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Covering one point process with another
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Abstract

Let X1, X5,...and Y7, Y5, ... bei.i.d. random uniform points in a bounded
domain A C R? with smooth or polygonal boundary. Given n,m,k € N,
define the two-sample k-coverage threshold Ry, ., to be the smallest r such
that each point of {Y7,...,Y,,} is covered at least k times by the disks of
radius r centred on Xi,..., X,,. We obtain the limiting distribution of R, ,, 1
as n — oo with m = m(n) ~ mn for some constant 7 > 0, with k fixed. If A
has unit area, then erim(n)’l — log n is asymptotically Gumbel distributed
with scale parameter 1 and location parameter log7. For k > 2, we find
that nﬂRi’m(n)’k — logn — (2k — 3)loglogn is asymptotically Gumbel with
scale parameter 2 and a more complicated location parameter involving the
perimeter of A; boundary effects dominate when k& > 2. For k = 2 the limiting
cdf is a two-component extreme value distribution with scale parameters 1 and
2. We also give analogous results for higher dimensions, where the boundary
effects dominate for all k.

1 Introduction

This paper is primarily concerned with the following two-sample random coverage
problem. Given a specified compact region B in a d-dimensional Euclidean space,
suppose m points Y; are placed randomly in B. What is the probability that these
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m points are fully covered by a union of Euclidean balls of radius r centred on n
points X; placed independently uniformly at random in B, in the large-n limit with
m = m(n) becoming large and r = r(n) becoming small in an appropriate manner?

In an alternative version of this question, the X-points are placed uniformly not
in B, but in a larger region A with B C A° (A° denotes the interior of A). This
version is simpler because boundary effects are avoided. We consider this version
too.

We shall express our results in terms of the two-sample coverage threshold R, .,
which we define to be the smallest radius of balls, centred on a set X,, of n inde-
pendent uniform random points in A, required to cover all the points of a sample
YV, of m uniform random points in B. More generally, for k € N the two-sample k-
coverage threshold R, ,, i is the smallest radius required to cover ), k times. These
thresholds are random variables, because the locations of the centres are random.
We investigate their probabilistic behaviour as n and m become large.

A related question is to ask for coverage of the whole set B, not just of the point
set V,,. We refer here to the smallest radius r such that B is contained in the union
of the balls of radius r centred on points of A, as the complete coverage threshold.
The asymptotic behaviour of this threshold has been addressed in [5] and [7] (for
the case with B C A°) and in [I2] (for the case with B = A). Clearly R,, ,, provides
a lower bound for the complete coverage threshold.

Also related is the problem, when m = n and B = A, of finding the matching
threshold, that is, the minimum r such that a perfect bipartite matching of the
samples &, and ), exists with all edges of length at most . This problem has been
considered in [9, [15], with applications to the theory of empirical measures. See e.g.
[4] for recent application of results in [9, [I5] to clustering and classification problems
in machine-learning algorithms.

Our problem is different since we allow the X-points to practice polygamy, and
require all of the Y-points, but not necessarily all of the X-points, to be matched.
Clearly R, , is a lower bound for the matching threshold. This lower bound is
asymptotically of a different order of magnitude than the matching threshold when
d = 2, but the same order of magnitude when d > 3. A slightly better lower bound
is given by Rmn, which we define to be the smallest r such that all Y-points are
covered by X-points and all X-points are covered by Y-points. We expect that our
methods can be used to show that lim,,_,, IP’[f%nn <] =limy, o PRy, < 1,)* for
any sequence (r,,) such that the limit exists, but proving this is beyond the scope of
this paper. It is tempting to conjecture that the lower bound finn for the matching
threshold might perhaps be asymptotically sharp as n — oo in sufficiently high
dimensions.

Another related problem is that of understanding the bipartite connectivity thresh-
old. Given &,,,),, and r > 0, we can create a bipartite random geometric graph



(BRGG) on vertex set &, U Y, by drawing an edge between any pair of points
r € X,,y € YV, a distance at most r apart. The bipartite connectivity threshold
is the smallest r such that this graph is connected, and the two-sample coverage
threshold R, ,, is a lower bound for the bipartite connectivity threshold. Two re-
lated thresholds are: the smallest r such that each point of ), is connected by a
path in the BRGG to at least one other point of ),,, and the smallest r such that
any two points of }),,, are connected by a path in the BRGG (but isolated points in
X, are allowed in both cases). Provided m > 2, these thresholds both lie between
R, ., and the bipartite connectivity threshold, and have been studied in [6], [11].

Motivation for considering coverage problems comes from wireless communica-
tions technology (among other things); one may be interested in covering a region of
land by mobile wireless transmitters (with locations modelled as the set of random
points X;). If interested in covering the whole region of land, one needs to consider
the complete coverage threshold. In practice, however, it may be sufficient to cover
not the whole region but a finite collection of receivers placed in that region (with
locations modelled as the set of random points Yj), and the two-sample coverage
threshold addresses this problem. See [6] for further discussion of motivation from
wireless communications.

See also [1], which discusses a similar model where the Y-sample represents a set
of ‘sensors’ which cover space over short distances, and the X-sample represents a
set of ‘backbone nodes’ which communicate over longer distances. In [I] the interest
is in the volume of the region of space that is covered by sensors that are themselves
covered by backbone nodes; a central limit theorem is derived for the volume of
the complementary region. The quantity of interest to us here corresponds to the
probability that all of the sensors are covered (at least &k times) by backbone nodes.

We shall determine the limiting behaviour of P[R,, yn)x < 75 for any fixed k, any
sequence m(n),>; of integers asymptotically proportional to n, and any sequence of
numbers (r,) such that the limit exists, for the case where B is smoothly bounded
(for general d > 2) or where B is a polygon (for d = 2). We also obtain similar
results for the Poissonized versions of this problem.

Our results show that when d > 3 the boundary effects dominate, i.e. the point
of the Y-sample furthest from its k-nearest neighbour in the X-sample is likely to
be near the boundary of B. When d = 2, boundary effects are negligible for £ = 1
but dominate for £ > 3. When d = k = 2 the boundary and interior effects are of
comparable importance; the point of the J-sample furthest from its second-nearest
neighbour in the X'-sample has non-vanishing probability of being near the boundary
of B but also non-vanishing probability of being in the interior.

In Section [6] we discuss the results of computer experiments, in which we sampled
many independent copies of R, ), and plotted the estimated distributions of
these radii (suitably transformed so that a weak law holds) alongside the limiting



distributions we state in Section 2] These experiments motivated a refinement to
our limit results, in which we explicitly included the leading-order error term, so
that we can approximate the distribution of R, ,,(n)x well for given finite n.

We work within the following mathematical framework. Let d € N. Let A C R?
be compact. Let B C A be a specified Borel set (possibly the set A itself) with a nice
boundary (in a sense to be made precise later on), and with volume |B| > 0. Suppose
on some probability space (S, F,P) that X;,Y;, Xy, Y5, ... are independent random
d-vectors with X; uniformly distributed over A and Y; uniformly distributed over B
for each 7 € N. For z € R? and r > 0 set B,(z) := B(x,7) :={y e R : ||y —z| < r}
where || - || denotes the Euclidean norm. For n € N; let &,, := {Xy,...,X,} and
let Vg :={Y1,...,Y,}. Given also m,k € N, we define the k-coverage threshold
Rn,m,k by

Rymp(B) :==inf{r >0: X,(B(y,r)) 2k Vy€Vnpt, nmkeN, (L1

where for any point set X C R? and any D C R? we write X' (D) for the number of
points of X' in D, and we use the convention inf{} := +o0. In particular R,, ,,(B) :=
Ry m1(B) is the two-sample coverage threshold. Observe that R, ,,(B) = inf{r >
0:Vmp CU-B(X;,r)}

We are mainly interested in the case with B = A. In this case we write simply
Y, Romy and Ry, for YV, a4, Rymi(A) and Ry, ., (A) respectively.

We are interested in the asymptotic behaviour of R, ,,,(B) for large n,m; in fact
we take m to be asymptotically proportional to n. More generally, we consider
Ry, i (B) for fixed k € N.

We also consider analogous quantities denoted R} ,(B) and Ri,,(B) respec-
tively, defined similarly using Poisson samples of points. To define these formally, let
(Zs,t > 0) be a unit rate Poisson counting process, independent of (X1, Y7, Xo,Ya, .. .)
and on the same probability space (S, F,P) (so Z; is Poisson distributed with mean
t for each t > 0). Let (Z{,t > 0) be a second unit rate Poisson counting pro-
cess, independent of (Xi,Y], X5, Ys,...) and of (Z;,¢ > 0). The point process
P, = {X1,..., Xz} is a Poisson point process in R? with intensity measure tyu,
where we set p to be the uniform distribution over A (see e.g. [8, Proposition 3.5]).
The point process Q; p := {Y1,...,Yz} is a Poisson point process in R¢ with in-
tensity measure tv, where we set v to be the uniform distribution over B. Then for
t,u € (0,00),k € N we define

L un(B) i=inf {r>0:P(B(y,r)) >k Vy € Qua}, (1.2)

with R}, = R, ;. When B = A we write simply Q;, I}, ;, It} ,, for Q; 4, R}, . (A),
tuk(A), respectively.

We mention some notation used throughout. For D C R? let D denote the

closure of D. Let |D| denote the Lebesgue measure (volume) of D, and [0D| the
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perimeter of D, i.e. the (d — 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure of 0D, when these
are defined. Given ¢t > 1, we write loglogt for log(logt). Let o denote the origin in
R4,

Let 6, denote the volume of a unit radius ball in R%. Set fo := 1/|AJ.

If to € (0,00) and f(t),g(t) are two functions, defined for all ¢ > ¢, with
g(t) > 0 for all ¢ > to, the notation f(t) = O(g(t)) as t — oo means that
limsup,_,..(|f(t)|/g(t)) < oo, and the notation f(t) = o(g(t)) as t — oo means
that limsup,_,.(|f(t)]/g(t)) = 0. If also f(¢) > 0 for all n > ngy, we use notation
f(t) = O(g(t)) to mean that both f(t) = O(g(t) and g(t) = O(f(t)).

2 Statement of results

Our results are concerned with weak convergence for R, ., x(B) (defined at (.1])
as n — oo with k fixed and m asymptotically proportional to n. We also give
similar results for R}, ,, defined at , as t — oo with 7 > 0 also fixed. In all of
these limiting results we are taking the variable n to be integer-valued and ¢ to be
real-valued.

Recall that our X-sample is of points uniformly distributed over a compact region
A C R? and the Y-sample is of points in B, where B C A has a ‘nice’ boundary.
We now make this assumption more precise. We always assume one of the following:

Al: d > 2 and B = A and A has a C"! boundary and A° = A, or

A2: d =2 and B = A and A is polygonal, or

A3: d > 2and B C A% and B is Riemann measurable with |B| > 0. (Recall
that a compact set B is said to be Riemann measurable if 0B is Lebesgue-null.)

We say that A has a CY' boundary if for each x € A there exists a neighbour-
hood U of  and a real-valued function f that is defined on an open set in R4~! and
Lipschitz-continuously differentiable, such that 0ANU, after a rotation, is the graph
of the function f. The C'! boundary condition is milder than the C? boundary con-
dition that was imposed for analogous results on the complete coverage threshold in
[12]. The extra condition A° = A should also have been included in [I2] to rule out
examples such as the union of a disk and a circle in R2.

For compact A C R? satisfying Al or A2, let |A| denote the volume (Lebesgue
measure) of A and |0A| the perimeter of A, i.e. the (d — 1)-dimensional Hausdorff
measure of A, the topological boundary of A. Also define

04|
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Note that o4 is invariant under scaling of A, and is at least dﬁcl/ d by the isoperimetric
inequality. Sometimes o4 is called the isoperimetric ratio of A.
Our first result concerns the case with B C A°. Recall that f, := 1/|A].

Theorem 2.1 (Fluctuations of R, ,,x(B) when B C A°). Suppose A3 applies. Let
ke Nand T >0, € R. Let m : N — N, and assume 7, := m(n)/n — 7 as
n — 0o. Then as n — oo we have

]P)[nedf()Rn,m(n),k(B>d - lOgn - (k - 1) log logn S ﬁ]

e P(k —1)%loglogn
=exp | —
(k—1)!ogn

) e~ (e /=D L O((logn)™Y).  (2.2)

Also as t — oo we have
P[t04fo(R; 11x(B))* —logt — (k — 1)loglogt < f3]

e P (k —1)?loglogt 5
_ o —(re=P)/(k—1)! 1 -1 ) 9.
exp( T >e + O((logt)™) (2.3)

Remarks. 1. Given £ € R, § € (0,00), let Gugy denote a Gumbel random
variable with location parameter ¢ and scale parameter 6, i.e. with cumulative
distribution function (cdf) F(z) = exp(—e~(@=9/%). Since the right hand side of
converges to exp(—(re™?)/(k — 1)!) as n — oo, it follows from that as
n — oo we have the convergence in distribution:

D
104.fo R mny 1 (B)* —logn — (k — 1) loglog n — GUigg(r/(k—1)1)1-
Similarly, as ¢t — oo, by (2.3) we have
D
nfafoR} 4, (B)* —logt — (k — 1)loglogt — Guiog(r/(k-1)1),1-

2. The O((logn)™") term in and the O((log#)™!) term in come partly
from an error bound of O((logt)'~¢) in a Poisson approximation for the number of
isolated points; see Lemma [£.1] If d > 3 the error bound in the Poisson approxima-
tion is of higher order, and hence we can give a more accurate approximation with an
explicit (logn)~! term (respectively, (logt)~! term) included in the first exponential

factor on the right, and an error of O((lolgol%‘")Q) in (2.2) (resp., of O((lolgol%gt)Q) in

(2.3)). See (5.3)) and (5.4) in the proof of Theorem for details.

All of our remaining results are for the case B = A.
First we briefly discuss the case where A is the d-dimensional unit torus. (and
B = A). In this case, taking fy = 1, we can obtain exactly the same result as stated
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in Theorem , by the same proof. We note that a result along these lines (for
k = 1 only) has been provided previously (with a different proof) in [0, Theorem
3.2], for 7 large. [6] is more concerned with the threshold r such that each vertex
of V,, has a path to at least one other point of ), in the BRGG. In any event,
the authors of [6] explicitly restrict attention to the torus, in their words, to ‘nullify
some of the technical complications arising out of boundary effects’. In our next
results, we embrace these technical complications.

We next give our main result for d = 2, k = 1.

Theorem 2.2 (Fluctuations of R, ,, in a planar region with boundary). Suppose
d =2 and A1 or A2 holds. Set fy := |A|7'. Let 8,7 € R with 7 > 0. Suppose
m : N — N with 7,, := m(n)/n — 7 as n — co. Then as n — o0

TnT(l/QO'Ae_B/2

2 _
P ol o < 4] = exp (- P T

)wne*ﬁ +O((logn)™).
(2.4)

Also, ast — o0,

7'7T1/20'A€_B/2

/ 2
P (1 fo( By )* —logt < ] = exp (- 2(log t)1/?

) exp (—7e”) + O((logt)~")(2.5)

Remark. It follows from ({2.4)) that nx fORi,m(n) —logn SN Gujeg 1. Denoting

the median of the distribution of any continuous random variable Z by u(Z), we
have u(nﬂfoRim(n)) = logn+ 1(Guieg 1) +0(1). We can subtract the medians from

both sides, and then we have mrfoRfL’m(n) — u(nﬂfORi’m(n)) 2, Gujoglog2,1, Where
Guioglog2,1 is @ Gumbel random variable with scale parameter 1 and median 0. The
second row of Figure [5] illustrates each of these two convergences in distribution.
It is clearly visible that subtracting the median gives a much smaller discrepancy
between the distribution of n7 o2}, — u(nmfoR: ) and its limit, suggesting
that p(nm foRim(n)) — logn — p(Guiegr1) quite slowly. However, we estimated
wu(nm foRim(n)) using the sample median of a large number of independent copies of
nmw fOR?L,m(n)' When applying estimates such as to real data, a large number
of samples may not be available, and we do not currently have an expression for
N(nﬁfORim(n)) —logn — p(Guiegr,1).-

Simulations with A taken to be a disk or square suggest that even for quite large
values of n, with m(n) = |7n] for some fixed 7, the estimated cdf of nw fORi,m(n) —
logn from simulations does not match the limiting Gumbel cdf particularly well.
This can be seen in the bottom-left plot of Figure [5| where the estimated cdf (the

blue curve) is not well-approximated by the limit (the black dashed curve). This is



because the multiplicative correction factor of exp(—7,(7'/?/2)o4e=?/?(logn)~1/?),
which we see in , tends to 1 very slowly. (We have written it as a multiplica-
tive correction to ensure that the right hand side is a genuine cdf in 7, plus an
O((logn)™!) error term.)

If instead we compare the cdf of nr fORi,m(n) estimated by simulations with the

Tnoae %/
(logn)!/2
in the same part of Figure [5, we get a much better match.

corrected cdf F(x) = exp(— )exp(—Tn,e "), illustrated as a red dotted line

Next we give results for d = 2,k > 2 and for d > 3. Given (d, k) we define the
constant

1-1/d —
R T k= DRdg, ‘

Theorem 2.3. Suppose Al or A2 holds. Let B,7 € R with 7 > 0. Suppose m :
N — N with 7, :== m(n)/n — 7 asn — oo, and forn € N, t > 0 let

Uy, = PnbyfoRY (2 —2/d)logn — (2k — 4 +2/d)loglogn) < f3l;
< Al

n,m(n),k
uy = Pthafo(R; 1) — (2 —2/d)logt — (2k — 4 + 2/d) loglogt) < f]
If (d, k) = (2,2) then as n — oo,

125 0=B/2 1001 12 —B/2 1
w, = exp ( _ TaT Foge og ogn) exp (=7, [e? + Toae + 0( ),
8logn 4 logn

(2.7)

and as t — 0o,
1/25 . 6=B/2 oo log ¢ 1/2 . —B/2 1
) T T0ge og log ) _ _p , T'704e 0
Uy = exp ( Slog exp ( T <e + — )) + (_logt)'
(2.8)

Ifd=2,k >3 orifd> 3 then as n — oo,

carmmoae 2 (k —2+1/d)*loglogn
(1—-1/d)logn

) exp (—chngaAe_ﬁ/Q)

O <lo;;n> (2:9)

un:exp<—

and ast — 00,

carToae P2 (k — 2+ 1/d)*loglogt
(1—-1/d)logt

) exp (—cd,kTaAe_ﬁﬂ)

O(@). (2.10)

uizexp(—



Remarks. 1. It follows from ({2.9)), (2.10) that when d = 2,k > 3 or d > 3 we
have as n — oo that

100 foR iy — (2 — 2/d)logn — (2k — 4+ 2/d) loglog n — GUiog(ey ror) 2

along with a similar result for R;.;x. On the other hand, when d = 2,k = 2 we

have from ([2.7) that
D
”Wfopbi,m(n),z —logn — loglog n — max(Gujeg 1, Guiog(mwmmﬂz),

where Gu and Gu’ denote two independent Gumbel variables with the parameters
shown. The distribution of the maximum of two independent Gumbel variables
with different scale parameters is known as a two-component extreme value (TCEV)
distribution in the hydrology literature [14].

2. As in the case of Theorem 2.1 when d > 3 in Theorem we could re-
place the O((logn)™!) remainder in (2.9) with an explicit (logn)~' term and an
O((*&1£1)2) yemainder, and likewise for the O((log#)™!) remainder in (2.10); see

logn

(5.16)) and (5.15)) in the proof of Theorem for details.

Comparing these results with the corresponding results for the complete coverage
threshold [5], [7, [12], we find that the typical value of that threshold (raised to the
power d and then multiplied by n) is greater than the typical value of our two-
sample coverage threshold (transformed the same way) by a constant multiple of
loglogn. For example, our Theorem has a coefficient of £ — 1 for loglogn while
[T2, Proposition 2.4] has a coefficient of k. When d = 2,k = 1, our Theorem has
a coefficient of zero for loglogn whereas [12, Theorem 2.2] has a coefficient of 1/2.

We shall prove our theorems using the following strategy. Fix & € N. Given
t,7 > 0 define the random ‘vacant’ set

Vipw = {z € A: P,(B(x,r)) < kY. (2.11)

Given 7 € (0,00), suppose we can find (r;);~o such that tE[|V;,, r N B|]/|B| = 7.
If we know t|V;,,x N B|/|B| ~ =, then the distribution of Q. 5(V;,, ) is approx-
imately Poisson with mean 77, and we use the Chen-Stein method to make this
Poisson approximation quantitative, and hence show that P[R; ,, < r;] approxi-
mates to e~ for ¢ large (see Lemma [4.1)). By coupling binomial and Poisson point
processes, we obtain a similar result for P[R,, ;,n) % < 5] (see Lemma .

Finally, we need to find nice limiting expression for r; as ¢ — co. By Fubini’s
theorem E [|V;,,x N B|] = [, pi(x)dx, where we set py(x) = Plz € Vi, ). Hence we
need to take r, — 0. Under A3, for ¢ large p;(z) is constant over = € B so finding a
limiting expression for r; in that case is fairly straightforward.
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Under Assumption Al or A2, we need to deal with boundary effects since p;(z) is
larger for z near the boundary of A than in the interior (or ‘bulk’) of A. In Lemma
we determine the asymptotic behaviour of the integral near a flat boundary;
since the contribution of corners turns out to be negligible this enables us to handle
the boundary contribution under A2.

Under Assumption Al, we need to deal with integrals of p,(z) over = near the
curved boundary of A. We approximate p,(x) by a function depending only on
dist(z, 0A) = inf cpa ||z —y||, and parametrise = by the nearest point in A and the
distance from 0A. In Proposition 3.8 we provide a useful estimate on the Jacobian
arising from this parametrization. The upshot is that we can reduce the integral to
a one-dimensional integral that can be dealt with using Lemma |3.7]

Alternatively it is possible to handle the curved boundary by adapting method-
ology of [12], whereby one approximates A by a polytope A; with spacing that
tends to zero more slowly than r;. In an earlier version of this paper (v1 on ArXiv)
this alternative method is carried out. However the method developed here, using
Proposition (3.8 seems to provide a cleaner proof and is likely to be useful in other
settings.

It turns out that d = 2, k = 1 is a special case because in this case only, the contri-
bution of the bulk dominates the contribution of the boundary region to E [|V,, |].
When d = 2,k = 2 both contributions are equally important, and in all other cases
the boundary contribution dominates the contribution of the bulk. This is why the
formula for the centring constant for R; stk OF R, ;. in terms of d and k is different
for Theorem than for Theorem (the coefficient of loglogn being 0 rather
than 1 in Theorem , and why in Theorem the limiting distribution is TCEV
for d = k = 2 but is Gumbel for all other cases.

3 Preparatory results

We use the following notation from time to time. Given r > 0, and A C R?, set
OAM = AN U,epaB,(2)°. Aso set AT := A\ 0AM,

Let 7 : R? — R ! denote projection onto the first d — 1 coordinates and let
eq := (0,...,0,1), the dth coordinate vector in R Let x -y denote the Euclidean
inner product of vectors z,y € R%. For a € [0, 1], let

h(a) := |B1(0) N ([0, a] x R¥Y). (3.1)

We suppress the dependence of h(a) on on the dimension d.
Throughout this section we assume that A C R? is bounded with a C'*! bound-
ary, and that A = A°.

10



3.1 Geometrical lemmas

Definition 3.1 (Sphere condition). For z € A let n, be the unit normal to 0A at
z pointing inside A.

Given T > 0, let us say T satisfies the sphere condition for A if, for all x € 0A,
we have B(x + Th,,7) C A and B(x — Th,,7) N A = {z}.

Let 7(A) denote the supremum of the set of all T satisfying the sphere condition
for A.

Lemma 3.2 (Sphere condition lemma). 7(A) > 0; that is, there exists a constant
7 > 0 such that T satisfies the sphere condition for A.

Proof. See [10, Lemma 7]. O

Remark 3.3. (i) If 0 < 7 < 7" and 7’ satisfies the sphere condition for A, then so
does 7.
(ii) If x € RY with dist(x, 0A) < 7(A), then x has a unique closest point in OA.

Given small 7 > 0, and = € 9A"), we are interested in estimating the volume of
AN B(z,r). Using the sphere condition we can approximate this volume with that
of a certain ‘sliced ball’.

For x € A let a(x) := dist(z,0A), the Euclidean distance from = to 0A. For
x € OA™, we shall approximate |B,(z) N A| by (364 + h(a(z)/r))r?, the volume of
the portion of B, (x) which lies on one side of the tangent plane to 0A at the closest
point to x on JA.

Lemma 3.4. Suppose 0 < r < 7(A), and x € A" . Then

+1

1B,(2) N A| = ((6a/2) + h(a(z)r))rd] < 221

— (3.2)

Proof. Without loss of generality the closest point on the boundary to x is the origin
o and x = aey for a = a(x) € [0,7). Let H := {y € B.(z) : y-eq > 0} the upper
half-space, and note that |B,(z) NH| = ((04/2) + h(a/r))r?, the volume we are using
to approximate |B,(x) N Al.

Let 7 € (r,7(A)). Let S := B(7eq)° and S" := B,(—7ez)°. Then the set
(B.(z) N A)A(B,(z) NH) is contained in R?\ (SUS"). Therefore by some spherical
geometry, it is contained in a cylinder C' centred on o of radius r and height 2s,

as illustrated in Figure , with s chosen so s < r and (7 — s)?2 + 7% = 72, s0
275 = r2+ 5% < 2r% and hence s < r?/7. Thus |C| < 204_17¢"1 /7, and (3.2)) follows
by letting 7 1 7(A). 0

In Lemma below we give a lower bound on the volume within A of the
difference between two balls, having their centres near the boundary of A.

11



Figure 1: Illustration for proof of Lemma [3.4 The set (B,(z) N A)A(B,(z) NH) is
contained in the shaded region.

Lemma 3.5. For any compact convex F' C RY containing a Euclidean ball of radius
1/4, any unit vector e in R, and any a € (0,2] we have |(F + ae) \ F| > 8 %,_;a.

Proof. Without loss of generality, F' O B(o,1/4) and e = e4. By Fubini’s theorem,

\(F + ae) \ F| > /(B( 1/8))/1{(u,t) € F,(u,t +a) ¢ Fldtdu.

T

For any fixed u € m(B(0,1/8)), the set of ¢ such that the indicator is 1 is an interval
of length at least min(a, 1/4). Hence, the double integral is bounded from below by
min(a, 1/4)0;_18'~¢. The result follows. 0

Lemma 3.6. Ifr € (0,7(A)/192) and z,y € A with |[y—z| < 3r and dist(x,0A) <
dist(y, 0A), then

[ AN B, (y)\ Br(x)] = 8701 |ly — . (3.3)

Proof. It suffices to consider the case with z € A NA. Let x € A NA. Without
loss of generality (after a rotation and translation), we can assume that the closest
point of OA to x lies at the origin, and = = ||z||ey.

12



Fix 7 € (0,7(A)). Since z = o is the closest point in A to x, n, = €4, so by the
sphere condition B,(teq) C A and B,(—7ey)° C A°. For u € R with [ju]| < 7,
define

¢(u) :=sup{a € [-7,7] : (u,a) ¢ A}.
Then ¢(u) < s(|lul|) where for 0 < v < 7 we define s(v) so 0 < s(v) < v and
(7 — s(v))? +v? = 72, and hence s(v) < v?/7 as in the proof of Lemma 3.4}
Now suppose 0 < r < 7/4. Set K = 16/7. Then

lo(w)] < 77 H|ul* < Kr?,  Vu € R*™ with |jul| < 4. (3.4)

Let y € Bs,.(z)NA\{z} with dist(y, 0A) > dist(z,0A). We need to find a lower
bound on |AN B,.(y) \ B.(z)].

First suppose y - eq > x-eq. Let H := {2z € B.(z) : (z —x) - eq > r/4}.
We claim H + (y — z) C A. Indeed, for z € H + (y — ) we have ||7(z)|] < 4r,
and hence ¢(m(z)) < Kr? by (3.4). Therefore, provided r < 1/(4K), we have
z-eq >4 > Kr? > ¢(n(z2)), so z € A, justifying the claim. Using the claim, and
Lemma [3.5] we obtain that

AN B (y) \ Br(x)| = [(H + (y — ) \ H]
>80, 1r Ty — x|, if y-eq > 2 ey (3.5)
Now suppose y-e; < x-e4. Note that m(y) # m(z) since y # x and dist(y, 0A) >
dist(x,0A). Let B be the closed half-ball of radius r centred on x, having the
property that v’ := x + (r/|ly — z||)(y — =) has the lowest d-coordinate of all points

in B.. Let H' be the portion of B,(x) lying above the upward translate of the
bounding hyperplane of B! by a perpendicular distance of /4 (see Figure .

H’

Figure 2: Illustration for proof of Lemma [3.6] The segment H’ is centred on z.
Since dist(y, 0A) > dist(xz,0A) = z - e4, using (3.4) we have
yrea > o(r(y)) +o-eq >z eq— (K/9)||n(y)l*. (3.6)
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Let 2’ be the point in the bounding hyperplane of H' that lies closest to x. Then
the line segment [z, 2] is almost vertical; the angle between this line segment and
the vertical is the same as that between the line segment [z, y] and the horizontal.
Therefore

(@ —x)-ea _ |I7@)l
/4 ly — =

Using (3.6, provided r < 1/K we have
ly — 2| < [lx @) + (K/9) = W)I) < (9/8)Im (),
so we obtain from (3.7)) that

(3.7)

(' —x)-eq > (2/9)r.

Now letting 3" be the point in H' + (y — x) with lowest d-coordinate, we have that
y" =o' +a(y—x) with a = 1+(15/16)"%r /||y — z|| (note H' is not quite a half-ball).

Hence 3
r
=i eas () e s

where the last inequality came from (3.6). Hence, provided r < 1/(12K) = 7/192,
Y eq=a2-eq— (@ =) eqa>x-eq+ (2/9r — Kr? > /8.

On the other hand, for all z € H' 4 (y — x) we have ||7(z)|| < 4r, so that ¢(7(z)) <
Kr? by (3.4). Provided r < 1/(8K) we therefore have ¢(m(z)) < r/8 < z - ¢4 and
hence z € A. Therefore H' + (y — x) C A. Also H' contains a ball of radius r/4.
Therefore using Lemma [3.5] we have

AN B.(y)\ Br(2)| > [(H' + (y —2)) \ H'| > 8 g1 Hly — 2|, ify-ea<az-eq
Combined with (3.5 this yields (3.3)). O

3.2 Integral asymptotics

For a € [0, 1], let h(a) := |B1(0)N([0,a] x R 1)| as at (3.1]). The following lemma is
very useful for estimating the integral of Pz € V;, ;] over a region near the boundary
of A, where V;,  was defined at (2.11)))

Lemma 3.7. Let (,j € Z, :=NU{0} and let ap > 0, € € (0,1). Then as s — oo,

1
041 / e M (ag + h(a))'da = ahs™' + laf s+ O(s°73). (3.8)
0
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Also

1 .
—sh(a j J - .1 — e—
bucs [ e tan @) (14 5o ) da = o+ 2ja s O,
(3.9)

Proof. Note first, for 0 < z < 1, that

h(z) = 64_1 / (1 —¢?) @20y = ed_l/ (1+0(y?) dy
0 0
=042+ 0(2*) asx 0.

Thus, setting w = 4_15a, we have h(a) = w/s + O((w/s)?), and e=*M9) = e=(1 +
O(w?/s?)). Giveni € Z,, let § = ¢/(4 +14). Then

§—1 %

s , ba-15’ w? w w2\
Qd—l /0 €_Sh(“)h(a)2da = /0 e v (1 + O(§)> <F> (]. + 0(8_2)) dw
) 04_18° ) ) 0q_18° )
= 3_1_1/ w'e”dw + O<5_3_Z/ w3+zdw>
0 0

=51 (i! — / w"e’wdw) + O(s71 7350040
0

a—18°

=ilsT 4 O(s577?).

Also [, e~ h(a)ida is O(e~@-1/25") since (04_1/2)s°"" < h(a) < 04/2 for a in
this range. Therefore by binomial expansion, for ¢ € Z, we have (3.8). Applying
(3.8) with ¢ = j and (if j > 0) also with £ = j — 1 gives us (3.9). O

For integrating functions near the boundary of a smoothly-bounded set A, we
have a useful change of variables which allows us to turn an integral over a region
near the boundary into a double integral with one variable a boundary point and
the other variable the distance to the boundary.

Proposition 3.8 (Reparameterization). There are positive finite constants ¢ =
c(A),ro = 19(A), such that for all v € (0,70), and all bounded measurable ) :
A — [0, 00),

’ W(y) dy — / Y(z 4+ sn,)dzds| < cr/ W(z + sn,)dzds, (3.10)
DA(T) 0 Joa 0 Joa

where the inner integral is a surface integral. If 1¥(y) depends only on dist(y,0A),
i.e. there exists U : [0,rg) — R such that ¢¥(z + sn,) = V(s) for all (z,s) € 0A x
(0,70], then

¢(y)dy—|8A|/0T\Il(s)ds‘ §cr|8A|/0T\II(s)ds. (3.11)

‘ A
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Proof. By the assumptions on A, for each x € 0A there is a constant §(z) €
(0,7(A)/3), such that after a rotation R about z, within the ball B(z,30(z))?,
the set A coincides with the closed epigraph of a C*! function ¢ : U — R with U
an open ball of radius 36(z) in R4"! centred on 7(z) (recalling that 7 : RY — R4!
denotes projection onto the first d — 1 coordinates); that is,

R(A) N B(x,30(z)) = {(u,s) :ueUs e [p(u),c0)} N B(x,30(z)).

By a compactness argument we can cover JA with a finite collection of balls
B(z;,6(x;)), 1 < i < I with zy,...,2; € OA. For r < min; d(x;) we have A" C
UL, B(x;,20(x;)). Since we can consider separately the integral of ¢ over A" N
B(z1,20(x1), over 0A") N B(xy,26(x2)) \ B(z1,20(x1)), over AT N B(w3,26(x3)) \
[B(21,2d(x1)) U B(x2,26(x2))], and so on, it suffices to prove the result for the case
where 9 is supported by a single ball B(z,20(x)) for some fixed z € 0A.

Without loss of generality we assume the rotation R is the identity map, so
within the ball B(z,3d(x))°, A coincides with the closed epigraph of a C*! function
¢:U — R with U a (d — 1)-dimensional open ball of radius 3d(x) centred on 7(z).

\g(uv 8)
{(ua 5)

(u,0)

0A

Figure 3: Illustration of the mapping ¢ in the proof of Proposition [3.8]

For (u,s) € U x (0,6(z)) let g(u, s) := (u, p(w)) + SN(u,(u)), as shown in Figure
, and observe that A, gy = (1+|V¢|?)~2(=Ve,1). Since §(z) < 7(A), it follows
from the sphere condition that g : U x (0,8(x)) — A is injective. Since ¢ is C1'1,
V¢(u) is Lipschitz continuous on u € U, and therefore by Rademacher’s theorem
(see e.g. [3]), there exists a set U’ C U of full (d — 1)-dimensional Lebesgue measure
such that 7, () is differentiable for all u € U’. Moreover by the Lipschitz continuity,
and the definition of partial derivatives, all partial derivatives of 7, 4(,) are uniformly
bounded on U’. Then for 0 < r < 6(z), by [3, Theorems 3.2.5 and 2.10.43] (or if ¢
is C?, [2 Theorem 17.2]) we have

= [ g (P a s, @12)
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where J := 669((55) is the d x d Jacobian matrix of the mapping g, which is defined for

all (u,s) € U' x (0,r). Given ¢,j € {1,...,d — 1} the (¢, j)th entry J;; of J is given
by % = 0;; + O(r), where the constant in the O term is independent of u € U’ and

s € (0,r). Also Jg = aa_z +O(r), while J;; = % so the last column of J is given

by the vector f(y,¢()). Therefore

| det (%)( = (1+0() (1 + Vo) 21+ (aa—fl)2 . (531)2)

= (1+0(m) 1+ |Ve*)"2,

where the O term is independent of (u,s) € U’ x (0,r). Therefore by (3.12),
vy = (1+00) [ [ vtotu.s)V/TF Vo Pduds
= (1+0(r)) /0 /U@/)((u, O(u)) + shwewn) V1 + |Vo(u)Pduds

— (1+0(r) /0 [ et s,

Ar)

which gives us (3.10)). It is clear that (3.11]) follows from ((3.10)). O

4 Probability approximations

In this section we assume k € N is fixed and (r;)s;~0 is given and satisfies trd =
O(logt) as t — co. With V}, ; defined at (2.11)), for z,y € A we define

pe(x) :==Plx € Vi il; m(x,y) =Pz, y} C Viril- (4.1)

Since k is fixed we are suppressing the dependence on k in this notation. For Borel
B C A with |B| > 0, we define

(B) = (t/|BDE[|Vir x N Bl = (t/]B]) /Bpt(x)dx, (4.2)

where the second identity in (4.2]) comes from Fubini’s theorem.

In Lemma below we approximate P[R; , ,(B) < r;| using Poisson approxi-
mation (by the Chen-Stein method) for the number of Y-points lying in the region
Virek- Then in Lemma we approximate P[R,, , x(B) < r,] by a suitable coupling
of Poisson and binomial point processes.
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Lemma 4.1 (Poisson approximation). Suppose A1, A2 or A8 holds. Assume that
1 (B) =0(1) ast — oco. Let 7 € (0,00). Let ¢ > 0. Then

sup [P[R; ,1(B) < 1] — e P = O((logt)").

T€(g,1/€)

Proof. Let Wy =3 o 1{Pi(B,,(y)) < k}. Then P[R; , ,(B) <] =P[W, =0].
Let dry denote total variation distance (see e.g. [13]). Then |[P[W, = 0] —
et B < dpy(Wy, Zrny(p))- Hence, by a similar argument to [I3, Theorem 6.7],

[PW; = 0] — ™ < 3(11(1) + (1)),
where, with p;(x) and m(x,y) defined at (4.1]), we set
nay=uy [ f () (4.9
(z,3r¢)N
L(t) .= 72(t/|B|) / / (x,y)dydz. (4.4)
x 37‘,5
Define the Borel measure v on R by
v() == Aal- N A)/|A] (4.5)
where \; denotes d-dimensional Lebesgue measure. Under any of Al, A2 or A3
(using Lemma in the case of Al), we can and do choose § > 0 such that for all

y € B and all r € (0,1] we have v(B,(y)) > 26r¢. Hence, for all large enough ¢ and
all y € B we have

T
L

pely) = p_((tv(By,(x))) /j1)e” " E ) < exp(—otr).

<
I
o

Since (t/|B|) [ pe(x)dx = ~(B) which we assume is bounded, we have
L1(t) < 7B (t0a(3r) e ™" (/| B]) / pi(x)de = O(e~ /2y, (4.6)
B

Now consider I5(t). For x,y € A let us write x < y if z is closer than y to 0A (in
the Euclidean norm), or if x and y are the same distance from 0A but x precedes y
lexicographically. Since m(z, y)1{||y — z|| < 3r,} is symmetric in x and y, we have

/ / (x,y)dydr = 2/ / m(z, y)dydz. (4.7)
B(z,3r¢:)N {ye BNB(z,3r¢):x<y}
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By the independence properties of the Poisson process we have

k—1

7Tt(£7 y) < pt(l’) Z %,m(ya {L‘),

=0

where we set q; . (y, ) := P[P(B,,(y) \ B, (z)) = m].

Suppose Assumption Al or Assumption A3 applies. Set kg := 8 %, ,. By
Lemma for all large enough ¢ and all x,y € B with x < y and ||y — z|| <
3r,, we have v(B,,(y) \ B,,(x)) > kafori ||y — x||. Moreover by Fubini’s theorem
v(B,,(y) \ By, (2)) < 041 fori |y — x| Hence for all m < k — 1,

Gy, 2) < (tfobarr!™ |y — z|)™ exp(—kafotr{ |y — z|)).

Hence, setting B, := {y € B : x < y} we have that
t/ Gem(y, ) < f(?l@?_lt/ (tr My D™ exp(—rafotri ™ yl)dy
B.NB(x,3r¢) B(0,3r¢)

=gt [ el esp(-wafolz )z

B(o,3trd)
< eftrf)™,

for some constant ¢ depending only on d, fyo and k. Therefore

tQ/ / m(x, y)dydr < 2 (t/ pt(a;)dx) ck(trd)' =2,
B J B(z,3r¢)NB B

Since the expression in brackets on the right is O(1) by assumption, we thus have
L(t) = O((tr{)' =) = O((log t)'~).

Now suppose we assume instead that Assumption A2 applies. First we ex-
amine the situation where x is not too close to the corners of A. Suppose that
dist(z, ®o(A)) > Krs, where ®o(A) denotes the set of corners of A and the constant
K will be made explicit later. We can assume that the corner of A closest to x is
formed by edges e, ¢’ meeting at the origin with angle € (0,27) \ {w}. We claim
that, provided K > 4 + 8/|sin «, the disk B(x,4r;) intersects at most one of the
two edges. Indeed, if it intersects both edges, then taking w € B(x,4r;) Ne,w’ €
B(z,4r:) N € we have |lw — w'|| < 8ry; hence dist(w,e’) < 8r;. Then, [|w| =
dist(w, €’)/|sina| < 8ry/|sin «o|. However, ||w|| > (K — 4)r; by the triangle inequal-
ity, so we arrive at a contradiction. Also, for ¢ sufficiently large, non-overlapping
edges of A are distant more than 8r; from each other. We have thus shown that if
we take K = 5+ (8/ min; |sin«;|), where {«;} are the angles of the corners of A,
then for large ¢, no ball of radius 4r; distant at least Kr; from the corners of A can
intersect two or more edges of A at the same time.
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We have B(z,r;)UB(y,r;) C B(x,4r;). Hence, the argument leading to Lemma
3.6, shows that v(B(y,r;) \ B(x,7)) > 0418 %follz — y||r;. Using this, we can
estimate the contribution to the double integral on the right side of in the
same way as we did under assumption Al.

Suppose instead that x is close to a corner of A and |z — y|| < 3r,. The
contribution to the double integral on the right side of from such pairs (z,y)
is at most ¢’t?r} exp(—d;tr?) where ¢’ depends only on K and d; > 0 depends only
on A. Therefore this contribution tends to zero, and the proof is now complete. 0O

Lemma 4.2 (De-Poissonization). Suppose A1, A2 or A3 holds. Let m(n) be such
that m(n) = O(n) as n — co. Assume 7v,(B) = O(1) as n — oco. Then

’P[Rn,m(n),k(B) <7l — @_(m(”)/n)%(B)’ = O((log n)l—d).

Proof. Write m for m(n). Set n™ = n +n¥* n= = n —n** and m* = m +
m3*, m= :=m —m3*. Set
W= > HX.(B,(y) <k} W= Y 1{Pu(B,(y) <k}
YEYm YEQm-

Set ), == (n~/|B|)E [|Vy+ s,k N B|], where V,, ., was defined at (2.11). Then, with
the measure v defined at (4.5)),

7n ’B‘/ < —nu(B(z,r))—n3/4v(B(z,r)) —1/4 I/( (ZU Tn)) /])
— 7u(B)(1 + O((log n)"/1n~1/%)). (4.8)

k—1

By Lemma E PR+ - (B) < 7] — e~ /m| = O((logn)'~%), and hence
by @), PR, - (B) < 4] — e~(m™/nmB)| = O((logn)'~%). Note also that
|(m/n) — (m~/nt)| = O(n~Y4) so that |e=(m/Mm(B) _ e=(m™/nH)m(B)| = O(p~1/4).
Also

[P[Rrnmm) k(B) < 7o) =P[Ry e 1 (B) < | <PV 2 W,

nt m—.k

We have the event inclusion {W # W'} C EjUE,UE;, where, recalling the definition
of (Zi)¢>0 in Section , we define the events

Ey:={Z,- <m< Z,+}°U{Z _<n<Z.}
Ey:={3y € Qu- : Po-(B(y,12)) < k, (Po+ \ Pou=)(B(y, ) # 0};
Eg = {Ely € Qm+ \ Qm* : IPn* (B(y,?“n)) < k}

20



By Chebyshev’s inequality P[E;] = O(n~'/?). Also by a similar calculation to (4.§)),
(n/|BDE [|Vyi- .6 N Bl = 3(B)(1 + O((log n)n~"/*)), and

P[Ey] < E[|[Vi- .« N B/|Bllm~(20%4) fobart = O(n~"*log n).

Similarly P[F3] = 2m3/*E [|V,,- ., xNB|/| B|]] = O(n~%/*). Combining these estimates
gives the result. |

5 Proof of theorems

5.1 Proof of Theorem 2.1

Recall the definition of ~(B) at (4.2]). For each theorem, we need to find (r¢)i>0
such that ~,(B) converges as t — 0o; we can then apply Lemmas and We
are ready to do this for Theorem [2.1| without further ado. Recall that f, := 1/|A].

Proof of Theorem [2.1]. Fix k € N, 5 € R. For all t > 0 define r, € [0,00) by
t fobar = max(logt + (k — 1) loglogt + 3,0).

Set j = k — 1. Since we assume here that B C A°, for ¢ large we have for all z € B
that B(z,r;) C A, and hence by [8, Theorem 1.3]|, P,(B(x,r;)) is Poisson with

parameter t|B(z,r,)|/|Al = tfobaré. By R.11), Plz € Vi, 1] = P[Pu(B(x, 1)) < K],
so as t — oo we have uniformly over x € B that

Plo € Vi = e Pt (¢ foblard) /3 (1 + j(fobar{) ™ + O((log 1) ™2)) (5.1)

= (1/0t " (logt) e P (logt + jloglogt + )
x (14 j(logt + jloglogt + B)~' + O((logt)~?))

-8 ilog log t ‘ iloglogt -1
:(5,—(1+j—0g o +ﬁ)]<1+j(logt)_1(1+J—Og o +6>
gt log logt

+ O((log t)’2)>,

where the O(-) term is zero for K = 1 or k = 2. Using (4.2)), we obtain by standard
power series expansion that as ¢ — oo we have
eiﬁ

N(B) = (1 +

J!

j2log10gt+j(1—|—5) O((loglogt)2)>‘

2
logt logt logt (5:2)
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Hence by Lemma [4.1] given 7 € (0,00) as ¢ = co we have

-8 . .
PR}, x(B) < 74] = exp ( — Tj,! (1 + J*loglogt T j(1+5) O((loglogt)z)))

logt logt logt
+ O((log t)'=%)
e (exp (- skl 4+ O((log t)—1)> if d =2
—re=B /41 e P42 loglogt e Pj(1+p) log log ¢\ 2 :
e /i eXp(— ﬁloggt gt j!ljogt )—i—O((—igtg ) )) if d> 3,

(5.3)

yielding (2.3]). Similarly, given also m : N — N satisfying 7,, := m(n)/n — 7 as
n — oo, by Lemma and ((5.2) we have as n — oo that

P[Rn,m(n),k<B) S Tn]

e~ ilexp ( — %) + O((log n)_l) if d=2
= —rneB /! ne P42 loglog Tne P j(148) loglogn) 2 ;
e e /3 exXp\ — e j!Jlogn = - jllogn ) + O(( 10gnn) ) if d > 3’

(5.4)

and ([2.2) follows. |

Under assumption Al or A2 (with B = A), it takes more work than in the
preceding proof to determine 7, such that v,(A) tends to a finite limit. The right
choice turns out to be as follows. Let § € R and let 7, = () > 0 be given by

fotfar? = max ((2 —2/d)logt + (2k — 4 +2/d) J(d, k) loglogt + §, 0>, (5.5)

where fy := |A|7" and J(d, k) := 1{4>3 or k>2}- We show in the next subsection that
this choice of r; works.

5.2 Convergence of tE[|V;,, x]
Recall p;(x) at (4.1). By Fubini’s theorem, as at (4.2]), we have

E[|Viril] = / pi(e)d. (5.6)

Recalling the notation AT and A" from the start of Section [3| we refer to the
region A" as the bulk, and the region Mo, := 9A*) as the moat.
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Proposition 5.1 (Convergence of the expectation when d > 3). Suppose Assump-
tion A1 applies with d > 3. Fiz f € R and let ry == ri(5), Viyx and cqy be as given

in (5.9), (2.11) and (2.6). Then ast — oo,

- E—241/d)?loglogt
OB [Virusl] = e 20 fy 01 (14 B 210 oglog

(1—=1/d)logt

=) +0(toe ™). (57)

To prove this, we shall investigate separately the contributions to the integral
in the right hand side of from the the different regions A" and Mo, of the
set A (it turns out that when d > 3, the main contribution always comes from the
moat regardless of k.) To avoid repeating ourselves later on, we shall deal with Mo,
in a manner that covers the case d = 2 as well.

Lemma 5.2 (Contribution of the moat). Suppose Assumption A1 applies with d >

2. Fiz p € R and let vy := r¢(B) be given by (5.5)). Set J'(d, k) :=1—J(d, k). Then

k—2+1/d)*J(d, k)loglogt
(1—-1/d)logt

t/ pe(z)dx :cd,kfo_l/de_ﬁ/2|8A|(log t)_%Jl(d’k) (1 + (
MOt

(k—2+1/d)B+ 4k —4
(2—2/d)logt
Proof. Given t > 0, z € A set p(z) := tfo|B,,(z) N Al and let a(x) := dist(z, 0A).

Then by (4.1), p:(x) = P[Z,, < k|, where Z, ~ Poisson(u). Also for ¢ large we have
w(x) > 1 for all z € A. Hence, similarly to (5.1) we have uniformly over x € A that

pi(@) = ((k = DY)~ e @ py () (1 + ((k = 1)/me(2)) + O(a(2)) 7). (5.9)

For a € (0,1] set Ay = tfor{(360a+ h(a)), with h(-) defined at (3.1). By Lemma
and ([5.5]), we have that

sup |pe(x) — At,a(:c)/rt| = O(trf“) = O((log t)(d+1)/dt_1/d>

rEeMoy

+ o((logt)H)). (5.8)

where we have used also the fact that tr¢ = O(logt). Also A;, = ©(logt) uniformly
over a € [0,1]. Hence, for each x € Moy, by (/5.9) we have

pe(x) = ((k — 1)!)_1€_At’a<z>/”Af,;(lz)/m(1 + (k= 1)/ Ay a@yr) + O((logt)~?)),

where the constant in the O term is independent of x. Then by Proposition [3.8|

oo (D). [ 42 v
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By (5.5), for t large e t/00ari/2 = ¢~(1=1/d) (Jog ¢)2-k-1/d)J(dR=5/2 and setting s =
tfory we have Ay, = s(304 4 h(a)), so that

tloAlr, \ . o i )
t/MOtpt(x)da:: (ﬁ)t (1 1/d)(logt)(2 k—1/d)J(dk) ,—B/2 h—1

% 1673}1((1) @ a kot L . L )
/0 <2+h( )) <1+8<%d+h(a))+0((lgt) ))d.

Hence by Lemma with ag = 04/2 and j = k — 1, given £ > 0 we have
t|0A|r
t/MOt po(z)dz = <(]|§ s |1)t!>t—(1—1/d) (log t)(2—k—1/d)J(d,k)€—6/28k—1
L (Ba/2)

9d718

(14+4(k—1)0;"s7' + O(s°?))

_ o 05 0Ae "
(k — 1)!2’671961_1

By (5.5)), for ¢ large we have

(2—2/d)logt (k—2+1/d)J(d, k)loglogt + B/2
T (1 i (1 - 1/d)log! > |

g \F2H/d )
(1ogt) (log )72 @M (1 +4(k — 1), "s™" + O(s2)).

S =

Therefore

FYAGE 9 4182 (9 — g\ 2 iy
t/Mo pa)de =2 g\ a (log )74
(k—24+1/d)((k—241/d)J(d, k)loglogt + [3/2) loglogt, 2
x (1+ (1—=1/d)logt +O(( logt ))

X (1 + # + O((log t)5_2)> :

2—2/d)logt
and therefore by the definition (2.6)) of cqy, (5.§)) holds. O

Proof of Proposition[5.1 To deal with the bulk, we use (5.9)), noting that for z €
ACTB) we have py(x) = tfofqrd. Hence for such z we have

pu) = O((trd) et 0urty = O((log 1)1 2219 1o 1)1 2-2/4),

where the constant in the O term does not depend on z, so that

t/ pe(z)dz = O((logt)?t—172/4), (5.10)
Al=r¢)
Using (5.8)), (5.10) and ([5.6)), we obtain (5.7)) for d > 3 as required. |
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Proposition 5.3 (Convergence of the expectation when d = 2) Suppose d = 2 and
Al or A2 applies. Fiz f € R, and let vy, V., be as given in ) and - Then

as t — oo,

r - - —r |
|Ale B4 |0A|e B/2V 2/ 0(\/@ +O((logt) 3/2)) ifk=1
-5 —B/2 \/m log log t |Ale—8 loglog t
E[[Verpl] = < [Ale™ + 10A]e 4 (1 t Qlost ) + log ¢
+ O((logt)™1)) if k=2
7/ [ —3)2loglo .
oAl i (14 B3t ) 4 O(p) k23

(5.11)

Proof. Case 1: A has a C"' boundary and A° = A. We first estimate the
contribution to (5.6)) from the bulk. By (5.9)), for 2 € A" we have

1

2 k-1 1_
pt(l’) = (k’ — 1)!e—tfo7rrt (thﬂ'T’?)k—1(1 + tfoWT? + O<(t7‘t2)2)>7

where the O term is 0 when £ = 1 or £ = 2. Also by ., for t large we have
e~ = ¢=Ft=1(log t)®~2MMk=2) . Hence for k > 2 and 2 € AC") we have

pe(z) = (t_le_ﬁ/(k — 1)) (logt)* *(logt + (2k — 3) loglogt + B)k_l
x(14 (k—1)(logt)*(1 + O((loglogt)/logt))),

while if £ = 1 and # € A" then p,(x) = e t~!. Hence, since |A)| = |A,| +
O(Tt)v

e IAl(1 + O(r) ko1,
= - loglogt B+1 loglogt . .
/A( Tt)Pt(x)tdx ={e 5|A\(1 + gl J: l?gtt—i_ O loslos, ) k=2 (5.12)
g + Ot if k > 3.
For the contribution from the moat, we use Lemma . Note that ¢y, = —(k7—r11/)2!2k’

By (5.8),

@) LoAle 2\ /m [ fol(logt)~/2 + O((log t)#/?)) if k=1,

t/ ptﬂfdx: 3 7I'/f b2 log Io ‘

Moy ]&4]@ B/2 (kv—l)!;k <1 + (2)10—gtggt> + O(é) if k> 2.
(5.13)

Combining this with (5.12)), and using ([5.6]), yields (5.11)) in Case 1.
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Case 2: A is polygonal. In this case, the contribution of the bulk A" to
the integral on the right hand side of can be dealt with just as in Case 1; that
is, remains valid in this case.

Let |®o(A)| denote the number of corners of A and enumerate the edges and
corners of A in some arbitrary order. For 1 < i < |®y(A)|, let Rec;; denote a
rectangular region in A having as its base part of the i¢th edge of A. We take each
rectangle to have width r; and each end of each rectangle to be distant Kr; from
the corner of A at the corresponding end of the corresponding edge of A, with K
chosen large enough so that K > 3/|sin(a/2)| for each angle « of the polygon A,
as shown in Figure [l This choice of K ensures that the rectangular regions are
pairwise disjoint.

Figure 4: Illustration showing the rectangles Rec;; (shaded) in the proof of Propo-
sition [5.3] Case 2.

We define the corner region Cor, := Mo; \ Ugol(A'Rect,i. Let Cor;; denote the
intersection of A with the disk of radius (K + 1)r; centred on the ith corner of A.
Then Cor; C UL‘I:)OI(A)‘Cort,i.

Then there exists £ > 0 (depending on the sharpest angle of A), such that for
all large ¢ and any i < |®(A)|, = € Cor,;, we have py(z) < e ™% and hence by
(B-5), pe(z) < t7F (note that the coefficient of loglogt in is positive in this
case). Each Cor,; has area at most 7((K + 1)r;)?, and hence

tfo /C pla)de = O(tr?™) = Of(log )1, (5.14)

leading to a total contribution from the corners to of O((logt)t="). Since there
are a fixed number of corner regions, so the total contribution of these regions to
the integral on the right hand side of is O((logt)t=").

By the proof of Lemma [5.2| we see that the total contribution of the rectangles
Rec;;, 1 <i < [Py(A)]|, to the right hand side of is the same as (5.13). There is
an extra multiplicative error term of O(r;) due to the total length of the rectangles
being less than the perimeter of A, but this error term is dominated by the error
terms already included in .

Putting together these estimates yields in Case 2. O
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5.3 Proof of theorems 2.2 and 2.3

Proof of Theorem[2.3 Recall fy := 1/|A|. Suppose (r¢)i=o satisfies the case d =
2,k =1 of (5.5), so that tmfor? —logt = S for all large enough ¢. Then by (4.2)),
Proposition and ([2.1)),

(A) = B (Vi |l = e + (gae™?2x'22) (log )~/ + O((log t) ~*/?).
Hence by Lemma
IF’[R;Tt < ry =exp ( —re P — T(JA6_5/27TI/2/2)(10g t)_l/z) +O((logt)™),
and hence (2.5)). Also by Lemma setting 7, = m(n)/n we have
P[Rm < rn] = exp ( — e P — Tn(UAe’ﬁ/Zwlﬂ/Q)(log n)*l/Q) +O((logn)™),

and hence ([2.4]). O

Proof of Theorem[2.3 for d = 2. Take d =2,k > 2. Let § € R and define (r;);~o by
(5.5)), so that tm for? — logt + (3 — 2k) loglogt = §3 for ¢ large.
First suppose k = 2. By (4.2) and Proposition

loglogt
2logt

Y(A) = tfoR [|[Vipil] = e + aAe_B/2(7r1/2/4)<1 + ) +O((logt)™).

Hence by Lemma

loglogt
2logt

PR}, < 1] = exp < —re P — 1407712 )4) (1 +

) +Oltogt)™),

and hence (2.8)). Also by Lemma with 7,, = m(n)/n,

log logn

PRy mm) e < ) = €xp ( — e P — o0 P2 (112 )4) <1 + >) +O((logn)™),

2logn

and hence ([2.7)).
Now suppose k > 3. By (4.2) and Proposition

(A) R ( (2k — 3)?loglog t
R PTG 2log t

) + O((logt)™).

Hence by Lemma |4.1

To e P21 /2 < (2k — 3)%loglog t

PR, ;1 <71 = ( TN
[Ri v < 7i] = exp (k—1)12k 2logt

)) +Oltogt)™),
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and hence (2.10) for d = 2,k > 3 (note that cyp = (7/2)/((k — 1)!2%) by (2.6)).
Also by Lemma[1.2] setting 7, := m(n)/n, we have

Taoae P2r1/2 ( (2k — 3)*loglogn

G )) + O((logn)™),

]P)[Rn,m(n),k: S Tn] = exXp ( - 210gn

and hence (2.9)) for d =2,k > 3. O

Proof of Theorem[2.3 for d > 3. Assume d > 3,k > 1. Let 8 > 0 and let (r;)i0
satisfy (5.5)), so tfofrd = (2—2/d)logt+ (2k —4+2/d) loglogt+ f3 for t large. Then
by Proposition , we have (5.7)), and hence

2
B _ en (k—2+1/d)*loglogt
(A) = toE[|Vig,kl] = €77 canoa <1 TS 1) Togt

(k—2+1/d)B +4k — 4 B
(2—2/d)logt >+O((logt) ).

Hence by Lemma [4.1| we have

(k—2+1/d)*loglogt
(1—1/d)logt

P[R:‘/,Tt,k <] =exp ( — 7—676/2cd,k0'A <1 +

e ) R N (N0

which gives us (2.10)), and by Lemma setting 7,, = m(n)/n we have

(k—2+1/d)*loglogn
(1 —-1/d)logn

PRy mi <7 =exp ( = Tne’ﬁ/ch,koA <1 +

- (22+—12//62381;ik - 4)) +0((logn)™), (5.16)

giving us ([2.9). O

6 Simulation results and discussion

We were able to write computer simulations which sample from the distribution
of Ry m@m)x using a very simple algorithm: sample n + m(n) independent points
X1, 0, X, Y1, .. Yom). Foreach j € {1,...,m(n)} let dyc) be the Euclidean dis-
tance between Y; and its kth-nearest point in X, = {X3,--- , X,,}. Then R, )6 =

d®.

MAX;j<m(n) @;j
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Figure 5: The empirical distributions of né,fyR

n=10% 1,=1,d=2 and k=1 for B(o, 0.9) < B(o, 1).

n=10% 1,=1.0,d=2 and k=3 in a torus.
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tained from computer simulations in the settings of Theorems [2.1], and [2.3]
plotted on the same axes as the limiting distributions. See Section [0] for discussion
of the simulation results.
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Figure 6: The continuation of Figure [5, with results from simulations in several

more settings.
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In Figures[p]and [0, we present the results from simulations of many of the settings
for which we have proved limit theorems. In each of the eight plots, the blue curve
is an estimate of the cumulative distribution function of the quantity of the form
n@dfoszm(n)’k — ¢1logn — ¢y loglog n for which we have obtained weak laws. These
distributions were estimated by sampling several tens of thousands of times from
the distribution of R, ;,(n)x and plotting the resulting empirical distribution. The
black dashed curves are the corresponding limiting distributions as n — oo, from
Theorems and 2.3 The red dotted curves are the corresponding “corrected”
distributions, i.e. the explicit distributions which occur on the right-hand side of the

expressions in our limit theorems, neglecting only the errors of order (logn)™'.

The top row in Figure [5| shows two cases covered by Theorem [2.1 The top-left
diagram is for B = B(0,0.9), A = B(o,1), which meets condition A3. We have
d = 2 and k = 1, so there is no “correction” to the limiting distribution. This
is the only diagram in which we have taken n larger than 10*. When plotted for
n = 10" (not pictured), the distance between the empirical distribution and the
limiting distribution appears to be smaller than for n = 10°, but the shapes of the
curves are very different, indicating that there is still a boundary effect influencing
the distribution of the two-sample coverage threshold.

The top-right diagram is for our results when points are placed on the 2-dimensional
unit torus. As a remark following Theorem states, the proof of that theorem
would generalise to this setting, giving exactly the same result. We have simulated
Ry mnyx for k=3, which is a case covered by our Theorem but not included in
the results of [0].

Both diagrams on the bottom row of Figure [5| are representations of the same
simulation, with points placed inside the two-dimensional unit disc, which certainly
has a smooth boundary. The inclusion of the explicit term of order (logn)~'/2
improves the accuracy of the estimated distribution considerably, as can be seen
from the fact that the red dotted curve in the left diagram is much closer to the
empirical distribution than the black dashed curve. In this d = 2, k = 1 setting the

correction is of a larger order than the O(lolgol%‘”) terms in all of the other settings.
D

We remarked after stating Theorem [2.2| that nx fORi,m(n) — u(nm foRim(n)) —
GUioglog2,1, Where p(-) is the median and Guegiog2,1 is @ Gumbel distribution with
scale parameter 1 and median 0. To illustrate this, in the second diagram on the
second row of Figure |5| we have translated all of the curves from the first diagram
so that they pass through (0,1/2), i.e. so that they are the distributions of random
variables with median 0. We can see that the corrected distribution is very close
to the empirical distribution from the simulation, indicating that the shape of the
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corrected limiting distribution closely matches the actual distribution of nr fo R? m(n)

for finite n, but with an offset corresponding to the difference between logn and the
median of nw fORi,m(n)'
In the setting of Theorem [2.2] the presence of a boundary has an effect on the
distribution of nr fORi,m(n) which disappears as n — 00, so is not reflected in the
limit. Broadly speaking, the terms involving e come from the interior, and terms
involving e~#/2 come from the boundary. Our correction term corrects the shape of
the distribution to account for these boundary effects.

The blue curve in the left-hand diagram was translated by the sample median in
order to pass through (0,1/2) in the right-hand diagram. However, for applications
of these limit theorems to real data, it is unlikely that tens of thousands of inde-

pendent samples of R,, ,, will be available to estimate the median of the distribution.

Theorem covers two cases for d = 2, k = 1: when A has a smooth boundary,
and when A is a polygon. The first diagram in Figure [6] is in this latter case, with
A =[0,1]%. If we compare this diagram with the bottom-left diagram of Figure ,
which is also for d = 2, k = 1 but with A = B(o,1), all of the same qualitative
features can be observed: a fairly large gap between the empirical distribution and
the limit, a large improvement due to the correction, and an “overshoot” so the
corrected distribution approximates the empirical distribution from the right-hand
side while the limiting distribution is to the left.

This indicates that the behaviour of the two-sample coverage threshold (at least
in two dimensions) is not strongly affected by the presence of “corners” on the
boundary of A. It is likely that in higher dimensions, the limiting behaviour of
Ry, m(ny when A is a polytope would be different from the behaviour when A has a
smooth boundary, as was observed for the coverage threshold in [12].

The top-right diagram in Figure [0 is for d = 2, k = 2 with points inside the
unit disc, which is the setting of the first limit result in Theorem The d = 2,
k = 2 case is unique in that the limiting distribution has two terms, corresponding
to the boundary and interior. In the other settings the limiting distribution for the
position of the point in ; which is last to be k-covered as the discs expand is either
distributed according to Lebesgue measure on A, or according to a distribution sup-
ported on 0A. However, the existence of both terms in the limit in indicates
that for d = k = 2, the “hardest point to k-cover” has a mixed distribution: the
sum of a measure supported on the interior of A with a measure supported on 0A.

The bottom row of Figure [] contains the distributions from two simulations
with d = 3 and k£ = 1 inside the unit ball. In the left diagram we have taken
7 =1, and the corrected limit approximates the empirical distribution well. In the
right diagram we have taken 7 = 100. The empirical distribution is extremely far
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from the limiting distribution, and the correction term has the wrong sign, so the
corrected limit is an even worse approximation to the empirical distribution than
the uncorrected limit is.

The fact that the empirical distribution is far to the left of the limit (i.e. that
Rg,m(n),k is generally smaller than the limit would predict) when 7 is large is rather
surprising. If we consider 7,, 1 oo sufficiently fast as n — oo, then R, ;,(»),x should
approximate the coverage threshold considered in [12]. As we remarked after the
statement of Theorem [2.3] the coverage threshold is generally much larger than our
Ry mn)k- In the case d = 3, k = 1, the coefficient of loglogn in the weak law for
the coverage threshold corresponding to Theorem is larger, and so we might
expect that if 7 is large than the empirical distribution for nfy fOR(riL,m(n),k — (2 —
2/d)logn — (2k — 4 + 2/d)loglogn in Figure [6| would be far to the right of the
limiting distribution.

To explain the surprising fact that it is instead far to the left of the limit, we
should examine Lemma [4.1, In the “Poissonized” setting of that Lemma, given
the configuration of “transmitters” A&;, the conditional probability P[R; , , < 7:|&}]
is the probability that no point from )Y, lies in the vacant region V, ., ;. The
lemma shows that when we replace the marginal probability P[R; , , < r;] with the
probability that no point from Y, lies in a region of Lebesgue measure EV, - ;, the
error induced is O((logt)'~4). However, this is for fixed 7. It can be seen from the
proof that the error is proportional to 72(logt)!~9, which is not negligible unless ¢
is very large compared to 7.

To see why the corrected limiting cdf is below the empirical cdf, let f(z) := e~
In Lemma W.1, if Ty := (t/|B|)|Viy,x N B|, then PR , (B) < r] = E[f(I)],
while ™) = f(E[I]). Hence by Jensen’s inequality, e~™ can only ever be an
underestimate for P[R; , ,(B) < r,, with an error proportional to 72. All of our
corrected expressions in Theorem are approximations of e777.

If we think of X, as a set of transmitters and V,,(,) as a set of receivers, then for
most applications we would expect 7,, to be large. It should be possible to improve
the estimate in this case by computing the leading-order error terms in Lemma [4.1]
using moments of ¢|V; ;¢ | or otherwise.
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