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Towards an optimal algorithm for recognizing Laman graphs

Ovidiu Daesctl Anastasia Kurdia

Abstract

Laman graphs are fundamental to rigidity theory. In comipoi@l geometry, they are closely related
to pointed pseudo-triangulatiorsf planar point sets through a property that states that tigkenlying
graphs of pointed pseudo-triangulations are Laman graplysaphG with n vertices andn edges is a
Laman graphor equivalently a generic minimally rigid graphyif = 2n — 3 and every induced subset
of k vertices spans at mo2k — 3 edges.

We discuss the problem of recognizing Laman graphs. Spaltyfiave consider thé&/erification
problem: Given a graph G with: vertices, decide if it is Laman

The previously best known algorithm for the verification eam takesO (n%/2) time. In this work
we present an algorithm that tak€$7:(n) + nlogn) time, whereT,;(n) is the best time to extract
two edge disjoint spanning trees fraghor decide no such trees exist. So far, it is known thatn) is
O(n®/?). Our algorithm exploits a known construction called reded hierarchy (RBH), that is a cer-
tificate for Laman graphs. Previous algorithms construgttierarchy inO(n?) time. Our contribution
is two-fold. First, we show how to verify iff admits an RBH irO(n log n) time and argue this is enough
to conclude whethefr is Laman or not. Second, we show that the RBH can be actuatistaacted in
O(nlogn) time using a two steps procedure that is simple and easy temgnt.

Finally, we point out some difficulties in using red-blaclef@rchies to compute a Henneberg con-
struction, which seem to imply super-quadratic time alfpons when used for embedding a planar
Laman graph as a pointed pseudo-triangulation.
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1 Introduction

Generic minimally rigid graphs in the plane, also known asnba graphs, are fundamental to rigidity
theory [11[4]. A graphG with n vertices andn edges is daman graphf m = 2n — 3 and every induced
subset of; vertices spans at magt—3 edges. In computational geometry, they are closely retatpdinted
pseudo-triangulationsf planar point sets through a property that states thatrilenlying graphs of pointed
pseudo-triangulations are Laman graphs [11]. Thus, poipseudo-triangluations inherit the properties of
Laman graphs. For example, related to the work in this papésllows that if we double any edge of
a given pointed pseudo-triangulation then its underlyingpf can be decomposed in two edge disjoint
spanning trees. Moreover, while not all Laman graphs camiieedded as pointed pseudo-triangulations,
everyplanar Laman graph can be embedded as a pointed pseudo-trianguli

In this paper we consider recognizing Laman graphs. Spaltyfieve address theerification problem:
Given a graph G with vertices, decide if it is Laman

Most existing verification algorithms take quadratic timethhe number of input vertices to recognize
Laman graphs |7,11]. A very elegant and simple algorithm éspibbble gamealgorithm, first proposed by
Jacobs and Hendricksdn [5], and generalized later on byn8freee, and Theran in a number of papérs [12,
[6,[13/3]. The pebble game algorithm solves the verificatimblem inO(n?) time.

Recski [10] and Lovasz and Yemini [8] proved that a grapk- (V, E) is Laman if and only if, for each
edgee € E, the multigraphG U {e} is the union of two edge disjoint spanning trees. In the raeimgiof
this section we assume an edge‘bhas been doubled arid denotes the resulting graph.

A known subguadratic time algorithm is due to Gabow and Westan [2] and require@(n3/2) time.
They solve this problem in two steps: (1) Find a 2-fores@aftwo edge disjoint spanning trees), which is
done inO(n3/2) time, and (2) Test if the top clump is empty: this is don@ifn log n) time and uses some
structures computed in step (1). Thus, step (2) is coupléustép (1), in the sense that if two edge disjoint
spanning trees are given to step (2), computed by someasbitrethod, then step (2) should be changed
and could require asymptotically larger time. Very recgntlwas suggested to us that a method presented
in [13] can be adapted to speed up the top clump teék(to) time, assuming the data structures computed
in step (1) are available.

A different verification algorithm was proposed recently Bgreg [1]. The method ir [1] performs a
step-by-step decomposition 6f, aiming to construct a hierarchical decompositiinof ¢, called ared-
black hierarchy(RBH). It is argued in[[1L] thati is a Laman graph if and only if it admits a RBH. The RBH
construction in[[] has three steps: (1) Find two edge disjgpanning trees, by some method (Bereg uses an
O(n?) time algorithm to obtain the trees, but he could have usedlt@ithm in [2], forO(n3/?) time); (2)
Construct a red-black hierarchy, which is don&im?) time, and (3) Certify the hierarchy, which is done in
O(n) time. Since steps (2) and (3) do not depend on how step (1yfigrpeed, Bereg’s method decouples
the computation of the two edge disjoint spanning treesap 1) from the rest of the computation. Let
T« (n) be the time to find two edge disjoint spanning trees. Stepald@stO(Ts:(n)) time, step (2) takes
O(n?) time [1], and step (3) take@(n) time, totalingO (T (n) + n?) time.

We present a® (7. (n) + nlog n) time verification algorithm based on the following simplesetva-
tion: from Corollary 4 in[[1], it is not necessary to actuadlgnstructH to decideG is Laman; we only
need to decide whether a RBH decompositidrexistsfor G. Thus, steps (2) and (3) above from Bereg’s
algorithm become: (2) use the two spanning trees to decidgh&h? admitsa RBH decomposition.

Our algorithm has two steps: (1) Compute two edge disjoiahsmg trees by the best possible method.
We use the algorithm in_[2] since this is the best we know @fy, @ simpleO(n logn) time algorithm is



discovered for this part, we will use that one). This stereaaﬂl(n3/ 2) time. (2) Given two edge disjoint
spanning trees fafz, we give a simple solution for deciding wheth@&radmits a RBH decomposition, that
uses depth-first search and segment trees only, and @&keleg n) time. This step is independent of how
step (1) is done. At the end of step (2) we knowiifis Laman or not. Moreover, we also show that the
RBH can be actually constructed @n(n logn) time using a two steps procedure that is simple and easy to
implement. Thus, our algorithm decouples step (1) from &&pachieving the desirable feature of Bereg's
method (to take advantage of future improvements on st¢pafidl solves the second step of the verification
in O(nlogn) time instead of)(n?) time.

Finally, we point out some difficulties in using red-blacletdrchies to compute a Henneberg con-
struction, which seem to imply super-quadratic time altpons when red-black hierarchies are used for
embedding a planar Laman graph as a pointed pseudo-traitgul

2 Red-black hierarchies

Red-black hierarchies (RBH) are introduced[ih [1] as foBow

A hierarchy H(G, Ty, «, 8) for a given graphZ(E, V), |V| = n, is a graphH (Ey, V), Ep = T, U
B(E). Ty is a set of edges forming a rooted tree. The function V' — L(T}), defines a one-to-one
correspondence between the verticesioind the leaves of the tree, denotedigd},). The function
g : E — V(TIy) x V(T,) maps an edgéu,v) of G to the edges(u,v) = (B1(u,v), B2(u,v)) of H
(called cross edge), so thaf(u,v) and 52(u,v) are ancestors, but not common ancestorsy(af) and
a(v), respectively.

A RBH is a hierarchyH (G, T}, «, B) satisfying the following conditions: (1) The root of thegfB, has
exactly two children (root rule); (2) A vertex is the only lthof its parent if and only if it is a leaf (leaf rule);
(3) For any cross edge its endpoints have the same grandaredifferent parents in the tree (cross-edge
rule); (4) Cross edges connect all grandchildren of a veatekform a tree (tree rule).

Given G, the construction of the RBH ir_[1] has two major phases. tFascopy of an edge of7,
eqdd, 1S added ta3 and two edge-disjoint spanning tre@¥, (calledred treg and7" (calledblack tred, are
computed foiG* = G U {eqqq} USing a known method (if no such trees exist, tliers not Laman and we
stop). A graphG™ and its two edge disjoint spanning trees are shown in FlguBetond, a decomposition
of G* is performed and a characterizing hierardly= H (G*) is constructed in correspondence with the
steps of the decomposition. We describe this decompoditjdmelow.

Suppose,q € T and letE(G*) = T" UT?. In the first step, a roat,, corresponding td@™, is created
in H and is colored red. In the second step, the eqdggis removed froni™® and two nodes corresponding
to the resulting black treeg? and7? are made children of;, in H and are colored black.

Then, an iterative procedure is performed to constiictAt the end of step — 1, edges of one color
c form a spanning foresk = {T,... T/} of G = {Cy, ..., C;}, whereC; are connected subgraphs of
G, and each elemer® of F is a spanning tree of its connected subgraph When restricted to these
subgraphs, edges of the other cofoform a setf"® = {{T¢,...,T¢ s }s- - AT s - T3, 1} Each
elementF? of F° is a forest spanning its respective connected subgégphrhe treesl; are "linked”
together inG only with edges of color. There ard + 1 vertices of colore at the last level off, each
corresponding to a tree froi¢. At the beginning of the-th step, all edges of colarcrossing the multi-cut
defined byF* are found and deleted froM. At this point, G consists 012220 |F¥| connected subgraphs,
and the treed’’; of colorc are the spanning trees of their respective subgraphs. Ebreatexuvy, of H
corresponding to a treB¢ from F*, k; + 1 vertices of colo corresponding to the trees froRf are created
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Figure 2: H at the end of step= 8 that completes the decomposition@f.

in H as children ofy,,. A cross edge is added between two verticggndy;, at this now lowest level if the
corresponding tree€k’ ande were previously in the same connected component and gatadepat step
i — 1 by removing an edge of col@rbetween them. Addition of cross edgesHacompletes the-th step of
the decomposition.

At stepi + 1, these actions are repeated for the swapped colors. Whematstep; a cut of colorc is
to be found and some connected comporieéibes not have such cut, a verigxcorresponding to a tree of
color c that spang’ is created inH and the decomposition stops 16t The decomposition aff ends when
it has ended for all connected components.

The resulting graptif characterizing the decomposition of the graph in Figliresh@wvn in Figure[R2.
The entire decomposition process is given in appendix diectoof space.

After H is constructed, a check of whethAr satisfies the definition of the RBH is performed. If the
answer is positiveH is a RBH and the corresponding graghs a Laman graph. The method id [1] takes



O(n?) time to construct the decomposition-characterizing grEpand O (n) time to verify that it satisfies
the definition of the RBH.

3 A sufficient condition

We show that if all edges are removed fr@iduring the decomposition process, the grapleonstructed
from the decomposition is always a RBH and tliugs a Laman graph.

Vertices of H correspond to spanning trees of connected subgraplis ofnything marked by the
subscripth in what follows refers td4. C(v;,) denotes the connected subgraph of vetiex/ (vy,) denotes
the set of vertices of'(vy,). T'(vy) denotes a tree spanning(v,). V(T') denotes the set of vertices 6f
spanned by the treg.

We first prove that the four RBH rules introduced earlier gisviaold for the decomposition-characterizing
graphH of anygraphG* = G U e.qq4, if the edge set of=* can be partitioned into two edge-disjoint span-
ning trees. Letolor(vy) denote the color associated with nagge(red or black). Ifc = color(vy,) is red
thenc is black and vice versa.

Root rule At the very first stepH is empty and a node, of color ¢, corresponding to the spanning tree
T° that does not contain the added edgg;, is created ini{. The noder, is the root of . Then,e,qq IS
deleted from the other trég:, which necessarily creates exactly two trees of colior G* and exactly two
nodes of coloE in H that are children of,, corresponding to these two trees. Thus, the root rule away
holds.

Leaf rule We first prove that if a vertex;, is the only child of its parent thew, is a leaf. If a vertex
vy, is the only child of its parent, the connected subgréfiparent(vy)) could not be split any further
during decomposition antf (v;,) = V (parent(vy)). At the step wheny, was created, the decomposition
process has stopped f6f(vy,): there was just one tree of colevlor(vy) in C(parent(v;)) and just one
tree of colorcolor(vy) (otherwiseC (parent(vy)) would have been partitioned further angwould have
siblings). Hence, the vertey, corresponding t@’(vy,) is a leaf inH.

Next, we prove that a leaf vertex cannot have any siblinggp8se there is a vertey, havingk > 1
children and at least one of them is a leaf. The vegigrorresponds to a connected subgraph spanned by a
tree of colorc = color(y;,) and a spanning forest éftrees of colore. Each of its children:, corresponds
to a connected subgraghy, i = 1,2,...,k, spanned by a tree of colarand a forest of colot (possibly
containing only one tree). If this spanning forest contairwe than one tree, there are edges of colior
C; connecting the trees of the spanning forest. At the nextstepe decomposition these edges will be
deleted, the spanning tree of colomwill split into at least two different trees and corresparglivertices
will be created inH as children oft},. Hencez}, cannot be a leaf vertex. If the spanning forestif:})
contains just one tree then a vertex corresponding to &t &f colore, is created ind as a child ofzﬁl and
again,z; cannot be a leaf vertex. This argument holds for every cHilg,p contradicting the assumption
that at least one child afj, is a leaf.

Cross-edge ruleA cross edge is added between any two vertigeandwv;, at stepi if their correspond-
ing vertex setd/(uy,) andV (vy,) previously belonged to one connected subgré@ph and got separated at
stepi — 1 by removing the edge between them. At leivel2 of H there is always a vertex that corresponds
to Cy . The vertices at the same level Bf correspond to connected subgraphs that are disjoint spitigra
of G. Hence, no other vertex at leviel- 2 of H can correspond to a connected subgraph contairing, ),

V (vy), their subsets, or the union of their subsets. The vertexesponding to the connected subgradph,
is a common grandparent af, anduy,.



Again, according to the construction rules, parents;pénduv;, in H correspond to different connected
subgraphs, sa;, andv, have different parents.

Tree rule. If & edges are removed from the tréespanning the vertex séf(v;,) corresponding to
some vertex, of H, k + 1 new trees result frol" and % + 1 nodes are created as grandchildrervpf
in H. For each edge deleted fromT’, a cross edge is added between the vertices correspondihg to
two sub-trees of " that were connected by Each grandchild of;, gets a cross edge incident to it. There
arek + 1 grandchildren ofy, andk edges connecting them. The cross edges form a tree sparihihg a
grandchildren of,.

We have shown that red-black hierarchy rules hold for Enyl' hen, we only need to checkif satisfies
the general definition of a hierarchy.

Lemma 3.1. If all edges are removed fro® during the decomposition process then the characterizing
graph H of G satisfies the definition of hierarchy.

Proof. The edges off are the union of the edges of the rooted tfgeand the cross edges. There is a cross
edgee;, = (up,vy,) In H for each edge = (u,v) of G: The edgee is deleted from when it crosses the
cut separating. from v; according to the construction rules, a cross edge is theedadetween the vertices
of H corresponding to the connected components ahdv at the current step.

There is one-to-one correspondence between the leavEg arid the vertices ofr: Since the graph
splitting procedure continues until all edges are remoeath vertexy of GG is eventually disconnected
from the rest of the graph by deleting an edge of some colérvertexi;, corresponding to a tree of color
¢ spanning the connected subgraph = {v} is then created ifi{. SinceC, cannot be split further, the
decomposition stops far', andi;, becomes a leaf vertex @f,. Also, there is no leaf vertex il that does
not correspond to a vertex 6f. Suppose there exists such a vertexdin Then, it corresponds to a tree
spanning a connected subgragh, with |C,.| > 1. This means that’, contains edges that were not deleted
during the decomposition @F, a contradiction.

The endpoints oé;, are ancestors af(u) and«(v), respectively, but they are not their common an-
cestors: recall thai(u) anda(v) are the leaf vertices aff corresponding to vertices andv of G. The
vertexuy, corresponds to some connected compoiént,). The vertices off that are descendants of
correspond to connected components over the subs&i&ugf). The leaf vertices off that correspond to
vertices inV (uy,) are the descendants of in H. Sinceu € V(uy), uy is an ancestor of(u). Similarly,
vy, IS an ancestor of(v). The verticesu, andv,, are connected by a cross edge corresponding to two dis-
joint connected subgraphs. Therefosig,cannot be an ancestor afv), and the end vertices ef, are not
common ancestors of(u) anda(v). O

Lemma 3.2. If G has edges left at the end of the decomposition process, #énaatbrizing graphH of G
does not satisfy the definition of hierarchy.

Proof. If there are non-deleted edges®@fwhen the decomposition stops, then there are no corresppndi
edges for them irff. In addition, we do not have a one-to-one map fronto L(7},): some leaves ofj,
correspond to connected subgraphs containing severalegert O

Thus, buildingH is not required for certifying Laman graphs: just decomp@sbased on the rules
in [1] and check ifG has edges left when the decomposition ends.



4 The decomposition algorithm

We have shown that buildingf is not required for verifying thafz is a Laman graphs. It is sufficient to
perform the decomposition @ according to the rules from[[1] and then check whether thexedges left

in G. The decomposition algorithm has some notable featuresagh step edges of only one color are
deleted. The groups of red and black edges are deleted in tAtreach step, except the first and the last
ones, at least one edge is deleted fréhfsome edges may never be deleted). Thus, the edg@scahn

be grouped so that edges of one group are deleted €facamh the same step. The decomposition process
provides a natural order on these groups. We denote thisiogdesg = (g2, g3, - - - , g1 ), Where the index

of g; corresponds to the step at which the edges of the ggpape deleted.

Instead ofH, we useg to characterize the graph decomposition. Our main goal sde $peed up the
decomposition algorithm from [1] using the following sirembservation: deletion of any edge= (u, v)
from its tree (of colorcolor(e)), whereu is a parent ofv in a DFS ordering of the tree of coleblor(e),
always forms two trees such that one of them is rootedaatd all nodes in that tree are descendants of

We slightly modify the graph decomposition algorithm frdff. [The edges to be deleted at the next step
are identified at the end of the preceding step and markedefetion. At the first stepe,qq is marked for
deletion (and no other action is performed). Each iteratte@ inG consists of removing the marked edges
of some colore and identifying and marking the edges crossing the cutseobfiposite coloF that appear
after removing the marked edges. We also note that once ifiaalrgraph has split into several connected
subgraphs, the decomposition proceeds independently dnsedgraph, and the problem of finding the
edges to be deleted at the subsequent step can be viewedees dgdependent subproblems, each on a
distinct connected subgraph.

Consider the graple’* and its two edge disjoint spanning treé€$ and 7T, rooted at vertices® and
r°, respectively. LetDF'S(c) be the depth-first search traversal@f starting atr and using only edges
of color ¢, wherec is either red or black. We assign each vertexGofwo DFS order numbers, one from
DFS(red) and another one frod F'S(black). New edges are never added to the trees, so the numbers
never change. For any edge of cotgiit is always possible to establish the parent-child retehip of its
endpoints by looking at their DFS numbers for catonWhenever an edgeis mentioned in this text as a
vertex pair, the first vertex is always the parent of the sea@mntex inD F'S(color(e)).

When an edge = (u,v) of color cis deleted from a tre€;” rooted at some® and spanning a connected
subgraphCy, two trees emergel rooted at-“ and7’y rooted aw. Only the vertices of ;* are descendants
of v in DFS(c). The ancestor/descendant relationship can bélessted in theD F'S(c) tree by looking at
the discovery and finish timed<(:] and f[-], respectively) of the vertices.

Lemma 4.1. An edge(x, y) of colore crosses the cutV (7y), V (77)) induced by the deletion of the edge
(u,v) of color ¢ if and only if one of its endpoints is a descendant ahd the other one is not, i.e., exactly
one of its endpoints discovery times igig [d°[v], f¢[v]].

Proof. If d°[z] ¢ ¢t andd°[y] € ¢, thenz € Tf andy € T7, soe clearly crosses the cut. A symmetric
argument applies #°[x] € t andd‘[y] & t.

If d°[z] ¢ t andd°[y] ¢ ¢, neitherz nory are inT, so both endpoints efare in7¢ ande does not cross
the cut. Ifd°[z] € ¢ andd®[y] € ¢, both endpoints of are inT ande does not cross the cut. O

From Lemma 411 it follows that if we associate an interfvé(u], d°[v]] with every edge of colog, the
intervals corresponding to the edges crossing the cut hactlg one endpoint imn.

We identify such intervals using a segment tree data strei@nhanced with two lists at each internal



node, one sorted by the start time of the intervals storedeahdde and one sorted by their finish time. A
segment tree [9] is a balanced binary search tree that staeisof intervals with endpoints from a finite set
of abscissae (intervals corresponding to edges of eolfmr example). Each of its nodeshas an interval
I(u) associated with it and stores a list of input intervals seeting/ (u). Binary search in a segment tree
allows to report the intervals containing a query point.

In our case, the endpoints of the intervals are integer ntgnbe an interval containing a poiptt A,
for any0 < A < 1, contains the poinp as well. First, we find the intervals with one endpoint befdie]
and the other endpoint inby querying for intervals containing the poiidt[v] — A. Second, we find the
intervals with one endpoint inand the other endpoint aftgf|[v] by querying for intervals containing the
point f¢[v] + A.

To ensure that each returned interval has an endpoititwe augment the standard segment tree by
storing two sorted lists at each node, instead of just ome\ith each node:, we store a liStL ¢, (1)
of intervals that intersect(u) that is sorted by the finish time of the intervals in non-dasneg order;
similarly, the list L., Stores the same intervals sorted by their starting time minoreasing order. We
give both queries above an additional parameféfv| for the first one andl“[v] for the second one. The
first query only looks at the list& ;,;,;, and reports the intervals that have their right endpoint reatgr
than f¢[v]. The second query only looks at the lidig,,» and reports the intervals that have their starting
point no later thanl“[v]. Thus, this data structure allows us to return interval$ wiactly one endpoint in
t. Each query with an edge (inteniltakesO (log n + k) time, wherek is the number of intervals (crossing
edges) reported. To avoid reporting an interval more thae oifie interval is deleted from the segment tree
(including the sorted lists associated with the nodes tlumé st) when it is returned by a query. This can
be easily done i) (logn) time. Having two segment trees, one for the red inter{f@l&![u], d"*¢[v]] of
the black edges and the another one for the black intefd#is”[u], d”*°*[v]] of the red edges, allows to
efficiently identify edges of the cuts at each step of the dgmusition.

Lemma 4.2. The decomposition @ can be done it (n logn) time.

Theorem 4.3. Given a graphGG with n vertices andn edges deciding whethérf is a Laman graph or not
can be done irO(Ty(n) + nlogn) time, whereT,(n) is the time to extract two edge disjoint spanning
trees fromG or decide no such trees exist.

Proof. We can check that» = 2n — 3 in O(n) time. Finding two edge disjoint spanning trees or deciding
no such trees exist takés, (n) time. The best known algorithm so far for this task fiagn) = O(n*/?)
time [2]. The decomposition také3(n log n) time: O(n log n) for the segment tree€)(n log n) to answer

all queries, and)(n) to check ifG has any edges left at the end of the decomposition. O

5 The reconstruction algorithm

The order in which edges are deleted frafnduring the decomposition determines the structure of the
corresponding red-black hierarcliy, so giveng, one can unambiguously construgtin top-down fashion
according to the rules froni[1]. The vertices Hf correspond to subtrees @ and 7¢, and there is a
vertex in H for each distinct sub-tree (&f¢ or 7°) that appeared during the decompositioncof In the
original approach, to construct tli¢h level of H, one has to know the spanning sub-trees at ste2 of

the decomposition and to figure out what trees appear afteowal of edges at the beginning of steplt
takesO(n) time to find the emerging trees.

We consider the decomposition process in reverse ordeistae fromn red andn black disjoint trees
and add edges to them until two spanning trees are formed)tadte advantage of the fact that it is faster
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Figure 3: H after considering edges of = {(o,p)}.

oie

Figure 4: H after considering edges 9f andgr = {(m,0), (m,p)}.

ﬁe

to union the disjoint sets into larger sets than to partitios trees into disjoint sub-trees. As a result, the
proposed bottom-up construction method is faster and pexiihe same grapti as the top-down approach.

The last groupy;, of g = (92,93, - .., gr) contains edges of some colodeleted at the very last step
of the decomposition. Each endpoinbf edges ofg, corresponds to a subtree Gf of color ¢ spanning
only the vertexv. A leaf nodev;, = «(v) is added to the:-th level of H for each such vertex. Only
one leaf vertex is created for the endpoint shared by melgplges frony;,. For every edgéu, v) of g5 a
corresponding cross edgéu, v) = (a(u), a(v)) is added taH . For every leaf vertexi(v) of H, its parent
should be at levet — 1 of H, corresponding to a subtreednthat is of colore and spans only the vertex
Such parent vertex) = parent(a(v)) is added to levek — 1 of H along with a tree edge connecting
anda(v) (we call this theparent creation rulg The vertices off connected by a cross edge have the same
grandparent. For every cross edge ﬂ‘édormed at thek-th level, a vertex] is added to levek — 2 of H,
as well as a tree edge connectirfgand«?, for everyw, € T7. We have completed levélof I as well as
added some elements to the two upper levels. See Hifure 3gune@[2 for an illustration.

At the i-th iterative step for each cross edge y) of g; of color ¢ two verticesvj andv; on thei-th
level of H are identified. They correspond to treesdrof color ¢ that contained: andy respectively at the
i-th step of the decomposition. If for some endpairdgf an edge frony; v; does not exist on theth level
of H, a new vertex; should be created at theth level and a parent for it should be added following the
parent creation rule. Then the cross edge correspondifg, {9 is added taff betweenvy andv}. After
all edges ofy; are considered, all cross-edges of ik level of H are in place. For each cross edge tree
Tij formed at thei-th level of H, a node is added to level— 2 of H. That grandparent node becomes a
parent of the parents of the verticesifspanned by the cross-edge tiié;’é At this time thei-th level of H
is complete and levels— 1 and: — 2 of H are partially constructed. Repeating these steps fgg,all> 2,
yields the RBHH.



Figure 5:G \ {e}.

Lemma 5.1. Given two edge-disjoint spanning trees &, a red-black hierarchy fotz, if it exists, can be
constructed ir0(n log n) time.

Proof. Obtainingg for G* takesO(nlogn) time (Lemma 4.3). The time spent on reconstructing one level
is proportional to the number of cross edges at that leved. tdtal number of cross edges(i§n). We use

a standard UNION-FIND data structure for maintaining theiges of G that the vertices off correspond

to at each step (notice that the actual trees of colare defined by those vertices i@ are not needed to
constructH). This allows to complete the reconstruction phas@im logn) time, so the total time for
constructing the RBH i®)(n log n).

|

6 RBH and Henneberg construction

In this section we point out some difficulties in using reddi hierarchies to compute a Henneberg con-
struction forG, which seem to imply super-quadratic time algorithms whehtlslack hierarchies are used
for embedding a planar Laman graph as a pointed pseuda@ifetion.

The vertexe of the graph in Figurgl1l falls in case 4 a) from [1]: the gramdpaof the leaf vertex(e)
has more than two childremy(e) has two incident cross edges and its immediate parent hamcident
cross edge (see Figuré 2). During the Henneberg constnuattoneed to remove vertexfrom G along
with its incident edgesée, g), (e, f), and(e, d), and insert an edge between two of the vertiges, andd to
restore the Laman property of the modified graph. Notedhalready has edgeg, d) and(g, f), and thus
adding the edge betweeand f is the only option.

Having removed from H, we need to restore the properties of the hierarchy asviis never present
in the original graph. This does not appear to be an easy saste the red-black hierarchy for the graph
G \ {e} (Figure[®) differs significantly from the one fa¥ (Figure[6). Thus, it seems one would need to
recompute the RBH for the resulting graph (starting withifigddwo edge disjoint spanning trees), which
would takeO (Tt (n) 4+ nlog n) time rather thar©(n) time in [1]. Essentially, obtaining the new RBH from
the old one would be as difficult as obtaining two edge disjepanning trees for the new graph from the
edge disjoint spanning trees of the original graph.

The argument above implies that, ow@fn) steps, the Henneberg decomposition would take time
O(n(Tst(n) + nlogn)). Accordingly, embedding a planar Laman graph as a pointeddustriangulation
using red-black hierarchies would requit§n>°) time using the best known algorithm for finding two
edge-disjoint spanning trees, which givEg(n) = O(n'?) [2].



Figure 6:H for G \ {e}.
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Appendix
A sample construction of the decomposition characterizingraph

As an example we consider the decomposition of the graph Figowre 7. The red tree (drawn with thick lines) is
rooted at the vertelkand the black tree is rooted at the veréeXll vertices of H, except the top one, are marked with
the lists of vertices of their corresponding subtrees. Tdgee ofG* deleted at the!” step are shown with dashed
lines.

Figure22 presents the resulting grafiircharacterizing the decompositionGf

(i) k

(=)

€add

—————C

Figure 7: Original sample grapf*.
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Figure 8:G* at the end of step= 1, no changes in the original graph.
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Figure 9: H at the end of step= 1.
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Figure 10:G* at the end of step = 2.
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Figure 11:H at the end of step= 2.
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Figure 12:G* at the end of step= 3.
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Figure 16:G* at the end of step= 5.
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Figure 19:H at the end of step= 6.
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Figure 20:G* at the end of step

=1.

Figure 21:H at the end of step
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8 that completes decomposition Gf.

Figure 22: H at the end of step
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