENT MATRIX FOR K = 7, N = 9, θ = 1.5, M = 7.

a
Cache placement vector of each file

a1 a2 a3 a4 a5 a6 a7 a8 a9

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

5 0.0265 0.0265 0.0265 0.0265 0.0265 0.0265 0.0265 0.0265 0.0265

6 0.0635 0.0635 0.0635 0.0635 0.0635 0.0635 0.0635 0.0635 0.0635

7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

in [18], only two file groups are considered, with the second

group of files kept at the server. As a result, these existing

schemes cannot always guarantee the minimum rate.

B. Performance of Average Rate

To evaluate the performance of the optimal cache placement

scheme obtained by Algorithm 4, we plot the average rate R̄
vs. M for file popularity using Zipf distribution and a step

function in Figs. 9 and 10, respectively. For comparison, we

consider the centralized [9] and decentralized [10] symmetric

cache placement schemes designed for uniform file popularity

(i.e., one file group), the RLFU-GCC scheme with two file

groups [18], and the mixed caching scheme in [19]. In Fig. 9,

we set N = 10, K = 6, and Zipf parameter θ = 1.5. The

optimal cache placement by Algorithm 4 results in the lowest

R̄ among all the schemes. As expected, the fixed one-file-

group scheme, designed for uniform popularity, has the worst

performance. The two-file-group scheme (RLFU-GCC) and

the mixed caching scheme have almost identical performance.

The performance gap between the two-file-group scheme

(RLFU-GCC) and the optimal solution is more noticeable for

smaller M , and reduces as M increases.

In Fig. 10, we consider a case studied in [19] with N = 21,

K = 12, and a non-Zipf step-function file popularity distri-

bution given as: p1 = 5/9, pn = 1/30, for n = 2, . . . , 11,

and pn = 1/90, for n = 12, . . . , 21. Again, the average rate

under the optimal cache placement is lower than that of all

other schemes, with the gap more noticeable for smaller M .

As an example, for M = 2, the optimal {an} results in three

file groups for coded caching that has not been considered in

any existing scheme.

C. Converse Bound

We now compare our proposed lower bound in (42) with

those proposed in [18] and [19], as well as the average rate

0.5 1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5
0.5

1

1.5

2
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3
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Fig. 9. Average rate R̄ vs. cache size M (N = 10, K = 6, Zipf distribution:
θ = 1.5).
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Fig. 10. Average rate R̄ vs. cache size M (N = 21, K = 12, step-function
distribution).

under the optimal caching scheme by Algorithm 4. In Fig. 11,

we set N = 10, K = 6, and Zipf parameter θ = 1.5. We

observe that our proposed lower bound is the highest for all

values of M , and the gap is larger for smaller M . In particular,

our bound in (42) based on the optimal file groups in the cache

placement is higher than the one in (41) from [19].

As discussed in Section V, the difference in the lower

bounds comes from how the values of p′, Np′ , Nm
p′ in (40) are

set by each scheme (i.e., (41) and (42)). To see the difference

between our scheme and two other schemes in [19], including

the two-file-group-based method and the exhaustive search, we

show the values of Np′ , Nm
p′ , and R̄lb in (40) for each scheme

in Table VIII. We consider Zipf distribution with θ = 1.5,

K = 6, M = 1, and compare the performance for N = 5, 7, 9.

Again, our scheme always leads to the tightest lower bound

R̄lb. Note that for the popular file group, the optimal cache

placement in our scheme always gives smaller Np′ . This

indicates that a smaller number of the most popular files are

selected, in contrast to the two-file-group based method and

the exhaustive search. This shows that even the exhaustive

search used in (41) is not enough to find the optimal number

of the most popular files since it only searches a subgroup of

the possible cases.
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Fig. 11. The lower bound R̄lb vs. cache size M (N = 10, K = 6, Zipf
distribution: θ = 1.5 ).

TABLE VIII
COMPARISON OF DIFFERENT SCHEMES TO COMPUTE THE LOWER BOUND

IN (40) (M = 1, K = 6, ZIPF DISTRIBUTION: θ = 1.5. FOR N = 5:
p = [0.57, 0.2, 0.11, 0.07, 0.05]. FOR N = 7:

p = [0.53, 0.19, 0.1, 0.07, 0.05, 0.04, 0.03]. FOR N = 9:
p = [0.51, 0.18, 0.1, 0.06, 0.05, 0.04, 0.03, 0.02, 0.02]).

Two-file-

group [19]

Exhaustive

Search [19]
Proposed

N = 5

Np′ 4 5 3

Nm
p′

0 0 1

R̄lb 0.0909 0.1109 0.1789

N = 7

Np′ 4 5 3

Nm
p′

1 1 1

R̄lb 0.1212 0.1296 0.1673

N = 9

Np′ 4 5 3

Nm
p′

2 1 2

R̄lb 0.1515 0.1242 0.2138

D. Subpacketization Level

Define the average subpacketization level among N files by

L̄ = 1

N

∑

n Ln. For N = 20 and K = 10, we obtain both

Lmax and L̄ under the optimal cache placement by solving

P1 for different M and θ. Note that smaller θ indicates a

more uniform popularity distribution and vice versa. Fig. 12

Top shows Lmax, the worst-case level (the upper bound in

(43)), and the maximum possible number of subfiles (2K),

over different M , for Zipf parameter θ = 0.4, 1.4, 2.4. We see

that except for a small range of M , for most of the values

of M , Lmax is much lower than the worst-case level. Fig. 12

Bottom shows L̄ overM . The general trend is similar to that of

Lmax, except that L̄ can be much less than Lmax at the lower

range of M , especially for θ = 2.4, where there are only a

few highly popular files. For both Lmax and L̄, they tend to

increase then decrease with M . This is because the location lo
of the nonzero element in an increases as M becomes larger,

as seen in Tables II–VI. As a result, the number of subfiles
(

K
lo

)

increases then decreases. In general, the subpacketization

level is low for smaller or largerM/N and higher for moderate

M/N .
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Fig. 12. The subpacketization level under the optimal cache placement vs.
cache size M ( N = 20, K = 10). Top: The worst-case subpacketization
level Lmax. Bottom: The average subpacketization level L̄.

VIII. CONCLUSION

In this work, we obtained the optimal uncoded cache place-

ment solution for the CCS under arbitrary file popularity distri-

bution and thoroughly characterized the solution structure. We

identified the inherent file group structure under the optimal

placement. There are at most three file groups under the

optimal solution, regardless of file popularity or other system

parameters. For each possible file group structure, we obtained

the cache placement solution in closed-form. Following this,

we developed a simple and efficient algorithm to obtain the

optimal cache placement solution by comparing a set of

candidate closed-form solutions computed in parallel. Our

insight into at most three file groups links the caching strategy

to “most popular,” “moderately popular,” and “non-popular”

file categories. Furthermore, the optimal cache placement

may explore coding opportunities across file groups for the

maximum caching gain. Using our optimal cache placement,

we provided a new converse bound on the average delivery rate

of any coded caching scheme tighter than any existing ones.

The optimal solution structure allows us to quantify the sub-

packetization level under the optimal cache placement, where

we showed that the worst-case subpacketization level grows

as O(2K/
√
K). The simulation study verified the file group

structure and the optimal cache placement solution obtained

by our proposed simple algorithm. The performance achieved

by the optimal cache placement was also demonstrated.

Note that the optimal cache placement is obtained in a

centralized scenario, where the solution and the determination

of file groups requires the knowledge of K . The knowledge of

K is also required for the existing file grouping strategies [18],

[19] for a bounded performance. In practice, the system can

estimate K if it is unknown. A careful estimation of K based

on some prior information will enable us to directly apply

the optimal cache placement solution obtained in this work.
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For the effect of K on the cache placement, in general, the

cache placement for the CCS is related to the ratio KM/N .

A larger K value means higher KM/N . This leads to more

files being shifted from the “non-popular” group to the “most

popular” group and stored in the user caches, as discussed

in Section IV-E. The inaccurate knowledge of K may result

in a mismatch to the optimal file groups and a loss from the

optimal performance. Quantifying the effect of overestimating

or underestimating K on the performance loss is non-trivial

and needs further study as a future work. To this end, it

would be also interesting to study the optimal cache placement

design and its gap to the lower bound for unknown K under

nonuniform file popularity.

APPENDIX A

PROBABILITY DISTRIBUTION OF Ym

For Ym being the mth smallest file index in the demand

vector d, m = 1, . . . ,K , the probability distribution of Ym is

given as follows [15, Lemma 2]:

Pr[Y1 = i] =
(

N
∑

l=i

pl

)K

−
(

N
∑

l=i+1

pl

)K

,

Pr[Y2 = i] =Pr[Y1 = i] +K
[(

i−1
∑

l=1

pl

)(

N
∑

l=i

pl

)K−1

−
(

i
∑

l=1

pl

)(

N
∑

l=i+1

pl

)K−1]

;

For 3 ≤ m ≤ K ,

Pr[Ym = 1] =

K−m
∑

k=0

(

K

m+ k

)

pm+k
1 (1− p1)

K−m−k,

Pr[Ym = i] =
(

K

K −m+ 1

)

(

(

N
∑

l=i

pl

)K−m+1

−
(

N
∑

l=i+1

pl

)K−m+1

)

(

i−1
∑

l=1

)m−1

+
K−2
∑

k=0

min{m,K−k}−2
∑

b=max{0,m−2−k}




K!p2+k
i

(2 + k)!b!(K − 2− k − b)!

(

i−1
∑

l=1

pl

)b( N
∑

l=i+1

pl

)K−2−k−b


,

for i = 2, . . . , N.

APPENDIX B

PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Proof: We prove Theorem 1 by exploring the properties

in the KKT conditions for P2. The Lagrangian associate with

P2 is given by

L =

N
∑

n=1

gT
nan −

N−1
∑

n=1

K
∑

l=1

γn,l(an,l − an+1,l)−
K
∑

l=1

ρlaN,l

− ρ0a1,0 + λ(
N
∑

n=1

cTan −M) +
N
∑

n=1

νn(b
Tan − 1) (44)

where {γn,l} are the Lagrange multipliers for constraint (8),

{ρ0, . . . , ρK} are the Lagrange multipliers for constraints in

(10), {νn} are the Lagrange multipliers for constraint (16),

and λ is the Lagrange multiplier for constraint (3). Since P2

is an LP, the KKT conditions hold for P2, which are listed

below:

bTan = 1, (45)

N
∑

n=1

cTan =M, (46)

aN,l ≥ 0, l ∈ K, (47)

ρl · aN,l = 0, ρl ≥ 0, l ∈ K, (48)

a1,0 ≥ 0, (49)

ρ0 · a1,0 = 0, (50)

an,l − an+1,l ≥ 0, n ∈ N\{N}, l ∈ K, (51)

γn,l(an,l−an+1,l)=0, γn,l ≥ 0, n ∈ N\{N}, l ∈ K (52)

∂L

∂an,l
=gn,l−γn,l+γn−1,l+λcl+νnbl = 0,

n ∈ N\{1, N}, l ∈ K (53)

∂L

∂a1,l
= g1,l − γ1,l + λcl + ν1bl = 0, l ∈ K (54)

∂L

∂aN,l
= gN,l − ρl + γN−1,l + λcl + νNbl = 0, (55)

∂L

∂an,0
= gn,0 + λc0 + νnb0 = 0, n ∈ N\{1}, (56)

∂L

∂a1,0
= g1,0 − ρ0 + λc0 + ν1b0 = 0. (57)

From (53) and (54), we have, for m = 1, . . . , N − 1,

m
∑

n=1

∂L

∂an,l
=

m
∑

n=1

gn,l − γm,l +mλcl +

m
∑

n=1

νnbl = 0. (58)

Based on the above KKT conditions, we prove Theorem 1

by contradiction. Assume that there exists an optimal solution

{an} that divides the files into four file groups. The structure

of the sub-placement vectors ān’s can be expressed as ā1 =
. . . = āno

<1 āno+1 = . . . = ān1
<1 ān1+1 = . . . = ān2

<1

ān2+1 = . . . = āN , for 1 ≤ no < n1 < n2 ≤ N − 1. By

the property in (8), we assume ano,lo > ano+1,lo , an1,l1 >
an1+1,l1 and an2,l2 > an2+1,l2 , for some lo, l1, l2 ∈ K. From

(52), we have

γno,lo = γn1,l1 = γn2,l2 = 0. (59)

Since c0 = 0 and b0 = 1, from (56), we have

νn = −gn,0, n ∈ N\{1}. (60)

Following (58), let m = no, n1, n2, we have

no
∑

n=1

gn,lo − γno,lo + noλclo +

no
∑

n=1

νnblo = 0, (61)

n1
∑

n=1

gn,l1 − γn1,l1 + n1λcl1 +

n1
∑

n=1

νnbl1 = 0, (62)

n2
∑

n=1

gn,l2 − γn2,l2 + n2λcl2 +

n2
∑

n=1

νnbl2 = 0. (63)
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Substituting the values of γno,lo , γn1,l1 , γn2,l2 in (59) and νn
in (60) into (61) - (63), we have

λnoclo + ν1blo = −
no
∑

i=2

gn,0blo −
no
∑

n=1

gn,lo , (64)

λn1cl1 + ν1bl1 = −
n1
∑

i=2

gn,0bl1 −
n1
∑

n=1

gn,l1 , (65)

λn2cl2 + ν1bl2 = −
n2
∑

i=2

gn,0bl2 −
n2
∑

n=1

gn,l2 . (66)

We rewrite (64) - (66) into a matrix form Ax = b as




noclo blo
n1cl1 bl1
n2cl2 bl2





[

λ

ν1

]

=





−∑no

n=2
gn,0blo −

∑no

n=1
gn,lo

−∑n1

n=2
gn,0bl1 −

∑n1

n=1
gn,l1

−∑n2

n=2
gn,0bl2 −

∑n2

n=1
gn,l2



 . (67)

Note that no 6= n1 6= n2, and by the definition of cl and

bl below (15), the 3 × 2 coefficient matrix A in (67) is full

rank, there is no feasible solution for λ, ν1. This contradicts

the assumption that there exists an optimal {an} with four file

groups. A similar argument follows to show more than four

file groups is not possible. Thus, we have the conclusion in

Theorem 1.

APPENDIX C

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 1

Proof: With two file groups, the sub-placement vectors

have the following relation: ā1 = . . . = āno
<1 āno+1 =

. . . = āN , for some no ∈ {1, . . . , N−1}. Since there is at least

one element that is different between āno
and āno+1, by (8),

we assume ano,lo > ano+1,lo , for some lo ∈ K. Consequently,

we have γno,lo = 0 based on (52). From (58), we have

no
∑

n=1

gn,l + noλclo +

no
∑

n=1

νnblo = 0. (68)

From (53)–(55), we have

N
∑

n=1

gn,l − ρl +Nλcl +

N
∑

n=1

νnbl = 0, l ∈ K. (69)

Assume āN has two nonzero elements at the l1th and l2th

locations, i.e., aN,l1 > 0, aN,l2 > 0, for l1 6= l2, l1, l2 ∈ K.

Note that one of l1 and l2 can be lo. Without loss of generality,

we assume l2 6= lo. We know from (48) that ρl1 = ρl2 = 0.

Then, from (69), we have

N
∑

n=1

gn,l1 +Nλcl1 +

N
∑

n=1

νnbl1 = 0, (70)

N
∑

n=1

gn,l2 +Nλcl2 +

N
∑

n=1

νnbl2 = 0. (71)

Using the expression of νn in (60), we can rewrite (68)(70)(71)

into a matrix form as




noclo blo
Ncl1 bl1
Ncl2 bl2





[

λ

ν1

]

=





−∑no

n=2
gn,0blo −

∑no

n=1
gn,lo

−∑N
n=2

gn,0bl1 −
∑N

n=1
gn,l1

−∑N
n=2

gn,0bl2 −
∑N

n=1
gn,l2



 . (72)

Similar to the argument in the proof of Theorem 1, since

no < N , l2 6= l1, l2 6= lo, by the definition of cl and bl, the

coefficient matrix of (72) is full rank, and there is no feasible

solution for λ and ν1, contradicting the assumption that the

optimal āN has two nonzero elements. Similarly, we show

the optimal āN cannot have more than two nonzero elements.

Thus, we complete the proof.

APPENDIX D

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2

Proof: Since the optimal cache placement solution result

in two file groups, the sub-placement vectors have the follow-

ing structure: ā1 = . . . = āno
<1 āno+1 = . . . = āN <1 0,

for some no ∈ {1, . . . , N − 1}. By Proposition 1, āno+1 has

only one nonzero element. Assume ano+1,lo > 0, for some

lo ∈ K. From (48), we know that ρlo = 0. Then from (69),

we have

N
∑

n=1

gn,lo + λNclo +
N
∑

n=1

νnblo = 0. (73)

Assume that there are two elements in āno
and āno+1 being

different: ano,l1 > ano+1,l1 and ano,l2 > ano+1,l2 , for l1 6= l2,

l1, l2 ∈ K. Without loss of generality, we assume l2 6= lo.

From (52), we have γno,l1 = γno,l2 = 0. As a result, from

(58), we have

no
∑

n=1

gn,l1 + λnocl1 +

no
∑

n=1

νnbl1 = 0, (74)

no
∑

n=1

gn,l2 + λnocl2 +

no
∑

n=1

νnbl2 = 0. (75)

Again, using (60), we put (73)–(75) in a matrix form as





Nclo blo
nocl1 bl1
nocl2 bl2





[

λ

ν1

]

=





−∑N
n=2

gn,0blo−
∑N

n=1
gn,lo

−∑no

n=2
gn,0bl1−

∑no

n=1
gn,l1

−∑no

n=2
gn,0bl2−

∑no

n=1
gn,l2



 .

By the similar argument in the proof of Proposition 1, the

coefficient matrix of (73)–(75) is full rank, and λ and ν1 do

not have any feasible solution, contradicting the assumption

that āN has two nonzero elements. Similarly, we can proof

that āN cannot have more than two nonzero elements.

APPENDIX E

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3

Proof: With two file groups, the sub-placement vectors

have the following structure: ā1 = . . . = āno
<1 āno+1 =

. . . = āN , for some no ∈ {1, . . . , N −1}. Assume āno+1,lo >
0, for lo ∈ K. By Proposition 2, only one element is different

between āno
and āno+1. This element can be either at lo, i.e.,

ano,lo > ano+1,lo (as shown in Fig. 5), or any l1 6= lo, l1 ∈ K,

i.e., ano,l1 > ano+1,l1 (as shown in Fig. 6). We discuss the

two cases separately.
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1) ano,lo > ano+1,lo > 0: If a1,0 = . . . = ano,0 > 0,

by (50) we have ρ0 = 0. Combining this with (57), we have

g1,0 + λc0 + ν1b0 = 0, which gives

ν1 = −g1,0. (76)

By (52), since ano,lo > ano+1,lo , we have γno,lo = 0.

Substituting the expression of νn in (60) and (76) into (58),

we have

λnoclo = −
no
∑

n=1

gn,lo −
no
∑

n=1

gn,0blo . (77)

Combining (53) and (55), we have

N
∑

n=no+1

∂L

∂an,lo

=

N
∑

n=no+1

gn,lo − ρlo +γno,lo + (N − no)λclo +

N
∑

n=no+1

νnblo

= 0. (78)

For ano+1,lo = aN,lo > 0, from (48), we have ρlo = 0.

Along with γno,lo = 0, (78) can be rewritten as

λ(N − no)clo = −
N
∑

n=no+1

gn,lo −
N
∑

n=no+1

gn,0blo . (79)

Examining (77) and (79), we see that there is no feasible

solution for λ to satisfy both equations. This contradicts the

assumption that a1,0 = . . . = ano,0 > 0.

2) ano,l1 > ano+1,l1 = 0, for l1 6= lo: From (52), we have

γno,l1 = 0. Assuming a1,0 = . . . = ano,0 > 0, we have (76).

Similar to (77), we have

λnocl1 = −
no
∑

n=1

gn,l1 −
no
∑

n=1

gn,0bl1 . (80)

For ano+1,lo = aN,lo > 0, again we have ρlo = 0, and νn in

(60) and (76). Thus, from (69), we have

λNclo = −
N
∑

n=2

gn,0blo−
N
∑

n=1

gn,lo . (81)

Again, there is no feasible solution for λ to satisfy both (80)

and (81). This contradicts the assumption that a1,0 = . . . =
ano,0 > 0.

From both two cases above, we conclude if a1,0 = . . . =
ano,0 > 0, there is no feasible solution for λ and ν1. Thus,

we have a1,0 = . . . = ano,0 = 0 for the optimal {an}.

APPENDIX F

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4

Proof: With three file groups, the sub-placement vectors

have the following structure: ā1 = . . . = āno
<1 āno+1 =

. . . = ān1
<1 ān1+1 = . . . = āN , for 1 ≤ no < n1 ≤ N − 1.

Assume that ano,lo > ano+1,lo and an1,l1 > an1+1,l1 , for

lo, l1 ∈ K. From (52), we have γno,lo = γn1,l1 = 0. Substitute

the value of νn in (60) into (58), we have the following

λnoclo + ν1blo = −
no
∑

n=2

gn,0blo −
no
∑

n=1

gn,lo , (82)

λn1cl1 + ν1bl1 = −
n1
∑

n=2

gn,0bl1 −
n1
∑

n=1

gn,l1 . (83)

To show ān1+1 = 0 by contradiction, assume that āN <1 0,

i.e., ān1+1 = . . . = āN has at least one nonzero element. Let

aN,l2 > 0 for some l2 ∈ K. Then, we have ρl2 = 0 by (48).

Then, from (69), we have

Nλcl2 + ν1bl2 = −
N
∑

n=1

gn,l2 −
N
∑

n=2

gn,0bl2 . (84)

Putting (82)–(84) into a matrix form, we have




noclo blo
n1cl1 bl1
Ncl2 bl2



 ·
[

λ

ν1

]

=





−∑no

n=2
gn,0blo −

∑no

n=1
gn,lo

−∑n1

n=2
gn,0bl1 −

∑n1

n=1
gn,l1

−∑N
n=2

gn,0bl2 −
∑N

n=1
gn,l2



 .

Using a similar argument as in the proof of Theorem 1, we

conclude that λ and ν1 do not have any feasible solution, which

contradicts the assumption that āN <1 0. Thus, we complete

the proof.
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