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Abstract

We presentimproved upper bounds for the size of reldive)-approximation for range spaces with
the following property: For any (finite) range space pragelobnto (that is, restricted to) a ground set of
sizen and for any parametdr < k& < n, the number of ranges of size at mésis only nearly-linear
in n and polynomial ink. Such range spaces are called “well behaved”. Our boundimp@mvement

over the bound) % introduced by Liet al. [17] for the general case (where this bound has

been shown to be tight in the worst case), wiperc . We also show that such small size relative
(p, e)-approximations can be constructed in expected polynadimial

Our bound also has an interesting interpretation in theecaraf “p-nets”: As observed by Har-
Peled and Sharir [13}-nets are special cases of relatiyes)-approximations. Specifically, wheris a
constant smaller thah the analysis in [13, 17] implies that there areets of sizeD(log (1/p)/p) that
arealsorelative approximations. In this context our constructggnificantly improves this bound for
well-behaved range spaces. Despite the progress in theytbep-nets and the existence of improved
bounds corresponding to the cases that we study, these $dontbt necessarily guarantee a bounded
relative error.

Lastly, we present several geometric scenarios of welabeth range spaces, and show the resulting
bound for each of these cases obtained as a consequence aiaysis. In particular, whea is a
constant smaller thanh, our bound for points and axis-parallel boxes in two anddhdinensions, as
well as points and “fat” triangles in the plane, matches thgnoal bound fop-nets introduced in [3, 25].
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1 Introduction

Motivated by the problem ofipproximate range countingelative (p, €)-approximations have been intro-
duced by Har-Peled and Sharir [13], where they revisitegé&mainal work of Liet al.[17], and showed how
to apply it in order to derive known bounds on the size of waiootions of sampling, and, in particular,
relative (p, )-approximations. We recall their definition: A range sp@tieR) is a pair consisting of an
underlying universél of objects and a certain collectidk of subsetsrangeg. Of particular interest are
range spaces of finite VC-dimension; the reader is refewdd] for the exact definition. Informally, it
suffices to require that, for any finite subsétc U, the number of distinct setsn R for 7 € R be O(| X |%)

for some constant (which is upper-bounded by the VC-dimension). This is irtidee case in many geo-
metric applications. In a typical geometric settifigs a subset of some infinite ground $gte.g.,U = RY,
for some low or fixed dimensiod, and thusX is a finite point set ifR?, and®R is a collection of subsets
(ranges) ofll of some simple shape, such as halfspaces, simplices, &iéifispids, and boxes iR¢, where

d is considered a fixed. In general, range spaces involving-akyebraic ranges of constant description
complexity, i.e., semi-algebraic sets defined as a Booleartbnation of a constant number of polynomial
equations and inequalities of constant maximum degree, firsite VC-dimension (see, e.g., [12] for further
details and examples). In what follows we assume to haveta fauge space defined on a &ebf objects,
and, with a slight abuse of notation, denote its set of rabges.

Following the notation in [13], theneasureof a ranger € R is the quantity X (1) = ‘Tlr)‘()ﬂ. Given two

parameters) < p < 1 and0 < € < 1, we say that a subset C X is arelative (p, ¢)-approximationif it
satisfies, for each range

X(r)(1—¢)<Z(1) < X(1)(1 +¢), if X(r)>p, and

X(1)—ep < Z(1) < X(7) +¢ep, otherwise.

In fact, a slightly more general notion is the so-calleda)-sample [12, 14, 17], in which case the subset
Z C X satisfies, for each range B o
1Z(7) — X(7)|

Z(r)+ X (1) +v
As observed by Har-Peled and Sharir [13], relative:)-approximations anfv, «)-samples are equivalent
with an appropriate relation between ¢, andv, « (roughly speaking, they are equivalent up to some
constant factor). Due to this observation they concludettimanalysis of Let al. [17] (that shows a bound
on the size ofv, a)-samples) implies that, for range spaces of finite VC-dinmng, there exist relative
(p, £)-approximations of sizé‘“";%—s/”), wherec > 0 is an absolute constant. In fact, any random sample
of these many elements &f is a relative(p, ¢)-approximation with constant probability. More specifigal
success with probability at least- ¢ is guaranteed if one samplé%“’g(l/ﬁ%;l"g(l/q) elements ofY. These

bounds are in fact an improvement over the bowfs 1/ (’;Z);Hog(l/ 9 obtained by Haussler [14] and
Pollard [26].

It was also observed in [13] thatnetsande-approximationsare special cases 6f, «)-samples. The
firstis a subseflv C X with the property that any rangec R with |7 N X| > p|X | contains an element of
N, and the latter is a subsgtC X with the property that any rangec R satisfies:| X (1) — Z(7)| < e.

Technically,r C X, so|X N r| = |7|. However, (i) we also use this notations for subséts X, and (ii) typically X is a
finite subset ofR? and the ranges are best described as intersections of siihaped regions wit, as above.



In this paper we present improved bounds on the size of velgfi )-approximations under certain
assumptions, and emphasize their implicationg-teets—see below.

Previous results. It has been shown in [29] that range spaces of finite VC dinoensgialways admit an
absolute-error=-approximation of sizé&(log (1/¢)/e?), where the constant of proportionality dependsion
(see also [5, 6, 20, 24]). In fact, a random sample of thatisiaes-approximation with constant probability.
As noted in [13], the analysis in [17] (see also [28]) reduités bound toO(1/<2), where, once again, a
random sample of that size is arapproximation with a constant probability. In fact, aswhan [5, 6, 20],
the size of the-approximation can be further improved to be slightly higitanO(1/2-%/(4+1)): see [13]
for a more comprehensive review of these results.

Concerning relativép, < )-approximations, as noted in [13], any absolute etgeapproximationZ will
approximate ranges of measure at leasd within relative errors. Nevertheless, the bound in [29] for
absolute-error approximations just mentioned yields apsanof sizeO(log (1/(ep))/e?p?) in this case,
whereas the bound of let al.[17] is smaller by roughly a factor df/p (see the discussion above).

In addition to the observations made by Har-Peled and SEB]t their analysis also improves the
bound on the size of relativep, €)-approximations for several special cases of geometrigerapaces.
Specifically, the bound obtained for point sets in the plane kalfplane ranges has been improved to

(@) (%#) (this is an improvement it is sufficiently small with respect tp). In 3-space they

reduced the bound © <bg3/§f#) , although this latter case is somewhat restricted, asghimibound

on the overall size o (log (1/p)) subsets, and each halfspace range has one such subsen#iaties its
relative approximation.

Our results.  In this paper we derive improved bounds for range spacesasitiain favorable properties,
which we call “well-behaved”. Our goal is to improve the degency orp, which is somewhat different
than the improvement obtained in [13]. That is, for any iretliffinite) ranges space, the number of ranges
of size k is only nearly-linear in the size of the space and polynormiak, wherek > 0 is an integer
parameter. We first present our technique on abstract rgpapes that satisfy these properties, in which
case we show there exists a sample of size roughilifog log (1/p) + log (1/¢))/e%p) (see Corollary 2.5
for the exact bound), from which the relative approximati®ulerived. We also present an algorithm that
constructs such a sample in expected polynomial running.timfact, this sample consists of two subsets
of the aforementioned overall size, on which we assign vigjgh order to obtain a singlseightedsample
with the desired properties; see Section 2 for this deowadind the discussion below.

As observed by Har-Peled [12] relative approximations mterésting in the case whepe= o(¢), since
one can approximate ranges of measure largertvaith a sample that has only linear dependency om
Our bounds improve over the bound of éfi al. [17] for these cases. Nevertheless, our bounds also have
an interesting interpretation wheris some fixed constant i0, 1). In this case, as mentioned earlier, the
relative (p, )-approximation becomesanet Thus where is a constant smaller thah a p-net of size
O(log (1/p)/p) (with a constant of proportionality depending on the VC dusien d) always exists by
applying the bound of Lét al.[17]. In this case, each range of measure at lpasihtains roughlyog (1/p)
points of the sample. Nevertheless, in some cases it mighialseeful to sample this number of points in
order to guarantee a small relative error. There are sekeoaln constructions for small-sizenets, see,
e.g., [3, 8, 19, 16, 21, 27, 30] for several such improved deurHowever, we are not aware of any such
small-sizep-nets that aralsorelative approximations. Our bound guarantees such piepeFor example,



for primal range spaces of points and axis-parallel boxés/mand three dimensions this bound becomes
O (W) instead of the standard bout{log (1/p)/p). This bound matches the previously known
(optimal) bound fop-nets [3, 25].

We also note that the task of constructing a relative:)-approximation is much more difficult than
just constructingp-nets. Indeed, ip-nets we aim to add sufficiently many objects (e.g., poinm#) the
output sample so as to guarantee that each range of measeastatis indeed stabbed, whereas in relative
(p, e)-approximations we also need to keep the set of the choseatshjnder control in order to have a
balance between the original measure and the approximatsumeefor each range

In our analysis we initially replace the set of the input akgewith a relativep, )-approximations of
sizeO <w>. We then classify the objects Gfas “heavy” (that is, objects that participate in many

ranges) and “light” (otherwise). We show that the numberezy objects is relatively small. For the light
objects, we randomly and independently choose each of thtarthe new relative p, ¢)-approximation
with some probabilityr (calibrated to produce a sample of a certain expected stne¢e the original range
space is well-behaved, we are able to show that each rafgfeany measur® < p’ < 1) admits a small
degree of dependency in the space of evedts. ‘does the relative error far exceeds?”. We then apply
the asymmetric version of the Local Lemma of Lovasz in otdezonclude that with a positive probability
there exists such a “good” sample for which the relativerasf@ll such ranges does not exceedn fact,

we show that both conditions of having a good sample (in tl@valsense) and keeping its size close to
its expectation (up to some constant factor) happen withséip®e probability—this latter condition can be
included into the Local Lemma, which extends to that case.Stion 2 for these details.

The manner in which we construct our relative approximagaforces a somewhat different form for
the measure’ (7). This is due to two main ingredients of our analysis: (i) Cant to the standard construc-
tions of relative(p, ¢)-approximations [17] (as well the the construction in [13Psolutes-approximations
(e.g., [5]), andp-nets (e.g., [8, 30]), where the size of the sample is fixedour probabilistic model each
object is chosen independently with a fixed probabtiiityand thus in the denominator of the measure we
replace the size of the sample by its expectation. (i) Oomda consists of two subsamples, where the first
one H consists of a pre-determined subset of the input, which talits small size, is taken in its entirety
into the output, and the second sampleis obtained by choosing each input object randomly and iexdep
dently with probabilitys . This results in a biased sample. Specifically, we obtaireghtedmeasure, in
which we assign a unit weight to each objecffiy and a weightr to each object irf{.

Lastly, we list several useful applications of well-behdngeometric range spaces, including primal
range spaces of points and halfspace ranges in two and tinneagions, points and axis-parallel boxes in
two and three dimensions (as well as points and “fat” triaadh the plane), and dual range spaces involving
planar regions of nearly-linear union complexity.

We note that our technique is inspired by the machinery odtarajan [30] for constructing small-size
p-nets for dual range spaces ef-fat” triangles and points in the plane, where the idea fgl@ng the
(simpler version of the) Local Lemma of Lovasz has initidlieen introduced, as well as classifying each
object as “heavy” or “light”. Nevertheless, the techniqueg[30] does not necessarily produce a relative
approximation, but only guarantees that the samplepisat, which is the reason we had to generalize and
enhance the ideas in [30] in order to be matched with the nmbrieate scenario arising in our problem.

2In the sampling model in [17] the size of the sample is alwaysniled byO (%) but the objects are chosen with
repetitions.



2 The Construction for Well-Behaved Range Spaces

2.1 Preliminaries

Well-behaved range-spaces. Let (U, Ry) be a range space of finite VC dimension. We say ivedl
behavedit it has the following property: LetX,R) be any range space projected onto a finite subset
X C U, whereR = {{r N X} | 7 € Ry}), and putn := | X|. Then, for any parametdr < k& < n, the
number of ranges ifR of size < k is at mostO(n¢(n)k®), whereg(-) is a slowly-growing function, and

¢ > 0 is an absolute constant. In other words, for any inducedi€jimange spaceX, R) the number of
ranges of size at mostis only nearly-linear inX | and polynomial irk. Note that by definition any induced
finite range spacéX, R) as above is also well-behaved

In what follows we assume, without loss of generality, that p < 1/8. Otherwise, if we also have
e > 1/8, then the size of the relative approximation is a constamd, if0 < ¢ < 1/8 is arbitrary (and
p > 1/8) then an (absolutele/8)-approximation always yields an error smaller than In this case the
size of the sample is onk§(1/£?), as shown by Let al.[17]. In addition, we assume < ¢, otherwise, we
output a sample of siz@(log (1/p)/s%p), as shown in [17].

2.2 The Construction

Let (X, R) be a well-behaved (finite) range space. We first replace tleetshin X by a samplef C X that

is a relative(p, )-approximation fo X, R); let T be the resulting collection of ranges projected dhtdy

the discussion in Section 1, there exists such a sample ® 5(21;(”5)), whereD > 0 is a sufficiently

large absolute constant. Moreover, a random samplé of that size is a relativép, £ )-approximation with
constant probabilit§. The replacement ak with F implies that each range € R satisfies:

X X

|7 N |(1_€) < |7 N F| < |7 N X]|

| X| |7 | X]

(1+¢) if X(7)>p,

and
|7 N X| |7 N F| |7 N X|
—— —ep < <

p<
X |F] X

+ep otherwise.

From now on, we focus on the construction of an improved iv@édip, <)-approximation for(F, 7).
This (standard) reduction involves no loss of generaliggause, as is easily verified, a relatiyél —¢), )-
approximation of a relativép, ¢)-approximation is a relativép, 2c + £2)-approximation. Hence by scaling
p ande by the appropriate constant factors, it suffices to constuelative(p, ¢)-approximation forJ, T).

Our construction partitions N F into two subsets, and represents the approximatiorjrfor F| as
the sum of two appropriate sample measures—see below faitsjeind for the consolidation of the two
samples into a common (weighted) set.

A ranger is said to lie at theth layerS; of T, fori = 1,... ,log (1/p), if it satisfies
i1y < Ak
|71
3We note that just the fact thél(, Ry ) is well-behaved already implies that it has a finite VC dinemsindeed, by definition
we have that the total number of ranges in any projected rapges(X, R) is polynomial in|X|. This implies that the so-called
shattering dimensiois finite, and thus the VC dimension is also finite. See [12]H@se straightforward details.

“Note that this bound is somewhat suboptimal, addhé1/<) factor in the enumerator can be removed by the analysis ¢f [17
However, due to technical reasons imposed by our analysisieed a slightly larger sample, which is the size that we s$oo

2 < 2'p. (1)
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For the sake of completeness, thik layer§, consists of those rangeswith 'T‘E,lfr‘ <p

Consider a fixed layes$;, wherei > 1. PutA,; := w. Equation (1) and the bound oA|
then imply that each range € §; satisfiesA; < | N JF| < 2A,;. If 7 € §, then Equation (1) implies
0<|TNTF| <Ay =2A,.

In other words, all ranges € 8; have size at mosXA; (and at least\;, if i > 1),7 =10, ... ,log (1/p),
and they appear now as ranges from the range sp¥c®) projected onto (that is, restricted t8) The
assumption that the (original) range sp&ég R) is well-behaved implies that the number of the distinct
ranges in a fixed laye§; is only O(|F|o(|F])A:©).

A classification of the objects. The discussion above implies that the number of containsniesiween
the objects irf and the ranges in laye; is O(|F|o(|F])A¢TY), fori = 0,...,log (1/p). We say that an
object inT is heavyin §; if it appears in at least - ¢(|F|)A;“*2 ranges (at laye$;), for a sufficiently large
constantd > 0 that depends on the constant of proportionality in the bamthe number of containments.
Otherwise, this object is said to ight in S;. An easy variant of Markov’s inequality implies that the

number of heavy objects (i®;) is at mostO(|F|/A;) = O 2i+1]!) . Hence, the overall number of heavy

objects, over all layers= 0, ... ,log (1/p),isonlyO(1/p). Let H denote this subset, which, from now on,
we just refer to as theeavy objectsNote that, by construction, each remaining object (analifed \ H)
is light in each layei = 0, ... ,log (1/p). PutL := ¥\ H and refer to its elements as thght objects

We next consider, for each ranggethe two subset&/ N7, L. N7 of heavy and light objects, respectively,
which 7 stabs, and approximate each of their measures in turn,, Biinse the number of heavy objects is
only O(1/p), we put all of them in the target relatig, ¢)-approximation. In the sequel we describe our
approximation with respect to the light objects.

2.2.1 The Analysis for the Light Objects

We first observe that the analysis above regarding the siz# ppéllows us to assume thak| > |F|/2.
Indeed, this easily follows by choosing the constdrgufficiently large.

We now restrict the range spat#, 7) to L. Our goal is now to approximate(r). We keep associating
these ranges with theame layerss;, as defined in (1). Note that a rangeat layeri may now satisfy
|7 N L| < A;. This can happen, for example, when the overall majority mécts inT N F are heavy
and then|r N L| is considerably smaller tham N F|. These differences, however, do not affect the final
approximation forF (), which is a key observation in our analysis; see Sectiond.fs derivation.

i ; i ilite . max{loglog (1/p),log ¢(|F|)}+log (1/¢)

We next sample each objectinindependently with probability := oz (1/p)-1og (1/2) :
and letd; be the resulting sample. Thus its expected siz@ (smax{loglog(1/1’)’;3?('”)}“%(1/5)). Note
that, by assumptior(-) is a sublinear function, and < ¢, thus we always have < 1, as is easily verified.
The main ingredients of the analysis are shown in the folgwiroposition:

Proposition 2.1. With some positive probability; satisfies, for every laye¥; and for every range of §;,
i=1,...,log(1/p), (WhereExp(-) denotes expectatiot)

|7 N L
L]

(g < |7 N F| |7 N L

(14¢), iflrnL|>21p|F, 2
S Beprm] Sz (e HITnLZ 2] @

®Note that due to our sampling model we replé&&e| by Exp{J,}, which is in factr - | L|.
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and

|7 N L|
|L|

< < +e-(271p), otherwise.
Bxp(oi) = 1B P

Wheni = 0 we have for each € 8 (in which casgr N L| < p|¥]):

|7 N L| |7 N Fq| |TNL|
— < <

ep < < + ep.
L] Exp{F1} |L|

Proof. Fix a layerS; and arange € §;,7 > 1. Let A, be the event thaf; does not satisfy (2) for. We
consider separately the following two caspsn L| > 2i~!p|F|, and|7 N L| < 2¢=1p|F].

(i) |7 N L| > 20~ 1p|F|: SinceExp{|F1|} = 7|L

, the eventA - in this case is

|7’ﬁ9‘~1|
| L|

|Tﬂ§1|

<T(r)(1—¢) or T

> I(r)(1 + 2).

Thatis,|TNFi| <nw|TtNL|(1—¢) or |[rNF1|>n|rNL|(1+¢). SinceExp{|tNF|} == |TNL],
we have:

Prob{A.} = Prob{|r N F| < Exp{|r N F1|}(1 —¢)} + Prob{|r N F| > Exp{|r N F1|}(1 +¢)}.

Using Chernoff’s bound (see, e.g., [1]) and the fact that L| > |F| - 2¢~!p, we thus obtain:

Prob{A.} < 2exp{—e”Exp{|rNF1|}/3} = 2exp {—ne®|r N L|/3} < 2exp {—me”- 2" 'p|F|/3}.

Subsiituting|] = 218 (/#2) i _ maxllosios (1/p)iog T} 1050/5) e obain

B2i-1
Prob{A;} < 2exp {—? =271 (max{log log (1/p),log ¢(|F])} + log(l/s))} < <m> ’

where B > 0 is a constant that depends linearly bn and can be made arbitrarily large by choosing
sufficiently large.

(i) |7 N L| < 2¢=1p|F|: HereA. is the event:

|Tﬁ§1|
m|L|

|Tﬂ§1|

< L(r) — 21 or
(7) ep =y

> L(1) + 2 Lep.

Thatis,|T N JFy| < 7|t N L| — 27 tepr|L| or |rNFy| > 7|t N L| + 28 Lepr|L|. We then have:

Prob{A.} = Prob{|rNJFi| < Exp{|rNF1|} — 2" 'epr|L|} + Prob{|rNF1| > Exp{|tNF1|} +2' 'epr|L|}

21'71 L 21'71 L
= Prob{ |TNF| < Exp{|rNF1|} 1—ﬂ +Prob < [T NF1| > Exp{|r N F1|} 1+& .
|7 N L |7 N L

Applying once again Chernoff's bound, we obtain:

9i=1opl 11\ 2 g2 (21=1p)2 L (|2
PrOb{Ar}<2€XP{— <ﬂ> 'W!THL!/3}:2exp{—ﬂ e (2 p) | }

|7 N L| 3lrNLj
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Since in this casel N 7| < 2~ 1p - |F|, and, as stated abovd,| > |F|/2, we obtain that the latter term is
bounded by exp {—m - &% - (2'~!p) - |F]/12}, on which we can derive the same bound as in case (i), using
similar considerations. Hence in summary we obtain in bades

Prob{4,} < <;> - . (3)
! log (1/p)o(|F1)

The case = 0 (or ratherr € 8) follows by similar considerations as in case (ii) above wheplacing

211y with p. This yields the boun®rob{A,} < < in this case.

B
€
log (1/p)¢(\F|)>

Applying the Asymmetric Local Lemma of Lovasz. We next apply the Local Lemma of Lovasz (see,

e.g., [1]), to show that
log (1/p)

/\ (1 = Prob{A,}) > 0.
=0 TGSZ‘
This will imply that there exists a sampl§, of L that approximate$r N L| as in (2), for all ranges-.
Specifically, we are going to apply the asymmetric versiothefLocal Lemma, stated below in the context
of our problem.

We first observe that for a pair of rangesr’, the corresponding events,, A, are mutually indepen-
dent if and only if there is no object ih that participates in both, 7’. Indeed, since we sample each object
of L independently, the two corresponding evefiis A, can affect each other only if there is an object in
L thatr, 7/ share. In what follows we denote a pair £’ of mutually dependent events &y ~ E’.

Let &; denote the collection of eveni. for all rangesr at a fixed layer, and let€ denote the entire

coIIectionUi‘fO(l/”) &;. Inorder to apply the asymmetric version of the Local Lemneaneed to show there
exists an assignmest: € — (0, 1), such that

Prob{A.} <x(4;)- [  (@—-x(4y)) @)
A r~Ar A A AL

for eachA, € €. The Local Lemma of Lovasz then implies that

A\ (1 =Prob{A;}) > [] (0 —x(A;) > 0. (5)

Areé Areé

(Once again, see [1] for further details.) In Lemma 2.2 wenstiwat there exists such a valid assignment.
This will complete the proof of the proposition. O

Lemma 2.2. The assignment(A,) = exp {27!} - Prob{A,}, for eachr € §; and for each layess;,
i=0,...,log(1/p), satisfies (4) for everyi, € E.

We postpone the proof of Lemma 2.2 to Appendix A.1, but leawesal remarks below.

Remarks: 1). We note that for each € §;, the exponen2’~! in the bound orProb{A,} “beats” the term
A;” in the degree of dependency (see Appendix A.1). Nevertheldsen > j, this exponent cannot beat
A;, which is the reason we st A, ) = exp 2/ Prob{A.,}. This also demonstrates the crucial property



of classifying the ranges according to their layers, and theunding the probability to fail to produce a
relative (p, €)-approximation in each of these layers, as we did in Projposg.1. In other words, just the
information|r N L| > p|F| or |7 N L| < p|F| (which is the standard “cut-off” in relative approximatgris
insufficient to produce a relative bounded error in the matima we do.

2). We note that applying the simpler version of the Local Lemifnaovasz, in eacliixed layeri, is almost
immediate (a similar step has been taken in [30] for “fatarigles in the plane and points). Indeed, each
range has a degree-of-dependendyat is at mos(4(|F])A;¢T3). Following Inequality (3), we obtain

d - Prob{A,} < 1/e, for a sufficiently large choice ab (and thus ofB). In this case, the Local Lemma
implies that, with a positive probability, all the complentary eventsA, (for A, in layeri) are satisfied.
Nevertheless, this property is not guaranteed for theeesst of events ovall layers, as the interaction
among events from different layers may involve a higher degf dependency. This is the main reason we
had to resort to the asymmetric version of the Local Lemmaghytas our analysis shows, overcomes this
difficulty, and eventually obtains ginglesample for all layers.

Bounding the size of the sample. As noted above, the expected siz&fgfs O ( naxiloelos (1/”);1;’1;5 ¢(F1}+log (1/‘2)) .
Nevertheless, we need to show that a sample of that acteaéxgigts and that it satisfies the assertions in
Proposition 2.1. In Appendix A.2 we show that Lemma 2.2 camtiended to include the eveftthat |7 |

deviates from its expectation by some constant factor. ylibigs:

Corollary 2.3. There exists a sampl&; C L that satisfies the assertion of Proposition 2.1, whose size i
0 (max{loglog(l/p),10g¢>(|3"\)}+log(1/6)) _

2p

2.3 Deriving the Relative Approximation

We now combine the two samplé% and H that we have constructed in order to derive the relative@ppr
imation for each range. By construction|r N F| = |7 N L| + |7 N H|. Combining the two cases in (2) for
eachrange in8;,: =1,...,log (1/p), and adding the terir N H|/|L| for each side of the inequality, we
have:

|7 N L
L]

SubstitutingExp{F, } = =|L|, we obtain:

|7 N H| |7 N T |7 N H| |7 N L|
< <

|7 N H|
L]~ Exp{J1} Ll — L] '

(14e)+e- (27 )+ Izl

(1-e) =2 (27 p)+

|[TNFi|+ 7|t N H|

|7'ﬁ3’|—|TﬁL|€—5-(2i_1p)|L| < p.

<|rNF| +|rNLle+e- (27 p)|L].

SinceL C ¥, the above inequality can be written as

|TNF1| +w|r N H
7T

lTTNF|—elrNF|—¢- (2i_1p)|ff| < <|rtnFl+elrnF|l+e- (2i_1p)|3"|,
' pag r AT+l H|  rO T
TN ie TN +mTN TN
|3~| (1_5)_5’(2 lp)g ! <

7| e

(1+¢)+e-(271p). (6)

|TNTF|
Ej

Fori=1,...,log (1/p), since > (2i=1p) (by definition), this implies that

|7 N F|
|F]

|7 N F1| + 7|t N H| - |7 N F|

(1—2¢) < <
7| F| |7

(1+2¢).
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Wheni = 0, we have‘ﬂr;‘rf' < p, and then, using similar considerations as above, theicas® of (2)

implies:

|7 N F| . <\Tﬂ?1]+ﬂ\TﬂH\<\Tﬂ3"]+€
—E&p = = b,
|71 7| F] ||
and we can replace the terp by 2ep in order to be consistent with the previous form obtainedifef
1,...,log (1/p).

Note that the measure approximatih@%' can be interpreted to be defined orweighted sample
where each object df; is assigned a unit weight, and each objectbfs assigned a (fractional) weight
7. Also, observe that the total expected weight of the samplisfes Exp{|F,| + «|H|} = «|L| +
m|H| = w|F| (matching the denominator in our measure), and so in ourtiean®n this weighted measure
replaces the standard “uniform measui’) (defined in the introduction) resulting when the entiretieta
approximation is obtained as a uniform sample.

Scaling the parameterappropriately, we conclude:

Theorem 2.4. Let (F,7) be a well-behaved range space. Then there exist two sufsets ¥, H C 7,
with the following properties: Each rangec T satisfies:

|7 N F| |Tﬂff"1|—|—7r|TﬂH|<|Tﬁ3"|

o oS Tm S e)
if ‘T@f > p and
|7 N F| lTrTNF|+7w|lrNH|  |[TNF|
—ep < +éep
Ei - 7|F] R ’

otherwise. Thus the samplg U H is a (weighted) relativép, ¢)-approximation for(F, T), and its overall
size is onlyO ((max{log log (1/p),log ¢(|F|)} + log (1/¢))/2p).

Scaling appropriately the parametesnce again and algo(see Section 2 for the discussion) we obtain:

Corollary 2.5. Let(X,R) be a well-behaved range space. Then there exists a (wejgletative a(p, )-
approximation for( X, R), of sizeO((max{log log (1/p),log ¢(|F|)} + log (1/¢))/%p).

A polynomial-time algorithm.  We note that classifying the objects as light or heavy candme dh time
polynomial in|F| (we omit these straightforward details here). In order tplaphe Local Lemma in a
constructive manner, we resort to a recent result by Mosgardos [23]. In our scenario we apply the ex-
tended version of Lemma 2.2 (including the ev@it discussed briefly above and proved in Appendix A.2.
The main property required in order to apply the randomizgdrdhm described in [23] is the fact that the
objects inF; are chosen randomly and independently with probabilityrhat is, the sef induces a finite
set of mutually and independent random variables. TheneaaitA. € £, as well asB, is determined by
these variables. Omitting any further details, we obtain:

Theorem 2.6. Given a well-behaved range spac&, R), one can construct in expected polynomial time,
a (weighted) relative p, ¢)-approximation for(X, R), whose size i®((max{loglog (1/p),log ¢(|F|)} +
log (1/¢))/2%p)-



Applications Using the bound in Theorem 2.4 we obtain several geomettiinge that admit small-size
relative (p, €) approximations. We review these settings and their armigshppendix A.3, and conclude:

Corollary 2.7. Any range space of points and axis-parallel rectangles & filane admits a (weighted)
relative (p, )-approximation of siz&((loglog (1/p) + log (1/¢))/ep), forany0 < p < 1,0 < e < 1,
which can be constructed in expected polynomial time. Theesasymptotic bound holds for points and
axis-parallel boxes in three dimensions, and points anfat triangles in the plane (wherea > 0 is a
constant). When is a constant these bounds match the optifdbg log (1/p)/p) bound forp-nets.

Corollary 2.8. Any range space of points and halfspaces in two and threerdgiimes admits a (weighted)
relative (p, )-approximation of siz&((loglog (1/p) + log (1/¢))/ep), forany0 < p < 1,0 < e < 1,
which can be constructed in expected polynomial time.

Corollary 2.9. Any dual range space defined on (i) pseudo-disksqffat triangles, (iii) locally y-fat ob-
jects and points in the plane admits a relatiyes)-approximation of siz&((log log (1/p)+log (1/¢))/e%p),
forany0 < p < 1,0 < ¢ < 1, which can be constructed in expected polynomial time.

3 Concluding Remarks.

This study raises several open problems and further impremés, some of which are under on-going
research. First, it is very likely that the sampling scheima& we introduce can be applied over iter-
ations, where at théth iterations we are given a samgé_;, from which we extract the setd;_1,
L, of the corresponding heavy and light objects, and then saegth object frond.,,_; with probabil-

o maxflog®™ Y (1/p) log (| Fe_i )} Hog (/) o e (e
ity T = g 1og<k>l()1/p§+1oglz1/1a) sl/e) obtainingF,; we stop at iteratiork if log*+1) (1/p) <

log ¢(|Fj,—1]). However, this process involves several technical diffiesisince (i) the values @f ¢ change
over iterations, and (ii) the (weighted) measure becomesesdat intricate, as it should consist®f and

all sets of heavy objects collected over all iterations. @hthor has several initial bounds obtained for this
process, and she plans to finalize these details in the frdlareof this paper. This will tighten the current
(probably, suboptimal) bounds stated in Corollaries 2@28.

Another interesting problem that we plan to study is whetheilog (1/¢) factor in the enumerator of
our bound can be removed. &f al.[17] obtained such an improvement, where they reduced theqursly
known boundO (log (1/(pe))/p) in [14, 26] to O(log (1/p)/?p), which they showed to be optimal in
the worst case. This improvement is derived by applyingctaning method of Kolmogorov. Roughly
speaking, in this technique the standard union bound ovetraf gvents (defined in some probability space)
is replaced by a tighter bound when considering only a kedbtismall subset of events, each of which is
“distinct” in some sense (such a subset is also callectgratking” [12]). Itis a challenging open problem
to combine our machinery with the chaining method. Spedificdoes are-packing exist in our scenario?
If so, can one apply the Local Lemma of Lovasz on the cornedipg events?

Last but not least is the implications of our approach to thenls oncombinatorial discrepancyor
well-behaved range spaces. In particular, even just the afgoints and halfplane ranges is already chal-
lenging. Har-Peled and Sharir [13] showed that in such rapgeed P, H) the discrepancy(r N P) of
each range < 3 is only O(|7 N P|'/*1log n), wheren = |P|. This property eventually yields the improved
bound for relativgp, €)-approximations in this scenario; recall that the improeatrin [13] is with respect
to the dependency on If the factorlogn in x(7 N P) can be reduced to(logn) then this will yield an
improvement in the parametgias well. Nevertheless, we were unable to apply our techroquhbis setting
so far, due to the differences in our probabilistic model #redone applied in [13].
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A The Construction
A.1 Proof of Lemma 2.2:

B/2
For simplicity of presentation, we bouRirob{A}, for all 7 € 8§, by (m) / , which clearly
holds by the bound given in the proof of Proposition 2.1. T¢g@)dolds for alli = 0,. .. ,log (1/p).

Fix a ranger and a layesS;. We first observe that < x(A,) < 1. The lower bound is trivial. For the

B2i—1
upper bound, we obtain from (3) thatA,) < (M%) , which is smaller than sinceB > 1

(and is chosen to be sufficiently large) amet 1/8 by our assumption.

We next consider all events, with A, ~ A, A # A.. Leti be the layer of the range, and let
j be the layer of~’. The corresponding produﬁAT,NAﬁAT,#AT(l —x(A;)) in the right-hand side of (4)
can be spelled out far as
log (1/p)

I II - x4

]:0 AT/NATaAT/?éAT
AT/ Eéj

We lower bound separately the sub-products involving E§ewith < < j and layerss; with i > j.
(i) « < j: In this case, since contains at mosD(A;) light objects (as noted above,may also contains
at mostO(4A,;) heavy objects, but they are ignored at that part of the aisylysach of which partici-

pates in at mosO(¢(|F)A;?) rangesr’ of §;, it follows that T has a degree-of-dependency at most
a - o(|F))A;A;°T2, for some absolute constamt> 0, with the ranges o8;. We thus obtain:

. o i Lct+2
T a-x4.) g\ BT R
l—X ! 2 1— - .
Ayl A AR log (1/p)o(1F)

TGSi,TIESj,jZi

We simplify the right-hand side using the inequality— y)* > 1 — zy, for 0 < y < 1, and the fact that
Ay = w, for eachk = 0, ...,log (1/p). Specifically, we have

20437 10g“*? (1/(pe))

- ¢(\&’\)AiAjc+2 < «a- ¢(\&’\)Ajc+3 =da - ¢(|F)) 2(c73) ,

for another constant’. We then have

1 d/Bg B a¢(|§)AiAjc+2> 1 Y/ Bg pBoi-1\ ao(lF)a;er?
- \log (1/p)e(I57) 2\ ' g /e

64/35 B2i—1 , 2(c+3)j logc+3 (1/(195))
zl‘Q%umwww> B

By “stealing” a small portiors - 2/—! from the exponeni -2/, for some sufficiently large constafit> 0,
we can assume that

64/B€ p2i-1 / 2(c+3)j 10gc+3 (1/(p€))
(W) I T <t
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By choosingB sufficiently large, we thus obtain:

4/B

B’2i—1
e g
11 “‘X(AT’))E“<1og<1/p>¢<\:ﬂ>> ’

‘AT/N‘A'TT‘AT/#‘AT
TES,L'TT’ESJ‘ ,J>0

for a suitable constarit < B’ < B that can be made arbitrarily large by choosiBgsufficiently large.

Having such a choice faB’, and recalling thap < 1/8, we obtain that the latter expression is greater than

1— (1)2371, wherex > 0 is a large constant, whose choice depend®£band thus on3).

K

(ii) « > j: Asinthe previous case, has a degree-of-dependency at nmsqzb(|3"|)AiAjc+2 with the layers
of §;, and we have:

1 —X AT’ 2 1 _ e |
Aps Az Ay # A log (1/p)o(|F])

TES;, T/ €S8, j<i
. . oA/B ¢ B2t
Choosing B sulfficiently large, we can assume t og(1/p)¢(\sr|)) < 1/2. We can now use the
inequality (1 — )* > e~2¥% for 0 < y < 1/2. Proceeding as in the previous case, we have

9it+(c+2)j logc+3 (1/(]75))
g2(c+3)

1 A/B . ¢ Boi-1\ @¢(|F)A;A;ot2 )
~ \log (1/p)(|7]) >

e4/B e B2i—1 / 2i+(c+2)j 10gc+3 (1/(]%:))
o {2 <1og<1/p>¢<|s"|>> AT o |

Applying an exponent stealing similar to the one above, weoczacel most of the other part of the expres-
sion, and end up with a lower bound of the form:

a- ¢(|F)AATT? =o' - ¢(|F)) , SO

4/B

B2i—1
i ¢
AT/~AHT/;£AT (1=x(4r)) 2 exp {2 (10g (l/p)gb(‘?‘)) } ’

TES,L'TT’ESJ‘ ,J<i

where0 < B” < B is another constant sufficiently close B» We can in fact assume th&” = B’ by
replacing the larger of them by the smaller. Choosih¢and thusB’) to be sufficiently large, and using, as
above, the inequality < 1/8, we obtain that

I x> e {—w‘ . (%)2} ,

AT/NAT»AT/#‘AT
TES,L',T’ESJ‘ ,J<i

wherex > 0 can be chosen to be the same constant as in case (i).
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Putting the bounds together: We thus obtain, for a fixed range
log (1/p) i—1 C\P log (1/p) N2
H H (1—X(AT'))ZH€XP{—2 : <E> } H (1— (E) )
=0  A_~ArA_FAr 7=0 7=
T/ES]'
For the first product we have
i—1 1 27—1 i—1 1 2i—1
B U el — _9t it > —9t —1)}.
Hexp{ <I{> } exp jz::()(%) _exp{ /(\/E )}

For the latter product we have

log (1/p) 2i—1 log (1/p) 2i—1
H 1_<l> >1— <1> 21—%21— L
oy K —  \K k2T =1 Ve—1

This implies that

log (1/p)

I 1 <1—x<AT/>>z(1—ﬁ1_1>-exp{—2i/<ﬁ—1>}.

j=0 A_~Ar A # AT
T’GSj

Given thatx is chosen to be sufficiently large we obtain

log (1/p)
exp {2i+1} -Prob{A,}- H H (1 —x(A.)) > Prob{A.,}, 7)
'7:0 ‘AT/NATv‘AT/#AT

T/ESJ'
as asserted. This completes the proof of the lemma.

A.2 Proof of Corollary 2.3

To this end, we strengthen (5) to include the evBnt|F;| > (1 + v) Exp{|F} }, where~ is a sufficiently
large constarft. That is, we show that there exists an additional assignsder® — (0, 1), such that

(1-Prob{B}) A{ A (1-Prob{A;}) s >(1-x'(B)) J] (1 —x(A,) >0, (8)

Arel Areé

implying that all complementary events occur with a positprobability. By construction, for each each
eventA, € €, we haveA, ~ B. We thus need to modify (4) as follows:

Prob{A,} < x(A,) - (1 —x'(B)) 11 (1 -x(A,)), foreachA, € &, and 9)
A imiie A £

®If fact, it is sufficient to show thaProb{B} is smaller thar)/\,lffou/p) A, cs, (1 —Prob{A-}). However, in our analysis we

include the evenB into the local lemma in order to eventually be able to appig & constructive manner.
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Prob{B} < x/(B)- H (1—x(A;)).

Ar€€
Indeed, we obtain using Chernoff's bound once again, thelfatExp{|¥|} = «|L|, and|L| > |F|/2:

Prob{B} = Prob{|71| > (1+7) Exp{|F1[}} < exp {—*/3- Exp{|F1[}} (10)

D~* max{loglog (1/p),log (¢(|F])} 4 log (1/¢)
Sexp{_ 6 e2p }

By (5) and the assignment &f A, ) in Lemma 2.2 we obtain:

log (1/p)
A A\ @=Prob{A.}) > [] @—x{A;})= J] (1-2""" Prob{A,}).
=0 T€8§; Are€é Are€é

Using (3) and the fact that there are odl|F|4(|F|)AS) ranges in layet, the latter term is lower bounded

by
log (1/p) 64/B e B2i!
11 (1 - <log<1/p>¢<r&"r>> )

log (1/p) 4/B B2i—1 it e
¢ c / 2% log™ (1/(pe))
= 1l eXp{Q (W) )T e, }

for two absolute constants, o’ > 0. Applying once again “exponent stealing” similarly to thegf of
Lemma 2.2, we obtain that this term is at least

O NPT wm e\
R ; <1og(1/p)¢(!&"!)> (TP 2<1og(1/p)¢(y:ﬂ)> 7

for a suitable constart < B’ < B that can be made arbitrarily large by choosiBgsufficiently large.
Comparing the latter exponent with that of (10), we conclide

D2 loglog (1/p) + log (1/2) B\
exp{_ 3 &% }<<6Xp{ <2<log<1/p>¢<ff>> )

when~ is chosen to be sufficiently large. We now ptitB) to be

4B B'/2 2
expd [ 2 etV e 1) Dy" max{loglog (1/p),log (¢(|F])} +1log (1/¢) |
log (1/p)o(|F1) P 6 e2p

In other words, we set’(B) to be the ratio between the upper boundRwob{B} and the lower bound
onJ[, ce (1 —x{A;}). Due to this property we always haw&B) - [[4 c¢ (1 —x{A.}) > Prob{B},
and thus the second part of Inequality (9) is satisfied. We radge that whery is chosen to be sufficiently

ol Flp(|FNAS
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large, we should have’(B) < 1. In fact,x/(B) can be made arbitrarily small (by choosingufficiently
large), and then we have, say(B) < 1/2. This implies that we can modify Inequality (7) from the pfoo
of Lemma 2.2 so that it now satisfies

log (1/p)
exp {271} - Prob{A,} - (1 — x/(B)) | H (1 —x(A;)) > Prob{A,},

which shows the first part of (9).

A.3 Applications
A.3.1 Points and Axis-Parallel Boxes in Two and Three Dimensns

We begin with the two-dimensional case. It is well known thatetP of n points in the plane admits
©(n?) rectangular “empty” ranges (that is, these ranges do naaoany point ofP in their interior); see,
e.g., [3]. Thus we resort to the technique presented in [Bins@ead. We use the following property shown
in [10] (and based on the analysis in [3]):

Lemma A.1 (Eneet al. [10]). Given a setP of n points in the plane and a parametér > 0, one can
compute a seR;, of O(k?nlogn) axis-parallel rectangles (each of which is “anchored” eithon its right
side or its left side to a vertical line), such that for anyspiarallel rectangler, if |r N P| < k, then there
exists two rectangles;, vy € Ry, such that(ry Ury) N P| = |rN P

Thus in this case = 2 and¢(-) is thelog(-) function, so the range spa¢®, R,,) is well-behaved. In
order to bound the relative error for the original (non-asreld) rectangular ranges we proceed as follows.
Let 7 be such a range realized by a rectangldet 1, ro be its two corresponding portions satisfying
the property in Lemma A.1, and let, =, be {r; N P}, {ro N P}, respectively. We now replacg by
the corresponding samplg, and, as before, denote Bythe set of the resulting ranges, and then apply
Theorem 2.4 in order to obtain:

|7‘Z-ﬁ37| |Tiﬂffrl|—|—7T|TiﬂH| |Tiﬁff|
(1—€)—ep< < (1+¢e)+ep,
|71 7| F] |71
for i = 1, 2. By combining these inequalities fet, m, we obtain:
TN F| lTNFi|+7|lrNH| _ |TNF|
(I1—¢)—2ep< < (1+¢)+ 2ep,
|5 7| F] ||

This implies thatF; U H is a relative(p, 3¢)-approximation fo(F, T) (in the above “weighted sense”), and
|91 U H| = O((loglog (1/p) + log (1/2))/*p).

WhenP is a set of points in three dimensions, one can obtain siipilgperties to those in Lemma A.1,
derived from the analysis in [3]. In this case one can comaugetB;, of O(k*n log® n) axis-parallel boxes
such that for any axis-parallel baxif |b N P| < k, then there exists eight boxés, ... bs € By such that
|(US_,b;) N P| = |[bN P|. We omit the straightforward details in this version.

Thus in this case = 2 and¢(-) is thelog?(-) function, so the range spa¢g, B,,) is well-behaved. As
above, put; := {b; N P}, i = 1,...,8. ReplacingP with F once again, applying Theorem 2.4, and then
combining the resulting inequalities fer,i = 1,...,8:

|7 N F| |Tﬂff"1|—|—7r|TﬂH|<|Tﬁ3"|
|7 7| F] EL

(1—¢)—8p< (1+¢)+ 8ep,

17



and thus¥; U H is a relative(p, 9¢)-approximation for(JF, 7), and its size has the same asymptotic bound
as in the two-dimensional case.

Points anda-fat triangles in the plane. WhenP is a set ofn points in the plane and the ranges aréat
triangles (that is, triangles for which each of their anggest leasty) the analysis in [10] implies:

Lemma A.2 (Eneet al.[10]). Given a setP of n points in the plane, a parametét and a constant > 0,
one can compute, in polynomial time, a Sgtof O (k3n log? n) regions, such that for any-fat triangle A,
if |A N P| <k, then there exists (at mogtyegions inT; whose union has the same intersection withs
A does.

Using similar arguments and notation as in the case foreaialel boxes (here we have= 3 and¢(-)
is thelog?(+) function), we obtain:

|7 N F|

|7 N F1| + 7|t N H| - |7 N F|
|F]

7|3 ]

(I—¢)—9ep < (14+¢)+ 9ep,
and thus is¥; U H is a relative(p, 10e)-approximation for(J,T), and its size has the same asymptotic
bound as in the previous cases.

We now appropriately scale the parameters, for each of the above three settings, in order to obtain
Corollary 2.7.

A.3.2 Points and Halfspaces in Two and Three Dimensions

Let P be a set ofn points, and letH denote all halfspace ranges. Using the random samplingytiedo
Clarkson and Shor [7], for any subsetafpoints of P, the number of halfspaces of size at mbstor any
integer parametey < k < m, is O(mk + m) in two dimensions an@(mk? + m) in three dimensions. It
thus follows that in both casés’, ) is a well-behaved range space, and we can thus apply Theofem 2
for these cases, thereby showing Corollary 2.8.

A.3.3 Planar Regions of Nearly-Linear Union Complexity andPoints

Let R be a set of: (closed) connected planar regions, anduéR) = | J R denote the union oR. The

combinatorial complexity of((R) is the number of vertices and edges of the arrangeréRY that appear
alongdU(R). Forr < n, letu(r) denote the maximum complexity of the union of any subsetrefjions in

R, measured as above. We assume tt{a} is nearly linear, i.em(r) < rp(r), wherey(-) is a (sublinear)
slowly growing function.

We now consider the dual range space definedRoand all points in the plane. In fact, it is fairly
standard to show that these ranges correspond to all fadee mrrangementl(R), where each range is
the subset of regions covering a fixed faceAffR). Using a standard application of the Clarkson-Shor
technique [7], for any subset ofregions ofR, the number of such faces of size at mbsfor any integer
parametek > 0, is O(k*u(r/k)), or O(kro(r/k)). Applying Theorem 2.6, we obtain:

Corollary A.3. Let R be a set ofn planar regions such that the union complexity of angf them is
u(r) = re(r), wherey(+) is a (sublinear) slowly growing function. Then any dual rargpace o and a
set of points in the plane admits a (weighted) relative:)-approximation of size

O (max{log log (1/p),log p(log (1/(ep)) /e*p)} + log (1/5))>
e2p ’
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forany0 < p < 1,0 < € < 1. This relative approximation can be constructed in exppi@ynomial time.

We now present several standard families with this propstége their union complexity, and then apply
Corollary A.3 for each of these cases in order to concludelZoy 2.9.

Pseudo-disks. In a set of pseudo-disks, the boundary of any pair of regioasedher disjoint or cross
twice. In this casei(r) = O(r) [18].

a-fat triangles. Recall that a triangle is-fat if each of its angles is at least In this caseu(n) =
O(rlog™ r), where the constant of proportionality dependsaof2, 11]. When the triangles have roughly
the same size, this complexity reduces@-) [22]. When on the sides of these triangles is unbounded (in
which case the triangles becomeat wedge} this complexity also reduces @(r) [9].

Locally ~-fat objects. Given a parametdr < v < 1, an objecb is locally y-fat if, for any disk D whose
center lies i, such thatD does not fully contaim in its interior, we haverea(Dr10) > ~-area(D), where

D nMois the connected component.Bfn o that contains the center @f. We also assume that the boundary
of each of the given objects has oril)(1) locally z-extreme points, and that the boundaries of any pair of
objects intersect in at mosipoints, for some constaat It is then shown in [2] thati(rr) = O(r- 208" 7)),
where the constant of proportionality (in the linear terrapends ony.
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