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Abstract

In Euclidean Uniform Facility Location, the input is a set of clients in R and the goal
is to place facilities to serve them, so as to minimize the total cost of opening facilities plus
connecting the clients. We study the classical setting of dynamic geometric streams, where the
clients are presented as a sequence of insertions and deletions of points in the grid {1,..., A},
and we focus on the high-dimensional regime, where the algorithm’s space complexity must be
polynomial (and certainly not exponential) in d - log A.

We present a new algorithmic framework, based on importance sampling from the stream,
for O(1)-approximation of the optimal cost using only poly(d - log A) space. This framework
is easy to implement in two passes, one for sampling points and the other for estimating their
contribution. Over random-order streams, we can extend this to a one-pass algorithm by using
the two halves of the stream separately. Our main result, for arbitrary-order streams, computes
O(d/ log d)-approximation in one pass by using the new framework but combining the two
passes differently. This improves upon previous algorithms (with space polynomial in d) which
guarantee only O(d~log;2 A)-approximation, and therefore our algorithms are the first to avoid the
O(log A)-factor in approximation that is inherent to the widely-used quadtree decomposition.
Our improvement is achieved by employing a geometric hashing scheme that maps points in R?
into buckets of bounded diameter, with the key property that every point set of small-enough
diameter is hashed into only a few buckets. By applying an alternative bound for this hashing,
we also obtain an O(1/e)-approximation in one pass, using larger but still sublinear space O(n¢)
where n is the number of clients.

Finally, we complement our results with a proof that every 1.085-approximation streaming
algorithm requires space exponential in poly(d - log A), even for insertion-only streams.

*An extended abstract of this paper appeared in FOCS 2022 [CJK'22]. The current version contains a new
hashing scheme, which improves the one-pass approximation factor from O(d'®) to O(d/logd) and yields a new
O(1/e)-approximation with sublinear space O(n®).

fResearch partially supported by the Centre for Discrete Mathematics and its Applications (DIMAP), by a
Weizmann-UK Making Connections Grant, by an IBM Faculty Award, and by EPSRC award EP/V01305X/1. Email:
A.Czumaj@warwick.ac.uk

#Research supported by the Israel Science Foundation grant #1042/22). Email: arnold.filtser@biu.ac.il

$Research partially supported by a national key R&D program of China No. 2021YFA1000900, a startup
fund from Peking University, and the Advanced Institute of Information Technology, Peking University. Email:
shaofeng.jiang@pku.edu.cn

TWork partially supported by ONR Award N00014-18-1-2364, by the Israel Science Foundation grant #1086/18,
by a Weizmann-UK Making Connections Grant, by a Minerva Foundation grant, and the Weizmann Data Science
Research Center. Email: robert.krauthgamer@weizmann.ac.il

I Partially supported by GA CR project 22-22997S and by Center for Foundations of Modern Computer Science
(Charles University project UNCE/SCI/004). Email: vesely@iuuk.mff.cuni.cz

“*Email: yangmingwei@pku.edu.cn



1 Introduction

Facility Location is a classical problem in combinatorial optimization and operations research, and
models a scenario where one wishes to find a placement of facilities that optimizes the total service
cost for a given set of customers. The cost has two different parts: opening a facility at a location
incurs a so-called opening cost, and serving each customer incurs a so-called connection cost. The
goal is to minimize the sum of both costs. Typical examples of applications include placement of
servers in a network and location planning.

Euclidean Uniform Facility Location. In the Uniform Facility Location (UFL) problem, all
possible facilities have the same opening cost f > 0. This is essentially a clustering problem; it is
similar to k-median, except that the number of clusters is not prescribed in advance, but rather
optimized by adding to the objective a regularization term (proportional to the number of clusters).

We consider the Euclidean version of UFL, where the data points and facilities all lie in R%.
Formally, given as input a dataset P C R? and f > 0, the goal is to open a set ' C R of facilities,
so as to minimize the total connection cost (the cost of connecting each data point to its nearest
facility according to the Euclidean distance) plus the total opening cost (opening each facility
costs f). That is, the goal is to find F' C R that minimizes

cost(P, F) := Zdist(p, F)+§-|F|,
peEP

where we denote dist(p, F') := mingep dist(p, ¢) and dist(p, q) := ||p — ¢||2 is the Euclidean distance.
This problem has been studied extensively for decades in many algorithmic settings, including
offline, online, dynamic, sublinear-time, streaming, and so forth; see Section 1.3 for an overview
and references.

Streaming Setting. Fuclidean UFL has also played a special role in the study of algorithms for
dynamic geometric streams. Indeed, the seminal paper by Indyk [Ind04], which introduced this
model, considered UFL as one of its benchmark problems, together with the minimum spanning
tree, minimum-weight (bichromatic) matching, and k-median problems.

In the setting of dynamic geometric streams, the input P is presented as a stream of insertions
and deletions of points from [A]? := {1,2,..., A}?. The algorithms should be space-efficient, ideally
using space that is polylogarithmic in A?, which is a natural benchmark because it is polynomial
in the representation of a single point using O(d - log A) bits. Due to this constraint, we cannot
store the actual solution which could take space Q(A9), hence the algorithms only approximate the
optimal cost OPT, which in case of UFL is OPT := minpcpa cost(P, F'). We say that a randomized
algorithm achieves a-approzimation, for a > 1, if it outputs an estimate E > 0 that with probability
at least 2/3 satisfies OPT < E < «-OPT. (In many cases, this success probability can be amplified
using standard methods.)

In this dynamic geometric streaming model, algorithms generally exhibit a dichotomy, as their
space complexity is either polynomial or exponential in the dimension d. Obviously, algorithms
whose space complexity is exponential in d are applicable only in a low-dimensional setting, say d =
O(1) or d = O(loglog A). This class contains many algorithms that achieve an O(1)-approximation,
or even (1 + ¢)-approximation for arbitrary fixed e > 0, from facility location [LS08, CLMS13]
to minimum spanning tree [FIS08], and several other basic geometric problems [FS05, ABIW09,
CJKV22]. The list would extend even further if we included algorithms for the insertion-only
model.



One would clearly prefer algorithms whose space complexity is polynomial in d. Such algorithms
are known for facility location and several other problems, but unfortunately their approximation
ratio is usually high, for example O(d-log A) or even higher; see, e.g., [Ind04, ATK08, CJLW22]. A
major open problem in the area is to break this barrier and significantly improve the approximation
factor, say to O(1) if not 1 4 ¢, to match the ratios obtainable in low dimension, while using
space polynomial in d - log A. This question was partially resolved for k-median [BFL™17] and k-
means [SYZ18], by designing coresets, to achieve (1-+¢)-approximation using space k- poly(d-log A)
for a fixed € > 0; however, these bounds are low-space only for small values of k.

As for UFL, the state-of-the-art streaming algorithms achieve only: O(d-log® A)-approximation
using space poly(d - log A) [Ind04]; O(1)-approximation for constant dimension d [LS08] (which
seems to generalize to 29(4)-approximation using 2°0®-space); and (1 + ¢)-approximation for d = 2
[CLMS13] (even if this approach could be extended to general d, its space bound seems to be
(log A)¥). Since one can expect many applications of UFL (or clustering in general) to require
high dimension d, the above bounds are unsatisfactory for either having large approximation ratio
or using prohibitively large space.

The main barrier for closing this gap is the lack of suitable techniques for high-dimensional
spaces. In particular, the quadtree subdivision is a natural geometric decomposition technique used
in almost all previous geometric streaming algorithms, allowing for a lot of strong results in low
dimension [FS05, ABIW09, FIS08, CLMS13, CJKV22]. However, a quadtree in high dimension, as
used by Indyk [Ind04] and more recent follow-up papers [AIK08, CJLW22], gives a tree embedding,
which is very useful algorithmically, but necessarily distorts distances by an Q(d - log A)-factor. It
seems that new techniques must be developed in order to get better approximation ratio in high
dimension, but surprisingly, very little, if at all, is known beyond the quadtree techniques. This
technical barrier is not specific to UFL, but rather applies to many geometric problems.

1.1 Results

We break this barrier of existing techniques, and devise a geometric importance-sampling approach
that is based on a geometric hashing scheme. Using this technique, we obtain improved approximation
for UFL in high-dimensional streams, i.e., using poly(d-log A) space. We present our new streaming
bounds for UFL below, and defer discussion of our technical contributions to Section 1.2. Throughout,
we assume that all data points in P are distinct, and that the streaming algorithm knows in advance
the parameters d, A and f. These are relatively standard assumptions in the model of dynamic
geometric streams, and we omit them from the statements below.!

We begin by presenting a two-pass streaming algorithm that computes an O(1)-approximation to
the cost of UFL. The underlying idea is to apply in the first pass the abovementioned importance-
sampling method to select a sample of points from P, and then in the second pass to compute
the contribution to the objective of each sampled point (for details see Section 1.2). This result
demonstrates the significant advantage of our technique over the quadtree/tree-embedding based
methods, which do not yield an O(1)-approximation, even in two passes. This limitation of previous
techniques can be seen also in recent work [CJLW22| that achieves O(logn)-approximation for
bichromatic matching (earth mover distance) in two passes, where n = | P| is the number of input
points (their approach extends to one pass, albeit with an additive error).

11t suffices to know an O(1)-approximation to log A and to f for all our results. The assumption about distinct
points was made also in [Ind04], and can sometimes be removed easily, e.g., in insertion-only streams using a random
perturbation.



Theorem 1.1 (Two-Pass Algorithm). There is a two-pass randomized algorithm that computes
an O(1)-approzimation to Uniform Facility Location of an input P C [A]¢ presented as a dynamic
geometric stream, using poly(d - log A) bits of space.

We can extend the approach from Theorem 1.1 to random-order insertion-only streams (where
the stream is a uniformly random permutation of P and we assume |P| is given), by using the first
half of the stream to simulate the first pass of the algorithm from Theorem 1.1, and then using
the second half to approximate the estimator used in the second pass of the algorithm. There
is clearly correlation between the two halves of the stream, and neither half represents the full
input faithfully, but we can circumvent these obstacles and obtain a one-pass O(1)-approximation
algorithm, as stated below. We are not aware of previous geometric streaming algorithms in high
dimension, particularly those based on quadtrees, that obtain O(1)-approximation in random-order
streams (apart from those for k-median [BFL"17] and k-means [SYZ18], though these bounds are
low-space only for small k).

Theorem 1.2 (Random-Order Algorithm). There is a one-pass randomized algorithm that
computes an O(1)-approzimation to Uniform Facility Location of an input P C [A]? presented as
a random-order insertion-only stream, using poly(d - log A) bits of space.

Finally, to deal with arbitrary-order dynamic streams in one pass, we have to significantly extend
our methods. Specifically, our previous scheme of first obtaining samples and then computing their
estimations cannot work, and we need our importance sampling to provide additional structure.
This more involved step crucially relies on a powerful property in our geometric hashing scheme,
namely, that every point set of small-enough diameter is hashed to only poly(d) distinct buckets.
However, this also introduces an O(d/log d)-factor in the approximation ratio, which corresponds
to a key performance parameter of the hashing.

Theorem 1.3 (One-Pass Algorithm, see Theorem 4.3 and Remark 4.4). There is a one-pass
randomized algorithm that computes an O(d/logd)-approzimation to Uniform Facility Location of
an input P C [A]? presented as a dynamic geometric stream, using poly(d - log A) bits of space.

While the approximation ratio of O(d/ log d) may look prohibitively large, it is useful to note that
many geometric problems, including facility location, are reducible to the case d = O(logn), where
n = | P|, by using standard techniques relying on the Johnson—Lindenstrauss lemma. Furthermore,
this improves the previously best streaming algorithm for UFL with poly(d - log A) space, by
Indyk [Ind04], which has an approximation factor of O(d - log® A).

Other streaming algorithms for UFL in the literature focus solely on the case of constant
dimension d, and for general d seem to use space exponential in d. In particular, the algorithm of
Lammersen and Sohler [LS08] seems to generalizes to 2°(9)-approximation using 2@ . polylog A
space (worse approximation ratio than our algorithm), and Czumaj et al. [CLMS13] designed a
(1 + e)-approximation for UFL in the Euclidean plane d = 2, which for a fixed ¢ > 0 seems to
require space (log A)Q(d) even if it can be extended to dimension d, meaning that the space would
be superlogarithmic for d = w(1).

Finally, we remark that Theorem 4.3 offers a more general space-approximation tradeoff that
arises from the parameters of the geometric hashing. In particular, it implies a one-pass O(1/¢)-
approximation using O(nf) space (see Remark 4.4), which is the first one-pass algorithm for
UFL that achieves O(1)-approximation using sublinear space. This n® space bound is generally
considered to be weaker than the poly(dlog A) that we aim for, however this regime seems to be
effective for achieving O(1)-approximation, e.g., a recent one-pass algorithm for minimum spanning
tree achieves poly(1/e)-approximation using space O(n°) [CCJ'22].



The algorithmic results above are complemented by the following lower bound, proved by a
reduction from the one-way communication complexity of the Boolean Hidden Matching problem.

Theorem 1.4 (Streaming Lower Bound; see Theorem 6.1). Let d > 1. Every one-pass
randomized algorithm that approrimates Uniform Fuacility Location within ratio better than 1.085
on an insertion-only stream of points from [A]? for A = 20(d) ' requires space 2P0V (dlog &),

This lower bound excludes a streaming (1 + €)-approximation with f () - poly(d - log A) space,
even for insertion-only streams. In terms of n = |P|, the space lower bound is (y/n), in a setting
where d = O(logn) and A = poly(n).

1.2 Technical Overview

For simplicity, in this section we consider the insertion-only setting, and assume that the instance is
scaled so that the opening cost is f = 1. Then the input P C RY of size n = | P| is not restricted to a
discrete grid. Our overall strategy is to design a streaming implementation of an estimator known
to achieve an O(1)-approximation. This estimator was proposed in [BCIS05] in the context of
sublinear-time algorithms (based on an offline O(1)-approximation algorithm in [MP03]). The idea
is to associate to every data point p € P a value r, € [1/n, 1] (formally defined in Definition 2.1),
that satisfies two key properties (Fact 2.2): First, the sum of all 7,’s gives an O(1)-approximation
to UFL, i.e., 3  p7p = ©(OPT). Second, p is roughly the inverse of the number of points inside
the ball B(p,rp,) centered at p with radius 7, i.e., |P N B(p,rp)| = ©(1/r,). It follows that r,
can be estimated (see Fact 2.3) by just counting the number of points in the balls B(p,277) for
j = 1,...,logyn, which is easy if p is known at the beginning of the stream. However, if p is
given as a query at the end of the stream, then any finite approximation requires 2(n) space, by a
reduction from the communication complexity of indexing (see Appendix B).

1.2.1 Importance Sampling via Geometric Hashing

Naive Approach: Uniform Sampling. Consider initially making two passes over the stream,
the first one samples a few points, and the second pass estimates the 7, value for each sampled
point p. Since all r, € (0,1], one immediate idea is to perform wuniform sampling, and argue
using Chernoff bounds that the resulting scaled estimate is likely to be ©(}_,cprp) = O(OPT).
However, to obtain decent concentration, one needs the expectation ZpE pTp to be large enough,
which need not hold. Indeed, consider Example 1.5 below, where uniform sampling needs to draw
Q(y/n) samples to have a decent chance to see even one point p with r, = 1, which is necessary for
obtaining a nontrivial approximation.

Example 1.5. Let P = P; U P,, where P consists of \/n points, whose pairwise distances are at
least 1, and P, consists of n—|P;| = ©(n) points whose pairwise distances are (approximately) 1/n;
these two sets are at distance at least 1 from each other. (A realization of this point set is possible
in dimension ©(logn).) One can easily verify from the definition that all x € P; have r; = 1, and
all z € P, have r; = ©(1/n), thus OPT =0O(3_ . p1p) = O(V/n).

To bypass the limitation of uniform sampling, we can employ importance sampling: sample one
point p* € P, such that each p € P is picked with probability roughly proportional to r,, and
construct an unbiased estimator Z = rp«/ Pr[p*]. By a standard analysis, such an estimator has
low variance, and thus averaging a few independent samples yields an accurate estimate. To get
some intuition, in Example 1.5, when sampling proportionally to r,, the total sampling probability
of the points p with r, =1 is far larger than that of the remaining points.



However, this importance sampling idea is difficult to implement in streaming. At first glance, it
is a chicken-and-egg problem: importance sampling aims to estimate Zp rp, but it requires knowing
the 7, values. The crux is that a coarse estimation for r, suffices for importance sampling, but as
noted above, computing 7, for point queries with any finite ratio requires €(n) space. Moreover,
even if the r, values of the sampled points could be estimated at the end of the stream, how would
a streaming algorithm draw samples proportionally to these estimates?

New Idea: Geometric Importance Sampling. Instead of trying to estimate the value of
rp, We implement importance sampling indirectly (in Theorem 3.1), using a geometric hashing
scheme ¢ : RY — R? that “isolates” points with large rp. As usual in hashing, the codomain of ¢ is
somewhat arbitrary (e.g., in applications it could be [A]?), and a bucket refers to a preimage =1 (z),
i.e., the set of points mapped to the same image z. Ideally, we would like the aforementioned points
(with large 7,) to each get its own bucket, and the others (small 7,) to collide, say, into one bucket
per cluster, and thus take up only a few buckets. Given such a hashing scheme, we apply it to all
the points in P and pick a non-empty bucket at random. This is equivalent to sampling uniformly
from the hash values (of all points in P), and is easily implemented in streaming using a well-known
tool called the fyp-sampler; see e.g. [CF14] (this tool produces a uniform sample from the distinct
elements of a stream, and applying it here will sample uniformly from the distinct hash values).

The geometric hashing scheme, when combined with subsampling, guarantees that with high
probability,

a) the number of non-empty buckets is bounded by poly(d - log A) - OPT, and

b) every bucket with at least one point of large r, contains at most poly(d - log A) points.

We may assume that points of large r;, constitute a significant fraction of 3 r, = ©(OPT) (because
we can anyway neglect a subset of points whose contribution is low), and employ the following two-
level uniform sampling: First sample uniformly a non-empty bucket of the hashing scheme, and
then sample uniformly a point from that bucket. Now, the probability of sampling a point p of
large ry, is at least 1/ poly(d - log A) (this holds whenever r, > 1/ poly(d - log A)). Thus, by taking
poly(d - log A) samples we are likely to hit at least one point of large r,, which in fact leads to a
robust estimator. The aforementioned two-level uniform sampling is implemented by extending a
standard construction of the {p-sampler (in Lemma 3.3), inspired by a different extension in [FIS08].

This implementation of importance sampling bypasses the straightforward approach of first
estimating the desired values (in our case rp) and then sampling accordingly, as done previously in
some fast algorithms, e.g., for counting [KL83] and for geometric problems [Ind07], and in “data-
compression” algorithms, e.g., constructing graph sparsifiers [BK15, SS11] and geometric coresets
[FL11, FSS20]. Previously, such a non-straightforward implementation of importance sampling
was employed in streaming algorithms for matrices [LW16, BKKS20], for the same reason that the
needed values are hard to compute in a streaming fashion.

Consistent Geometric Hashing with Bounded Gap. We now elaborate on the geometric
hashing, which plays a central role in our importance-sampling algorithm and is formally defined
as follows. Throughout, diam(S) denotes the diameter of S C R,

Definition 1.6 (Consistent Hashing). A mapping ¢ : R? — R? is called a I'-gap A-consistent hash
with diameter bound £ > 0, or simply (I', A)-hash,? if it satisfies:

2While the parameter ¢ is important when applying the hashing, when constructing the hashing one can assume
by scaling that £ = 1.



1. Diameter: for every image z € p(R?), we have diam(¢~1(2)) < ¢; and
2. Consistency: for every S C R? with diam(S) < £/T', we have |o(S)| < A.

Since we use the hash for designing streaming algorithms, we also require that storing a
description of ¢ only uses some small space s, and given a point p € R?, there is an s-space
algorithm that returns ¢(p). In our applications, we need s = poly(d).

Intuitively, the first condition (diameter) requires that further apart points are never hashed
(mapped) to the same bucket, and the second one (consistency) requires that highly-clustered
points, even if their number is very large, are hashed to only a few different buckets.

We present this definition with a general parameter A, but in many of our applications we require
A := poly(d), which is sufficient as our algorithms have their approximation ratios independent of
A and space only polynomially depending on A. However, the “gap” parameter I', equal to the
ratio between the diameter bound ¢ and the consistency diameter ¢/T", goes into the approximation
factor of our one-pass streaming algorithm (Theorem 1.3), besides affecting the space complexity
polynomially. Indeed, this dependence of I' in the ratio also allows us to use alternative tradeoffs
of I' and A, particularly I' = O(1/¢) and A = O(n®) to achieve O(1/e)-approximation using space
O(n®).

Comparison to Related Geometric Decompositions. Our definition of consistent hashing
is essentially equivalent to the notion of sparse partitions that was introduced by Jia, Lin, Noubir,
Rajaraman, and Sundaram [JLN*05]. Their definition concerns a partition of R?, if we view each
part in that partition as a bucket in a hashing, then their definition is the same as Definition 1.6.
However, in our setting it is more natural to think of a hash function, because the part/bucket that
contains each input point z € R? must be computed using a small amount of memory, and a mere
partition of R may not suffice. Jia et al. [JLN*05] primarily focused on general metric spaces
and for Euclidean spaces only give a construction with consistency A = 2¢ and gap I = @(\/&)(by
a straightforward partition into hypercubes), which is thus not useful in our context. Notably,
Filtser [Fil20] designed a sparse partition with consistency A = poly(d) and gap I' = O(d/ log d),
however, in this partition the description of a part takes €(2¢) bits, and thus does not directly
imply a hash function that can be evaluated on a point in small space.

New Constructions for Consistent Hashing We provide a new construction (based on the
ball carving approach of Andoni and Indyk [AIO8]) that achieves the same consistency and gap
bounds as in [Fil20] (even by a constant factor better) while the hash function can be stored
in poly(d) space and the hash value for any point in R? can be evaluated using space poly(d)
(Theorem 5.1)3. Namely, we also get a general smooth tradeoff between I' and A, namely, A =
exp(O(d/T")) - poly(d), and this tradeoff was shown to be nearly tight [Fil20] (see Remark 5.2).

However, this nearly tight tradeoff is achieved at the cost of a large running time of exp(d).
Hence, we also give another construction with parameters I' = O(d'®) and A = poly(d) such that
the hash value can be evaluated using space and time poly(d) (Theorem 5.3). This more time-
efficient construction, although with a worse gap-consistency tradeoff, already suffices for many of
our applications, particularly the two-pass (Theorem 1.1) and random-order (Theorem 1.2) results,
and thus leads to a poly(dlog A) running time in addition to small poly(dlog A) space.

In fact, the same gap bound of I' = O(d'®) was recently obtained by Dunkelman et al. [DGK™*21].
It is not stated there explicitly (but can be verified by inspecting their analysis) because their

3Filtser’s construction in [Fil20] is in fact more general in that it works for any metric space with a bounded
doubling dimension and provides strong diameter bounds, whereas our construction in Theorem 5.1 focuses specifically
on Euclidean spaces and gives weak diameter bounds, which is sufficient for our purpose.



construction is designed for a different notion, called consistent rounding, which is incomparable to
our Definition 1.6 primarily because they require each bucket to have a bounded volume (instead
of diameter), and their guarantee on the number of intersections is also slightly different. Their
construction is somewhat similar to the one in Theorem 5.3 except that it works top-down, whereas
ours works bottom-up.

We note that the second condition in Definition 1.6 does not directly follow from many known
methods in the literature. Indeed, if we partition the space R? using standard methods, like
hypercube subdivisions as in a quadtree (see, e.g., [Aro98]), it is hard to avoid clusters from
intersecting 224 buckets, instead of only poly(d). Other geometric decompositions, such as padded
decomposition [LS93, Bar96, CCG198|, and Locality-Sensitive Hashing [IM98], aim for different
guarantees that are not directly comparable to those of Definition 1.6; see Section 1.3 for a broader
comparison.

To intuitively see why this geometric hashing helps, consider the instance in Example 1.5, and
let us focus on estimating the number of points with 7, = 1 (for which uniform sampling does not
work). In Example 1.5, points are grouped into natural clusters: the whole P, forms a cluster that
consists of O(n) points each with 7, = O(1/n), and each point in P; forms a singleton cluster whose
rp = 1. We construct a (I', A)-hash with diameter bound ¢ = 1/2. By the second guarantee, every
small ball of radius O(1/n) < ¢/T" is mapped to A points/buckets, even if the ball originally could
have 2(n) points. Hence, after the hashing, the entire cluster P, with O(n) points gets mapped to
A points, while points in P; are preserved because of the diameter bound of the buckets. Hence,
applying the two-level uniform sampling, we hit one point in P; with at least A samples on average.
Note that we can achieve A = poly(d) in our hashing bounds (Theorems 5.1 and 5.3), hence we
only need to draw poly(d) samples which we can afford.

Finally, we note that the actual implementation of this whole idea is more involved and requires
additional steps. For instance, the nice cluster structure in Example 1.5 might not be present in
a general input, and our analysis needs to explicitly define a clustering where a cluster containing
p has diameter roughly 7,. Another issue is that our overview focused on r, = 1. For general
rp, We use a subsampling at rate 27" to “reduce” the case rp = 27" to the case rp = 1, which is
conceptually similar to the subsampling used in the construction of £y-samplers. At the end, this
algorithm implements our desired importance sampling task, namely, it uses space poly(d - log A)
and produces a sample p* € P such that every p € P is picked with probability proportional to at
least r,/ poly(d - log A).

1.2.2 Streaming Implementations

The above-mentioned geometric importance sampling (Theorem 3.1) can be implemented in one
pass using small space. However, it only returns a set of samples S C P, and to actually estimate
Zpe p p one still needs to estimate the value r, for each p € S. This limitation is a consequence of
our importance-sampling approach, which bypasses estimating the 7, values on purpose.

Two Passes and Random-Order Streams. Our two-pass streaming algorithm (in Theorem 1.1)
is quite simple: the first pass computes a sample S C P using importance sampling (Theorem 3.1),
and the second pass estimates r, for each p € S using Fact 2.3 and straightforward counting. Its
space complexity is poly(d - log A) per point p € S, and we need |S| = poly(d - log A).

A similar approach can be applied also in the random-order model (i.e., the stream is a uniformly
random permutation of P): the first half of the stream is used to generate a sample S, and the
second half is used to estimate the r, value of the points p € S sampled in the first half. However,



more technical steps are needed in the analysis, due to the correlation between the two halves of
the stream, and the fact that a random half does not represent the full stream accurately.

One-pass Implementation. The one-pass setting is significantly more difficult. We estimate
ZpEP rp, by partitioning P into levels i = 1,...,d - logy A, namely, we let P, .= {p € P : 1}, €
(274271} and W; = > pep, Tp- We build an estimator for W; separately for each i (recall that
in this section we assume f = 1).

For simplicity, we focus here on ¢ = 0, so we now only care about points p € Py, meaning that
mp = ©O(1). Then Wo = > p mp = O(|F0]), and it suffices to estimate |F%|. To this end, it is natural
to use the estimator 1/ Pr[x]-I(x € Py), where x is a sample generated by our importance sampling.
However, the indicator I(xz € Py) turns out to be very sensitive, and it is difficult to estimate it in
one pass even within a constant factor (e.g., distinguish between 7, > 1/2 and r, < 1/10). Hence,
we have to design a more relaxed tester and analyze how this affects the approximation ratio.

To implement this tester, we construct an (I', A)-hash with diameter bound ¢ = 1/10. Recalling
that, by Fact 2.2, the r, values satisfy that [P N B(p,r,/2)| < 2/r, we observe that if a hashing
bucket contains a point with r, > 1/2, then the number of points in this bucket is bounded by
O(1). This means that a bucket either consists only of points with large 7, values, or no such point
at all. Using this observation, we maintain a counter for the number of points mapped to every
bucket, and when a point is sampled, we retrieve also the counter for its bucket, and if the counter
is small, we use it as a proxy for the event that the bucket consists only of points with large 7,
values, including in particular the sampled point.

However, a subtle technical issue is that some point y with r, < 1 can possibly lie on the
“boundary” of the bucket, and then the number of points in that bucket is small, while PN B(y, ry)
contains many nearby points that lie in other buckets. Hence, we need to count the number of
points in a slightly enlarged region, i.e., for a bucket @ C R? we need to count the points in P that
fall inside the 7y-neighborhood of @, denoted here as B(Q,r,) and defined as the set of points in
R? at distance at most ry from Q. Hence, if we maintain the counter for P N B(Q, 3) for some
B > 0 then the information of the counter suffices for rejecting y’s whose r, < O(f3).

Now, suppose we are to maintain the counter for some . To implement this, whenever we see
a data point = arrives, we should increase the counter for all buckets @ such that x € B(Q, ) (a
similar trick appears e.g. in [FIS08]). However, this becomes challenging in the streaming setting,
primarily due to the fact that the number of buckets @ such that z € B(Q, 3) can be huge (e.g.,
24), and more importantly, most of them may be “fake”, in that they do not contain any data point.
Consequently, these fake nonempty buckets can enlarge the support of the £y-sampler significantly,
which makes it difficult to obtain a uniform sample.

To tackle this challenge, we make use of the guarantee from the geometric hashing, that any
subset of R? with diameter less than ¢ = O(1/I) is mapped to A buckets (see Definition 1.6). Hence,
if we choose f = £/2, the effect of enlarging the buckets by an additive 5 = £/2 is essentially making
every data point = a ball B(x,e/2), and add the image of this ball to the buckets/counters. The A
intersection bound ensures that the number of fake buckets is still well bounded, and this A factor
goes into the space.

Finally, the approximate tester is off by a factor of O(T'), which is the gap of the geometric
hashing, and we show that this factor goes into the approximation ratio, which will thus be O(T").

1.3 Related Work

Facility Location Problem. The facility location problem is one of the fundamental problems
in operations research and combinatorial optimization, and has received extensive studies in the



past. In the offline setting with uniform opening costs, the facility location problem has been
proved to be NP-hard [MS84], and is hard to approximate within factor 1.463 [GK99] (unless
NP € DTIME [no(log log”)]). For the upper bounds, the state of the art for general metrics is
a 1.488-approximation by Li [Lil13], and PTAS’s are known for special metric spaces, specifically,
doubling metrics [CFS21], minor-free graphs [CKM19], and near-linear time PTAS’s for (bounded-
dimensional) R? [KR07] and planar graphs [CPP19]. For the online setting, Meyerson [Mey01] gave
an O(logn)-competitive algorithm, and Fotakis [Fot08] proved that it has ratio ©(logn/loglogn)
and that this ratio is asymptotically optimal.

Geometric Decomposition. Geometric decomposition is a topic that was studied extensively,
with many different definitions, even beyond R?, that are motivated by numerous applications. For
brevity, we only mention a few that are closer to our work. One basic genre, often called space
partitioning, refers to a partition of RY, perhaps using a variant of the standard grid (quadtree)
partition, e.g. [AMNT98]. Sometimes it is convenient to use multiple space partitions, or a
probability distribution over space partitions (e.g., a few shifts or a random shift of the grid
partition [FK97, Aro98, CHJ20, FL22, Fil22]). Another standard requirement is that every part
in the partition has a bounded diameter (e.g., padded and separating decomposition [L.S93, Bar96,
CCG™198, Fil19]), or alternatively that every part has a bounded volume (e.g., [DGK*21, KORWO08]).
The above examples ask that nearby points lie in the same part, but another type of decomposition,
called Locality-Sensitive Hashing (LSH) [IM98, AI08], only asks that close-by points fall in the same
part with noticeably higher probability than far-away points.

Two-pass and Random-order Streaming Algorithms. Besides the most studied streaming
model of one-pass algorithms over an arbitrary (non-random) order streams, algorithms requiring
a few passes or assuming that the stream order is random have received significant attention
as well. For graph streams, two-pass streaming algorithm have been designed, for example,
for graph spanners [KW14, FKN21], maximum matching [KN21], and triangle counting [CJ17].
Apart from graph streams, other examples of two-pass algorithms include those for matrix norm
estimation [BCK 18], set cover [Ass17], and geometric earth mover distance [CJLW22]. The one-
pass random-order (insertion-only) setting was studied for problems including matching [KKS14,
AB21], quantile estimation [GM09], graph connected components and minimum spanning tree [PS18],
and frequency moment estimation [WZ21].

2 Preliminaries

Notation. We use the usual notation [n] := {1,...,n}, and for a function ¢ : X - Y andy €Y,
we denote ¢~ '(y) := {z € X : ¢(x) = y}. The d-dimensional ball centered at x € R? with radius
r >0 is defined as B(z,7) := {y € R?: dist(x,y) < r}.

Definitions and Facts from Mettu-Plaxton (MP) Algorithm. We will need some machinery
from the MP algorithm [MP03, BCIS05]. We first introduce the definition of r,, and then recall
useful facts, particularly that it suffices to approximate Zpe p Tp, because it O(1)-approximates
OPT.

Definition 2.1 ([MP03]). For every p € P, let r, be the number such that

Z (T‘p — dist(p, x)) = f. (1)

x€PNB(p,rp)
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It is easy to see that 7, is well-defined and ﬁ < 7, < f. Indeed, using the notation zt =
max(z,0), we can write the left-hand side of (1) as >, p(rp — dist(p, 2))*, which is easily seen to
be non-decreasing with r,. For illustration, suppose p is one of k points whose pairwise distances
are all equal to a € (0, ), and all other points are at distance at least § from p; then r, = ©(a+§/k).

Fact 2.2 (Lemmas 1 and 2 in [BCIS05]). The following holds.
e For every p € P, it holds that |P N B(p,rp)| > f/rp and |P N B(p,rp/2)| < 2f/rp.
° ZpGP rp = ©(OPT).

We assume without loss of generality (w.l.o.g.) that A is a power of two. Let L :=d-logy A >
log, |P| as |P| < A% by the assumption that points are distinct. The first point of Fact 2.2 implies
that the r, value can be approximated within a constant factor by counting the number of points
in balls of geometrically increasing radii.

Fact 2.3. Let jg be the mazimum j € {0,..., L} such that |P N B(p,277§)| > 27. Then
rp € (27T 27O, (2)

Moreover, there is a one-pass deterministic streaming algorithm that given the opening cost § > 0
and a point p in advance of the data set P presented as a dynamic stream, returns an estimate 7
such that r, < 7, < O(ry) using space of O(L?) bits.

Proof. By Fact 2.2, if 7, < 277071f then we arrive at the contradiction |P N B(p,27%~1)| > |P N
B(p,rp)| > §/rp > 2701 And if r, > 2790F1§ then we arrive at the contradiction |PNB(p, 277f)| <
|P N B(p,p/2)| < 2f/rp < 270. To implement the estimation in dynamic streams, we count the
number of points in each of the balls B(p,277f) for j = 0,..., L using an L-bit counter. O

3 Importance Sampling via Geometric Hashing

In this section, we develop a streaming algorithm for importance sampling on P, where the
probability to report each point x € P is (at least) proportional to its contribution to > _p 7.
Similarly to other streaming algorithms for sampling (e.g., ,-samplers), our algorithm might fail
with a tiny but non-zero probability, in our case gy = 1/ poly(A9), and the analysis can effectively
ignore these events by a union bound.* While the algorithm’s goal is to sample from P, we also
allow it to return 1, which is not considered a failure, as long as it returns points from P with
sufficiently large probability.® The output L is useful in the algorithm’s design, as it can replace
the use of a fixed point from P, and also handle properly the corner case P = ().

Theorem 3.1. There is a one-pass randomized algorithm that, given P C [A]d presented as a
dynamic geometric stream, samples a random point p* € PU{L} such that

1 r
Va € P, Prp* ==z 29( ) T
=2 O o Ay ) Sy

4Failure in Theorem 3.1 or Lemma 3.3 means that the algorithm may behave arbitrarily, e.g., not return anything
or even return a point outside P, and it is not easy to verify if the point is in P. Formally, having failure probability
Qrait means that the total variation distance between the algorithm’s output distribution and desired distribution
(e.g., uniform over a certain set in the case of fp-sampler) is at most gfail-

5For example, an acceptable output distribution may be L with probability %, and every x € P with probability

%Tx/zyep Ty.
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and also reports a 2-approximation f’\r[p*] for the probability of sampling this point, i.e., Pr[p* =
z] < Pr[p*] < 2Pr[p* = z]. This algorithm uses poly(d-log A) bits of space, and fails with probability
at most 1/ poly(A9).

Proof of Theorem 3.1. We first provide an algorithm that samples points € P at a given level ¢ €
{1,..., L}, which refers to points with r, value roughly 27¢f. We present it as an offline algorithm in
Algorithm 1, and discuss below how to implement it as a streaming algorithm. The main guarantee
about its output is given in Lemma 3.2 below, whose proof appears in Section 3.1. We remark that
the algorithm returns L in case sub;(P) is empty, i.e., no point survives the subsampling. (We
will see later that Theorem 3.1 follows by simply executing a streaming implementation of this
algorithm with a random level 1.)

Lemma 3.2. Algorithm 1 returns a random point p* € P U {L} such that

1 L
Vr € P, Prp* =z] > Q 270 ,
ve " =] <poly(d-1og A)> OPT

where P = {x € P : 27 < r, <271},

Algorithm 1 Importance sampling for single level i

1: let £ < 0.1-27%, let ¢; be a (poly(d), poly(d))-hash of R? with diameter bound ¢ > use
Theorem 5.3

2: subsample P with rate 27 and let sub;(P) denote the subsampled subset of P

3: sample uniformly a € p;(sub;(P)), then uniformly p* € ¢; *(a) N sub;(P)

4: return p* > if such p* does not exist (e.g., if sub;(P) = 0), return L.

Streaming Implementation of Algorithm 1. Line 1 uses Theorem 5.3 to get a data-oblivious
function ¢;, hence this step can be executed before the algorithm starts to process the stream.

Subsampling in Dynamic Streams. Line 2 performs subsampling with rate 27¢, that is,
each point in P is independently sampled with probability 27%. If the stream is insertion-only
we just sample each newly added point independently with probability 27¢. However, in dynamic
streams we need consistency between insertions and deletions of a point, and we thus apply a
random hash function A : [A]Y — {0,1} such that for every point p we have Pr[h(p) = 1] = 27"
We draw this hash function at the beginning of the stream, and then for each insertion/deletion of
a point p, we evaluate h(p) to determine whether p is subsampled.

In the analysis, we assume that these subsampling events are independent for all points, i.e.,
that h is fully random. To deal with the fact that storing such a hash function takes A? bits,
we use Nisan’s pseudorandom generator (PRG) [Nis92] that has the following guarantee: For any
parameters R and S, given a seed of (S -log R) truly random bits, the PRG generates R bits that
cannot be distinguished from truly random bits by any algorithm running in space S. Naturally,
we use this PRG with S being the space cost of our algorithm and R = i- A¢ (which is the number
of independent fair coin flips needed to generate h).

Two-level Uniform Distinct Sampling. To implement the final sampling step of Algorithm 1

(in line 3), we present in Lemma 3.3 a two-level {p-sampler, which is more convenient to describe
as sampling from a frequency matrix. The proof of this lemma, provided in Appendix A, is an
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extension of a standard ¢p-sampler (from a frequency vector); see e.g. [CF14]. We are not aware of
such a sampler in the literature, although similar extensions were devised before, e.g. in [FIS08].%

Lemma 3.3 (Two-Level {p-Sampler). There is a randomized algorithm, that given as input a matric
M € R™ ™ with m < n and integer entries bounded by poly(n), that is presented as a stream of
additive entry-wise updates, returns an indez-pair (i,j) of M, where i is chosen uniformly at random
(u.a.r.) from the non-zero rows, and then j is chosen u.a.r. from the non-zero columns in that row
i. The algorithm uses space poly(logn), fails with probability at most 1/ poly(n), and can further
report the corresponding row-sum ij M; ;.

It is straightforward to implement line 3 of Algorithm 1 using this sampler. Simply convert the
updates to P, on the fly, into updates to a frequency matrix M, whose rows correspond to all hash
buckets (images of ¢;) and columns correspond to all grid points ([A]?). This is clearly a huge
matrix, but it is not maintained explicitly. The reported row-sum J M; j» corresponds to the
number of points in P that are hashed (mapped) to the bucket returned by the sampler. Hence, we
can implement Algorithm 1 in one pass over a dynamic geometric stream. The success probability
depends on the two-level fg-sampler, and is thus 1 — 1/poly(n) > 1 — 1/ poly(A?), and assuming
success, the output distribution is as described in Lemma 3.2.

We can now complete the proof of Theorem 3.1. The algorithm draws uniformly at random a
level i* € {1,..., L} and executes Algorithm 1 for this level ¢*. Now consider a point z € P, and
let j be the level for which x € P;, i.e., 277§ < r, < 27715, Then by Lemma 3.2, the probability
to sample this point x is

. , 1 i f 1 1 Ty
Prlp* =21 >Prli* =4 —— .97, L _>_.____~— __.( .
Hp” =2 2 Prli” = ] poly(d - log A) OPT — L poly(d-logA) (ZyEP ry> 3)

Recall that the algorithm needs to report also an estimate 13\1"[])*] for the probability of sampling the
specific point p* that is reported. Given the randomly chosen level i* (which might differ from the
level j of z), for the algorithm to pick x, it must first subsample z, which happens with probability
27" then pick the bucket of x under ¢;«, while there are |y (sub;«(P))| non-empty buckets,
and finally, it has to pick this point z from its bucket, which contains |¢5' (¢ (2)) N sub(P)|
subsampled points. Thus,

%

2-1
i (subs= (P))] - |t (@i () Nsubg (P)]
Furthermore, the algorithm can accurately estimate all these quantities; indeed, the bucket size
is known from the two-level fy-sampler (recall that Lemma 3.3 reports also the corresponding

row-sum), and to estimate the number of non-empty buckets the algorithm can run in parallel a
standard streaming algorithm for counting distinct elements (see e.g. [KNW10]). O

Prp* =a|i*] =

3.1 Proof of Lemma 3.2

Subsampling. The first step is to subsample every point in P independently with probability
1/2%. For every subset S C P, let sub;(.S) C S be the random subset after the subsampling. The
following describes several standard facts about the subsampling.

5The notion of Lp-sampling with meta-data, which was recently introduced in [CJLW22], sounds related but is
quite different, as each index 7 arrives with an associated value A;; in fact, their approach builds on Precision
Sampling [AKO11] and is applicable only for p > 0. The use of a two-level structure and its representation as a
matrix were introduced in [CMO05, JW09] as cascaded aggregates/norms, however their algorithms estimate these
norms, not sampling an index by the norm. A sampler for cascaded £, 2-norm was designed in [BKKS20], building
on properties of the Gaussian distribution and /¢,-samplers.
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Fact 3.4. VS C R? and t > 2, the following holds.
o If|S| > 2!, then Pr[|sub;(S)| > t-|S]-27% < exp(—O(t)).
o If |S| < 2¢, then Pr[|sub;(S)| > t] < exp(—O(t)).
Proof. For every u € S, let X, € {0,1} be the indicator random variable such that X, = 1 if

and only if u € sub;(S), so Pr[X, = 1] = 27 for every u € S. Then |sub;(5)| = >_,cq Xu, and
E[| sub;(S)|] = |S|-27% Let p := E[sub;(9)].
e If |S| > 2%, then p > 1. By Chernoff bound,
Pr[|subs(S)| > t-|S|-27% = Pr[|subs(S)| — > (t — 1) - ]
< exp(—O(t) - 1) < exp(—O(2)).
e If |S| < 2%, then u < 1. By Chernoff bound,
Pr(|sub;(S)[ > t] = Pr[[subi(S)| — p > (t/pn = 1) - 4
< exp(—0(1)).
O

Geometric Hashing. We consider bounded consistent hashing schemes that do not map small
“clusters” of points into too many buckets. We restate the definition below, and we prove the
existence of such hashing schemes, with different tradeoff for the parameters, in Theorems 5.1
and 5.3. As mentioned in Section 1, Jia et al. [JLNT05] introduced (and further studied in [Fil20]) an
essentially equivalent notion called “sparse partitions”, although we further require that evaluating
the hash function at a point is space-efficient.

Definition 1.6 (Consistent Hashing). A mapping ¢ : R? — R? is called a I'-gap A-consistent hash
with diameter bound £ > 0, or simply (I', A)-hash,” if it satisfies:

1. Diameter: for every image z € p(R?), we have diam(¢~1(2)) < ¢; and
2. Consistency: for every S C R? with diam(S) < ¢/T, we have |p(S)| < A.

Sampling on ;(sub;(P)). Suppose we find a (I, A)-hash ¢; with diameter bound ¢ = 27%/10
such that I' = poly(d) and A = poly(d) (by using Theorem 5.3), and define ¢ := ¢/I" which is the
magnitude of the consistency guarantee. Then ¢;(sub;(P)) essentially maps points in sub;(P) into
buckets, and our plan is to sample from these buckets. Next, we wish to upper bound |p;(sub;(P))|,
which is the support of sampling, in terms of OPT. Since the guarantee on ; in Definition 1.6 is
about clusters/subsets, we need to first define a clustering of the point set (Lemma 3.5) such that
the number of points in each cluster C' is upper bounded by O(f/ diam(C)). Then, in Lemma 3.6,
we use the guarantee of the geometric hashing on the clusters resulting from Lemma 3.5 to bound
|pi(sub;(P))|. In general, there are two types of clusters according to the diameter: i) “small” with
diameter at most ¢ = ¢/T", for which we use the consistency guarantee of our geometric hashing,
i.e., the second point of Definition 1.6 (note that for small clusters, §f/diam(C) is not a useful
bound on |C|), and ii) “large”, for which O(f/ diam(C')) is not too large and the subsampling leaves
only poly(d -log A) points for each “large” cluster with high probability. (In the lemma below, if
diam(C) = 0, the bound O(j/ diam(C)) is defined to be A?.)

"While the parameter £ is important when applying the hashing, when constructing the hashing one can assume
by scaling that ¢ = 1.
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Lemma 3.5 (Extended MP-clustering). There exists a partition C of P such that f-|C| < O(d -
log A) - OPT and for every C € C, |C| < O(f/ diam(C)).

Proof. The following algorithm from [MPO03], called MP algorithm, finds a 3-approximation for
UFL.

1. List P in non-decreasing order of r),.

2. Examine p € P in order, and if there is no open facility in B(p,2r,), then open the facility
at p.

Denote the set of the facilities opened by MP algorithm as FMP. We use the following steps to
construct a partition of P.

1. For every p € P, assign it to the nearest point in FMP,

2. For every p € FMP | let C(p) C P be the set of points that are assigned to p.

3. For every p € FMP and every j = 1,...,L, let C(p); := C(P) N P;.

4. For every p € FMF and every j, arbitrarily divide C(p) j into subsets of size 27 possibly with

a unique subset that has size < 2/, and include these subsets into C.

Now we show that C is the collection satisfying Lemma 3.5. Clearly, C covers P, since every
point in p is assigned to some point in FMF.

To upper bound the number of points in each cluster, suppose C' € C is created by dividing
C(p); for some p and j. Then Vq € C, p € B(q,2ry). To see this, suppose for the contrary that
p ¢ B(q,2r,). By the construction of C(p), p € FM¥ is the closest to g, hence p ¢ B(q,2r,) implies
that no point in FMP belongs to B(q,2r,). However, by the MP algorithm, this means ¢ should
have been added to FMP which is a contradiction. Hence for every ¢, qs € C C P;,

dist(q1, g2) < dist(q1, p) + dist(p, g2) < O(277f) + O(277§) = O(277§),

which implies that diam(C) = O(277f). By Step 4 of the construction, we know that |C| < 27.
Therefore, when diam(C') > 0, |C| < O(f/ diam(C')) holds.

Finally, we bound the number of clusters. For every p € FMP and every j, the number of
subsets that we obtain from the division is at most [|C(p);|/27] < |C(p);]/2’ + 1. Summing over
p and j7

L
el < >0 ST1+ICH) /2 <0 logA) - [FMPf+0(1) - S0 ST 3

pEFMP j=1 peEFMP j qeC(p);
< O(d-logA) - |[FMP|.§ + O(OPT)
< 0O(d-logA)-OPT),

where the second inequality uses that C(p); C Pj and > p7p = ©(1) - OPT. This completes the
proof of Lemma 3.5. O

Lemma 3.6. With probability at least 1—1/ poly(A9), f-|p;(sub;(P))| < poly(d-log A)-(T+A)-OPT.
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Proof. Let C be the collection of subsets guaranteed by Lemma 3.5. Then

lpi(sub;(P))| < Z |pi(sub;(C)| < |C| - max]goz(sub (@))].
ceC

Since f-|C| < O(d-log A) - OPT, it suffices to prove that with probability at least 1 — 1/ poly(A?),
|pi(sub; (C))| < poly(d-log A) - (I' + A) for every C € C.

We wish to bound |p;(sub;(C))| for C' with “small” diameter and “large” diameter separately.
For C' with diam(C) < ¢ := O(f/(2'T)), by Definition 1.6, we have |¢;(C)| < A, which implies that

|pi(subi(C))] < lpi(C)] < A.

For C' with diam(C) > ¢, by Lemma 3.5, we have |C| < O(f/diam(C)) < O(2¢-T'). By Fact 3.4,
with probability at least 1 — 1/ poly(A?), |sub;(C)| < O(d -log A) - T. Finally, applying the union
bound to all subsets C' € C with diam(C) > ¢ concludes the proof of Lemma 3.6. O

The next lemma states that if the close neighborhood (at distance ry) of any point p in P; does
not contain too many points after subsampling P, then for any subsampled point p € P; there are
not too many subsampled points mapped by ¢; into the same bucket as p.

Lemma 3.7. With probability at least 1 — l/poly(Ad), for every point p such that r, > 277,
i (pi(p) Nsubi(P)| < O(d - log A).

Proof. Observe that if r, > 27, then |p; ' (p;(p)) N P| < O(2%). This is a consequence of having
¢ = 27%/10, and the fact that |B(p,r,/2) N P| < O(2%) (by Fact 2.2). Hence, Lemma 3.7 follows
by applying Fact 3.4 on the set ¢; '(¢i(p)) N P. O

Proof of Lemma 3.2. If P; = (), then Algorithm 1 always returns an arbitrary point of P or L, and
the guarantee of the lemma trivially holds. Now suppose P; # () and fix x € P;. Let P’ = P\ {z}.
Let € be the event that the following happens (over the randomness of sub;).

1. f-|pi(sub;(P’))| < poly(d -log A) - OPT.
2. for every point p with r, > 27, |p;  (pi(p)) Nsub;(P')| < O(d - log A).

By Lemma 3.6 (with the parameter I' = poly(d) and A = poly(d) by Theorem 5.3) and Lemma 3.7,
Pr[€] > 1 — 1/ poly(A?). Moreover, £ implies that

f[i(subi(P))] < f - i(sub;(P"))| +§ < poly(d - log A) - OPT,
and for every point p with r, > 271,
lo; H(pi(p)) Nsubi(P)] < | H(i(p)) Nsubi(P)| +1 < O(d - log A).

Note that £ is independent to whether or not  survives the subsampling. Let A, := ¢, Ypi(z)) N
sub;(P) be the set of points that lie in the same bucket of ¢; as z. Suppose Algorithm 1 returns a
random point p*. Then a point x € P; is sampled with probability

Pr[p* = 2] > Prp* = | €] - Pr[€]

: 1
>Q(1)-27"-
|pi(subi(P))] - [Ae|
1 i f
>01) — .97
= Q) poly(d - log A) OPT
This completes the proof of Lemma 3.2. O
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4 Streaming Algorithms

4.1 A Two-Pass O(1)-Approximation in Dynamic Streams

Theorem 1.1 (Two-Pass Algorithm). There is a two-pass randomized algorithm that computes
an O(1)-approzimation to Uniform Facility Location of an input P C [A]¢ presented as a dynamic
geometric stream, using poly(d -log A) bits of space.

Proof sketch. Observe that Theorem 3.1 samples every point p* € P with probability proportional
to rp= up to a poly(d - log A) factor. Hence, the estimator Z = 1/Pr[p*] - r)» has expectation
E[Z] = ©(1) - >_,cprp, noting that Pr[p*] returned by Theorem 3.1 is a 2-approximation to the

true sampling probability Pr[p*]. (If the algorithm of Theorem 3.1 returns L, we simply set Z =0.)
Moreover, a standard calculation of the variance of an importance sampler shows that Var[Z] <
poly(d-log A)-E? [2 |. Therefore, averaging over poly(d-log A) independent samples of estimator 7 ,
one obtains an O(1)-approximate estimator with constant probability (by a standard application
of Chebyshev’s inequality).

Hence, the complete algorithm is straightforward: We draw poly(d-log A) independent samples
S using Theorem 3.1 in the first pass, and in the second pass, we estimate the 7, value for every
sampled p € S using Fact 2.3. O

4.2 A One-pass O(1)-Approximation in Random-order Streams

Theorem 1.2 (Random-Order Algorithm). There is a one-pass randomized algorithm that
computes an O(1)-approzimation to Uniform Facility Location of an input P C [A]? presented as
a random-order insertion-only stream, using poly(d - log A) bits of space.

Recall that in the proof of Theorem 1.1, we use the importance-sampler of Theorem 3.1 in the
first pass, while in the second pass we estimate the r, value for the sampled points p. We plan to
adapt this two-pass algorithm to the random-order setting in a natural way. Roughly, we run the
sampler in the first half of the stream, and we estimate the 7, values using the second half of the
stream. We formalize this in Algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2 Importance sampling in a random-order stream

1: procedure ONE-SAMPLE
2: let J denote the first half of the stream, and K the second half

3: obtain a sample z/ € J using Theorem 3.1 on J together with the corresponding estimated
probability f’\r[x‘] ]

4: obtain an estimate 7%, of r%; using Fact 2.3 on K U {z}

5: return 1/1/3}[%]] -7k > if 7 = 1, return 0

6: end procedure

7: procedure MAIN

8: m < poly(d - log A)

9: fori=1,...,m do

10: run ONE-SAMPLE to obtain Z

11: end for

12: return Z = L.y Z;

13: end procedure
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Analysis. We give a constant probability upper and lower bounds on the estimator Z returned
by Algorithm 2 separately. Let OPT” and OPTX denote the optimal UFL cost for point sets J and
K, respectively; recall that OPT is the optimal cost for the whole point set P. Moreover, for any
point z we define rJ and rX similarly by restricting Definition 2.1 to sets J and K, respectively,
with one adjustment: When computing rX (resp. r) for x ¢ K (resp. = ¢ J), we still take 2 into
account. This is to ensure 7 > 0 is well defined (since otherwise B(z,§) N K may be empty).
Before we proceed, we use the following interpretation of the randomness in the entire algorithm.

e We interpret the random permutation of the stream as first randomly partitioning P into the
two halves J and K, and then applying a uniformly random permutation on each of J and
K independently. Let JK denote the randomness of the partition, and let 73 and 7k denote
the randomness of the permutations of J and K, respectively.

e We denote the randomness of the algorithm AG. Note that Algorithm 2 uses randomness
independent to the random permutation of the stream, so AG is independent to JK, 7y, mk.
Since Fact 2.3 gives a deterministic estimation of the 7, values, the randomness of AG
comes solely from the importance-sampler (Theorem 3.1) running on J. In our analysis, we
condition on the success of all m instances of Theorem 3.1, which happens with probability
1 — 1/poly(A?) by the union bound. Therefore, we have that for every point 2/ sampled
by Theorem 3.1, Pr[z’] < 1/3}[:10‘]] < 2Pr[z’]. (Here, we write the notation Pr[p* = z’] from
Theorem 3.1 as Pr[z”] for short.)

Upper Bound. We upper bound the expectation of 7 by O(OPT) in Lemma 4.1. Then a
standard application of Markov’s inequality implies

Pr[Z < O(OPT)] >

| Ut

Lemma 4.1. Let Z = 1/15\1“[30‘]] - 75, be an estimate returned by ONE-SAMPLE. Then E[Z] <
O(1) - OPT.

Proof. Using that 7%, < O(rf)) and f’\r[x] > Pr[z] (since we condition on the success of Theorem 3.1),
we bound .
E[Z] = Esx [Eac[l/Prfe”] - 715 | K, my, 7]

< 0(1) - Egk [Eac[1/ Prle”] - vl | JK, my, mic]]

> ]

xzed

i«
]
=0(1)- ZEJK [rKT .

zeP

=0(1) - Ejk

<O0(1)-Ejx

It is sufficient to upper bound Ejk[rX] by O(ry) for every x € P, since >, prs = O(OPT) by
Fact 2.2. Fix some z € P. By Fact 2.2, we have |B(z,7,)NP| > §/ry. Let Y = |(B(z, ) NK)U{z}|
be the number of points in B(x,r,) that are in the second half of the stream (x is always included
in Y). Note that rX < O(j/Y) (possibly less due to points outside B(x,r;), which we do not take
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into account). Thus, by bounding E[f/Y] we get the desired result. In the remaining part of the
proof, the expectation is over the randomness of JK only.

To this end, for u € B(x,r;) N P\ {z} let Y, be the indicator random variable equal to 1 if and
only if u € K. We have E[Y,] =1/2 and Y = ZueB(xmz)mP Y,. Thus, by linearity of expectation
E[Y] > |B(z,ry)NP|/2 > f/(2r;). Furthermore, variables Y,, are negatively associated, so Chernoff
bound still applies [DR98], and we have

Pr[Y < f/(4r,)] < Pr[Y < 05E[Y]] < exp(~O(E[Y])) = exp(=OX(f/r))

We use this to bound the expectation of §/Y as follows:

Bli/Y] =S Py =y)- L <op)+Prly <f/(ar)). S L
y>1 Y 1<y<f/(4rz)
< O(rz) + §- exp(=0(f/rz)) - O(log(f/r2)) = O(re) -
It follows that Ejk[rX] = O(r,), which concludes the proof. O

Lower Bound. Consider Z = 1/f’\r[x‘]] -7K as returned by ONE-SAMPLE. Let

7' :=1/Pr[z’] - min{r’,,r5}.

Clearly, Z > Z'/2 with probability 1, since by Fact 2.3, ?fJ > rfJ > r,s and since we condition on

the the event that f’;[:c‘]] < 2Pr[z’]. Therefore, we focus on showing that Z’ is Q(OPT) with high
constant probability, and this implies Z is also Q(OPT) with high constant probability.
The first step is to observe that by Definition 2.1,

Vx € P, min{r, 75} > r,. 4)
We now show that OPTY is not much smaller than OPT with high probability
Lemma 4.2. OPTY > Q(OPT) with high constant probability (over the randomness of 7y, T, JK).

Proof. If OPT < O(f), then the bound holds with probability 1, since any feasible solution of J
must open at least one facility, which implies OPT”Y > > Q(OPT).

Now, assume OPT > Q(f). It holds that OPTY = ©(1) - SwesTa = O(1)- >, ;e by Fact 2.2
and (4). For u € P, let X,, be the indicator variable such that X, = 1 if and only if v € J; by
the definition of .J, we have E[X,] = 0.5. Let X := >  _p Xy -7y/f. Then > _;r, =f- X, and
f-E[X] =0©6(1)-OPT. Observe that X,’s are negatively associated, and we can still apply Chernoff

bounds [DR9S8]. Therefore,

Pr[OPT’ < O(1)- OPT)] < Pr[f- X — f - E[X] < —0.5 - f - E[X]]
<exp(—0O(1)-E[X])
< exp(—0(1) - OPT /)
<0(),

where the first step holds for a small enough constant hidden in O(1) and the last step follows from
the assumption that OPT > Q(f). O
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Now, we condition on the the event £ that OPT’ > Q(OPT), which happens with high
probability by Lemma 4.2. Thus, in the remaining part we fix the randomness of JK, 7y, 7k such
that event £ happens. Then by (4) we get

Eac[Z'] > Eac[l/ Pr[z’] - 7,s] = Exg[OPT/] = Q(OPT).
By Theorem 3.1,
Eac[Z2?] = Eac[1/(Prlz?])? - (min{r],, 715 })?]
= Z 1/ Pr[z?] - (min{r?,rE})?

xzeJ
< poly(d -log A) - OPT -3 (min{r, rK })2 /1]
zeJ
< poly(d-log A) - OPT - "r]
zeJ

= poly(d - log A) - (OPT’)?
< poly(d -log A) - OPT?

Hence, conditioned on £, ONE-SAMPLE is a low-variance sampler. A straightforward application
of Chebyshev’s inequality implies that Z’ is at least Q(OPT) with probability 5/6. As Z > Z'
with probability 1, the same holds for the estimator Z returned by the final MAIN procedure in
Algorithm 2. O

4.3 A One-Pass O(I')-Approximation in Arbitrary-Order Streams

Theorem 4.3. If for some I'; A > 0 there exists a (I', A)-hash such that the hash value for any
point in R can be evaluated in space poly(d), then there is a one-pass randomized algorithm that
computes an O(T)-approzimation to Uniform Facility Location of an input P C [A]? presented as
a dynamic geometric stream, using poly(d -log A) - O(I'2A?) bits of space.

Remark 4.4. We obtain two space-ratio tradeoffs for Theorem 4.3 by using the hash construction
in Theorem 5.1 with different parameters. Note that Theorem 5.1 gives a (I', A = et - O(dlogd))-
hash, for any T’ € [8,2d], and the hash value for a point in R? may be evaluated in space poly(d)
(however, the time complexity is exponential in d).

1. Plugging in I' = @(&), we get A = poly(d); this immediately yields Theorem 1.3.

2. Alternatively, we assume the algorithm has an advance knowledge of n, the number of data
points®. Then for every data point we apply the Johnson-Lindenstrauss transform [JL.84] with
distortion 0.1 (which can be any fixed small constant) and hence target dimension O(logn),
and then feed it into Theorem 4.3. Now, the new dimension becomes d = O(logn), and we
pick T' = O(e!) so that A = O(n¢/? - poly(logn)) = O(n?/?). This implies an O(s~1)-ratio
and O(n?)-space tradeoff for Theorem 4.3.

8An O(1)-factor estimate of n is sufficient. This assumption can be removed (with a modest increase of space
complexity), say, by trying all powers of 2 up to A?, which is an upper bound on n.
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One-pass Algorithm Outline. Given the successful application of the importance sampling
algorithm in two passes or in one pass over a random-order stream, a natural idea is to attempt to
implement this approach in one pass over an arbitrary-order stream as well. However, recall that
a crucial step in the importance sampling is to estimate the 7, value for some p sampled by the
algorithm, and we managed to do so by using Fact 2.3 for the random-order and two-pass settings.
However, Fact 2.3 does not apply to the one-pass arbitrary-order setting, since it only works in the
case when p is given in advance, but in our case p is given only after processing the stream. In
other words, after processing the stream one has to answer an estimate r, for a query point p, with
no foreknowledge of this point. Indeed, answering this query within any constant factor ¢ requires
Q(n) space, even for 1D, which follows by a reduction from the one-way communication problem
of INDEX; see Appendix B for details.

Hence, we turn to a more structured estimator. In particular, to estimate Zpe pTp (which gives
an O(1)-approximation for Uniform Facility Location by Fact 2.2), we consider ¢ = 0,..., L and
let W; := Zpé p, Tp- We focus on estimating W; separately for each i. Recall that sub;(P) samples
each point in P independently with probability 27*. Since W; = 3 p rp = O(f - |Fi[/2"), the
number of points p € sub;(P) with 7, € P; is a nearly-unbiased estimator for W;/f. Therefore, our
plan is to estimate |sub;(F;)|.

To this end, we use ideas from Algorithm 1 which defines an importance sampling on level i.
We alternatively interpret it as sampling from sub;(P), and it can be seen that an estimator
Z = 1/Pr[z]- I(x € F;) is an unbiased estimator for |sub;(F;)|. However, the estimator may not
be well-concentrated around the expectation when W; is too small (compared with OPT). In case
this happens, we argue that the estimator is also very small in the absolute sense (i.e., compared
to OPT and not relative to the expectation), with high probability. This turns out to be sufficient
for our purpose, since in such a case W; contributes very little to OPT anyway (which means we
can ignore it), and the small value of the estimator actually correctly reflects this. We formalize
this idea in Lemma 4.5. Recall that L :=d -log, A.

Lemma 4.5. Let x be such that f- k = ©(OPT /L3) and suppose that OPT = Q(L*) - §. Then for
every 0 < k < L, each of the following holds with probability at least 1 — 1/ poly(A).

o If2K"1. Wy >k, then |- |sub;(Py)| = ©(2F%) - Wy,

e Otherwise, § - |sub;(P)| < O(OPT /L?).
Proof. For uw € Py, let X,, € {0,1} be the indicator random variable such that X, = 1 if and
only if u € sub;(Py), so Pr[X, = 1] = 27¢ for every u € Py. Then |sub;(P)| = > Xy, and
B subs (P = |Py| - 2.

Let p := E[sub;(Py)]. By the definition of P, every p € Py satisfies 27%f < r,, < 27*+1§. Hence

léi,’ilf <Wip =3 hepTp < 2|kpf|1 f, and this implies

UEPk

p=002"") W/f. (5)

o If 2670 Wy, > §- K, then u > Q(x) > Q(d-log A) by (5) and OPT = Q(L*) - f. We apply the
Chernoff bound to get,

Pr[|sub;(Py)| € (14 0.5) - p] > 1 — exp(—Q(x)) = 1 — 1/ poly(A?).

e Otherwise, 1 < O(k), so |Py| < O(k) - 2¢. Using that O(d - log A) - f - k = O(OPT /L?), we
apply Fact 3.4 to P, and get,

Pr[f - |subs(Py)| < O(OPT /L?)] > 1 — 1/ poly(A%).
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This concludes the proof of Lemma 4.5. O

Another more severe issue is that the estimator I(xz € F;) turns out to be very sensitive, and
it seems difficult to estimate its value even up to a constant factor (say, test if 7, > 27%/100), in
one pass. To bypass this, we design an approximate tester for x € P;, and analyze how such an
approximation affects the ratio.

Definition 4.6 (Approximate Tester). We say that fgi : P — {0,1} is an a-approximate tester
for level 7 if for all points p € P it holds that,

o if p € P<;, then fgi(p) =1, and
o if fgi(p) =1, then p € PSH_Q,

where P<; =, ., Pj.

J<i

Note that P<; corresponds to points p with r, value larger than 27%, and this approximate
tester tolerates points with a not too small value of r,. This is not a problem since for j > 1,
f - |sub;(P;)| ~ W;/277 and taking this into the estimation would result in an O(2%) times more
contribution of W; overall (due to summing the geometric sequence over i < j).

To implement this tester, we observe that by the definition of the r, value (Definition 2.1), if a
point z has r, ~ 27, then a point y with r, < 27f cannot appear in the ball B(z,r,/5), since
otherwise by Fact 2.2, |B(x,r,/2)NP| < O(2%) while B(y,r,) C B(x,r,/5) and |B(y,r,) N P| > 2.
Therefore, we can assert that a bucket cannot contain any point p with a large enough r, value if
the number of points inside is too large (the buckets are those defined by the (I", A)-hash ¢;, where
we set the diameter bound ¢; = 27%/10). This also means a bucket either consists of points with
large 7, values only, or none at all. Using this observation, for each bucket we maintain a counter
for points inside. When some point is sampled, we also retrieve this counter for its bucket, and see
if it is not too large, in order to test if the bucket consists of points with large enough 7, values.

However, it is possible that some point y with r, < 27f lies inside the bucket, but the number
of points inside the bucket is still small as the majority of the large number of points in B(y,r,)NP
actually lie outside of the bucket. To resolve this issue, we observe that by a similar reasoning as
in the previous paragraph, if a bucket contains a point = with r, ~ 27, no point y with ry K 27§
may be close to the bucket with x. Hence, we actually need to count the number of points in a
slightly enlarged area, i.e., for a bucket @ C R? we need to count the points in the neighborhood
B(Q,ry) N P. Hence, if we maintain the counter for B(Q, §) N P for some § > 0 then we can reject
y’s with r, < O(f).

Now, suppose we are to maintain the counter for some 5. To implement this, whenever we see
a data point x arrives, we should increase the counter for all buckets @ such that x € B(Q, ).
However, this becomes challenging in the streaming setting, primarily due to the fact that the
number of buckets @ such that x € B(Q, 5) can be huge, and more importantly, most of them may
be “fake”, in that they do not contain any data point. Consequently, these fake nonempty buckets
can enlarge the support of the £y-sampler significantly, which makes it difficult to obtain a uniform
sample from the non-empty buckets that are not “fake”.

To tackle this challenge, we make use of the guarantee from the geometric hashing, that any
subset of R? with diameter less than e; := ¢;/T is mapped to < A buckets (see Definition 1.6).
Hence, if we choose § = ¢;/2, the effect of enlarging the buckets by an additive § = &;/2 is
essentially making every data point x a ball B(x,e;/2), and add the image of this ball to the
buckets/counters. We show that this is sufficient to implement the tester with a = [log, I'].
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We implement these algorithmic steps using an extended fyp-sampler stated in Lemma 4.7 (this
extension is somewhat simpler than that of the two-level fy-sampler in Lemma 3.3). We show in
Lemma 4.8 that we can still bound the number of nonempty buckets, even including the fake ones,
by poly(d - log A) - OPT, which is a strengthened version of Lemma 3.6. This is needed to have a
bounded support for the £y-samplers.

Lemma 4.7 ({p-Sampler with Data Fields). Let X be a length-n frequency vector, with the mazimum
frequency bounded by poly(n) and with each index also associated with a data field of at most
poly(logn) bits. Suppose X is presented in a dynamic data stream consisting of (positive or
negative) updates to the frequency entries of X, and with updates to the associated data fields.
Then, there exists a streaming algorithm that for every such X, returns an index i of X, together
with its frequency and data field, such that i is chosen uniformly at random (u.a.r.) among indices
with non-zero frequency or non-zero data field, using space poly(logn) and with success probability
at least 1 — 1/ poly(n).

Proof sketch. The lemma follows directly from the guarantees of a standard ¢p-sampler (see Lemma A.1)
by only viewing the multiplicity of a point summarized by the fp-sampler as a pair of frequency
and data field. O

With this, we state the complete algorithm in three parts: Algorithm 3 describes the initialization
procedure before processing the stream and Algorithm 4 outlines the procedure to insert a new point
(one can remove a point in the same way, just by decreasing instead of increasing the frequencies
and counters). After the streams ends, we call Algorithm 5 that returns an estimate Z for the
Uniform Facility Location cost.

We note that {C’C(Lt)}t’s are independent counters for the points lying in the enlarged buckets.
We show that each {C’C(Lt)}t has a suitable expectation to yield an approximate tester, and we use T’
of them to implement the median trick to boost the success probability of an accurate estimation.
A few more remarks regarding our algorithm are in order:

e In line 5 of Algorithm 3 we need to initialize T' fully random hash functions hl(-t) Al —
{0,1}. Each of them would require [A]¢ bits to store, however, we use Nisan’s pseudorandom
generator (PRG) [Nis92] for space bounded computation, in the same way as described in
Section 3.

e In Algorithm 5, we made one simplification: In line 8 we need ]ﬁgj )], the size of the support

of El(-j ), which we cannot obtain exactly but an O(1)-approximation can be computed in
streaming (see e.g. [KNW10]) and is sufficient as it introduces only a small constant factor
error in the analysis.

Support Size of /p-Samplers at Level ;. To analyze our algorithm, we first bound the number
of buckets of ¢; that are either non-empty (i.e., have non-zero frequency) or have a non-zero counter.

Lemma 4.8. For every level i and any j = 1,...,m, with probability at least 1 — 1/poly(A?),
f-1£9] < poly(d-log A) - O(TA) - OPT.

Proof. Fixt=0,...,T. Define an extended dataset P .= U
of neighborhoods of points subsampled by subl(-t). Apply Lemma 3.5 on P and obtain a partition C of
P. Tt suffices to upper bound |0;(Ugee B(subl?(C),€:/2))], since PO C Jgee Bsubl?(C), €:/2).

1

pesubgt)(P) B(p,ei/2) C R consisting
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Algorithm 3 One-pass streaming algorithm: initialization

1: fori=0,...,L do

2: @i : R? — R? be a (', A)-hash with diameter bound ¢; = 27%/10 > define ¢; := ¢/T’
3: set m < poly(d - log A) - O(I'2A?)
4
5

set T« O(d - log A)
for 0 <t <T, let hgt) : [A]? — {0,1} be a fully random hash function such that

vo e [A1, Prpi?(z)=1=2""

6: for 0 <t < T, S C[A]¢ define subz(.t)(S) —{xes: hgt)(x) =1}

let sub; < subl(-o)

8: initialize m extended fy-samplers of Lemma 4.7 on domain ¢;([A]¢) and with T counters
{C'(t)}z;1 as the data field of each element; we denote them £Y for j=1....m.

%

=

9: end for

Algorithm 4 One-pass streaming algorithm: insert p € [A]¢

fort=0,...,L do
forj=1,...,mdo

if p survives subsampling sub;, i.e., hl(-o) (p) =1 then > sub; subsamples with rate 27

1:

2

3

4: increase the frequency of ¢;(p) in Egj )

5: end if

6 for u € p;(B(p,ei/2)) do

7 for 1 <t < T, increase the counter C*) associated with v in El(j ) by hgt) (p)
5 > we increase C'V) by 1 iff h,(t) (p)=1
9: end for

10: end for

11: end for

We show this upper bound for a fixed ¢; the final upper bound on ]EEJ)\ will be only T'= O(d-log A)
times larger.

Examine each C € C. If diam(C) < ¢;/2, then diam(B(C,¢;/2)) < ;. Hence, by the guarantee
of Definition 1.6, |@;(B(sub;(C),e;/2))| < A. Otherwise, diam(C) > ¢;/2. In this case, we use
the guarantee of C that |C| < O(f/diam(C)), so |C] < O(e;'f) < O(2" - T). By Fact 3.4, with
probability at least 1 — 1/ poly(A9), | subgt)(C)\ < poly(d-log A)-O(T"). We apply the union bound
and condition on the success of this for every C € C. The guarantee of the geometric hashing
implies that for every p € Subgt)(C), loi(B(p,ei/2))| < A. We thus have

lpi(B(sub” (C), :/2))] < A -|subl”(C)| < poly(d -log A) - O(TA).

Therefore,

T
P <3
t=1

< T -poly(d-logA)-|C|-O(TA)

w<UB@MWm@mo

ceC
< poly(d -log A) - O(T'A) - OPT /f.

This concludes the proof of Lemma 4.8. O
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Algorithm 5 One-pass streaming algorithm: query procedure

1: fori=0,...,L do
2: for j=1,...,mdo > recall that m = poly(d - log A)

3: query Egj )

, let a be the sampled non-empty bucket of ¢;, and let n, and {C’(gt)}thl be
/)

the frequency and counters of a returned by ,Cl(»]
let C, be the median of {C’C(Ll), e CC(LT)} > recall that T'= O(d - log A)

, respectively

4

5 if n, =0 or éa > ¢ for some constant ¢ (to be determined from the analysis) then

6 let Z-U) +~0

7: else ‘ .
8 let Z ) \E | o > \EZ(])| is the size of the support of EZ(])
9: end if

10: end for .

1 let Z - L.y ZY)

12: end for
13: return Z{;O Z;

The Accuracy Bound for the Counters. Recall that we maintain multiple counters {C } for
the enlarged buckets, and we now analyze their accuracy. The fact that we need T' = poly(d-log A)
of them is used to ensure a success probability 1 — 1/ poly(A9).

Lemma 4.9. Let a € R? be a bucket sampled in Algorithm 5, and let Q = gofl(a) be the point set
correspondmg to bucket a. Then with probability at least 1 — 1/ poly(A?) (over the randomness of

sub for1<t<T),
o if |B(Q,£:/2) N P|/2" < O(1) then C, < O(1), and
o otherwise Cy = O(1) - |B(Q,£;/2) N P| /2.
Proof. First consider the case of |B(Q,e;/2) N P| > Q(2). Fix some 1 <t < T. Observe that
cl) = ]sub (B(Q,ei/2) N P)|. Hence E[C cf )] |B(Q,e;/2) N P|/2". By Markov’s inequality,
Pr(C{) > Q(1) - |B(Q,&:/2) N P|/2] < 0.1,

and using the case condition |B(Q,¢;/2) N P| > Q(2%) and the full independence of subsampling
points, by Chernoff bound

Pr[C) < 0.5 |B(Q,e:/2) N P|/27] < 0.1.

Therefore, ,
Pr[C) = ©(1) - |B(Q,e:/2) N P|/2'] > 0.8.

Since for 1 <t < T, Qc(f)’s are independent, then by the standard median trick (using Chernoff
bound), we have that C, = ©(1)|B(Q, €;/2) N P|/2* with high probability.

The other case of |B(Q,¢&;/2) N P| < O(2%) can be analyzed similarly (and is simpler since we
only need an upper bound). ]
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Analysis of Level i. We now consider a level : = 1,..., L and bound the estimator Z on this
level. To this end, in Lemma 4.10 we first show that the counter éa in our algorithm indeed
serves as an adequate approximate tester, and then we bound the error of the algorithm at level ¢,
particularly the effect of using the approximate tester according to Definition 4.6. Since &; = ¢;/T,
the approximate tester is off by a factor I" which translates into O(T") in the final ratio.

Lemma 4.10. Given that OPT = Q(L*), for every i, with probability at least 2/3 variable Z; in
Algorithm 5 satisfies

o Z; <O(OPT /L) + Y cira O 1) - Wy, and

o cither W; < O(OPT /L3), or Z; > Q(W;),
where o := [logy I'].
Proof. First, condition on the success of the fp-samplers. We apply Lemma 4.9, Lemma 4.8,

Lemma 4.5, and the union bound to get that with probability at least 1—1/ poly(A?), the following
statements hold:

(C1) §- ]L'l(j)\ < poly(d-log A) - O(T'A) - OPT for any j =1,...,m.

(C2) For every bucket a € o;([A]?) sampled in Algorithm 5, let Q, = ¢; ' (a), then if | B(Qqa,&;/2)N
P| < O(2%), we have C, < O(1); otherwise, C, = O(1) - |B(Q, &;/2) N P|/2".

(C3) Let & be such that §-x = O(OPT /L?) as in Lemma 4.5. For every 0 < k < L, if 2870 W}, > &f
then f - | sub;(Py)| = ©(2F7%) - Wy; otherwise f - | sub;(Py)| < O(OPT /L?).

By condition (C2), we know that if for some sampled bucket a, C, < ¢, then |B(Qq,£:/2) N P|/2¢ <
O(1), which implies |Q, N P|/2" < O(1). Now consider the n, defined in Algorithm 5. Since n,
counts sub;(Q, N P), by Fact 3.4, n, < O(d -log A) with probability at least 1 — 1/ poly(A%) (over
the randomness of sub; = subl(»o) which is independent of the randomness of éa) Hence, we also
condition on the success of this event, as follows.

(C4) For every bucket a € ¢;([A]?) sampled in Algorithm 5, if C, < ¢ then n, < poly(d - log A).

Therefore, all the above conditions happen with probability at least 1 — 1/poly(A%), over the
randomness of subgt)’s 0<j<T).

Interpreting The If-else Branch as An Approximate Tester. We show that Algorithm 5 in
fact simulates an approximate tester satisfying Definition 4.6. We define this tester L. <; as follows:
For every bucket a with non-zero frequency, we assign fgi(p) = 1 for every p that belongs to a if
a would reach line 8 (the else branch), i.e., if Co<c (we set fgi(p) for any p in any non-empty
bucket a, no matter whether it is sampled or not). We then set all other values 1. <i(p) to be zero.

For a non-empty bucket a, let Q, := ¢; !(a) be its corresponding points (that are not necessarily
in P). If a reaches line 8, then every point p € Q, N P has r, > Q(g;) = Q(27/I"), as otherwise
|B(Qa,e:/2) N P| > Q(2¢-T), which implies C, > Q(T) > ¢ by condition (C2), giving us a
contradiction (we choose constant ¢ > 1 based on the hidden constants in condition (C2) so that
this implication works).

On the other hand, if bucket a contains at least one point p (i.e., p € Qq) with r, > 2%,
then as ¢; = 27%/10, the bucket a and its close neighborhood contain at most O(2%) points. More
precisely, by triangle inequality and the fact that diam(p; *(a)) < £;, we have

B(@;l(a)75i/2) - B(pazi +52/2) - B(pv Tp/Q),
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hence by Fact 2.2 A
|B(p; *(a),i/2) N P| < |B(p,rp) N P| < O(2").

This implies that Co<c by condition (C2), so a would reach line 8 if it gets sampled (this case

determines the constant c in line 5 of Algorithm 5). Therefore, I<, is an a-approximate tester for

a := [logy I'].

Expectation Analysis. Now we analyze the expectation of Z(] ) for every j. Observe that in

Algorithm 5, Zz(j ) = 0 only if the sampled a reaches line 8 of Algorithm 5, and by the interpretation
of the approximate tester I<;, we have for such a,

na = |{p € subi(P) N (a) : I<i(p) = 1}]- (6)
Hence, by (6)
EZ =5 Y — o | L] [{p € subi(P) Ny H(a) : I<i(p) = 1}
aeﬁ(])

= - |{p € subi(P) : T<i(p) = 1}

By the definition of the approximate tester (Definition 4.6), if p € P<; then fgi(p) = 1, which
means the bucket that contains p can reach line 8. Hence

EZ;") = § - [subi(P<i)| > § - | subi(P)]. (7)
Similarly, by the guarantee that if fgi(p) =1 then p € P<;, we have

EZ] <5 Y [subi(Py)l- (8)
k<it+a

7(7)

Since Z; is the mean of Z” for j =1,...,m, inequalities (7) and (8) hold for Z; as well.

Upper Bound. We show that with good probability, Z; < O(OPT /(d-log A))+D k<iva Q2+ ).
Wi Let Kj :={k <i4a:28".- W, > fs} and K, := {k < i+ a: 2. W, < fx}. Then by
condition (C3),

Fo o [subi(Po)l=F- Y [subi(Pe)| +§- > |subi(Py)|

k<ita keK, keK;
< |K,| - O(OPT /(d-log A)®) + )~ ©(2")-
keK;
O(OPT /(d-log A)) + > ©(2" ).
k<ita
Combining with (8) and Markov’s inequality,
Pr|Z; > Q(OPT /(d-logA)) + Y ©2"") Wi | <Pr|Z;>Q()- > [subs(P)|
k<ita k<it«

< Pr[Z; > 6-E[Z]] < 1/6.
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Lower Bound. It suffices to prove that if W; > §- k, then Pr[Z; < O(W;)] <1/6. By condition
(C3) and (7), E[Z9] > §-|subi(P)| > ©(W)), thus also E[Z7)] > §-x — O(OPT /L3). By

condition (C1), condition (C4) and the fact that Z 75 0 only if the sampled a reaches line 8 of
Algorithm 5, with probability 1,

Z9 <5129 ng < poly(d-log A) - O(TA) - OPT < poly(d -log A) - O(TA) - E[ZY)].  (9)
Therefore, by Hoeffding’s inequality and the definition of m,

Pr[Z; < O(W;)] < Pr[Z; < 0.5-E[Z;]] < Pr[Z; — E[Z] < ~0.5 - E[Z;]

- . mQEQ[Zi]
Sexp< o(1) m_poly(d.logA)'O(F2A2)E2[Z’]>

< 1/6.
0

Proof of Theorem 4.3. We make use of known results in a black-box way to detect and solve the case
when OPT < poly(d-log A)-f. Namely, we run an poly(d-log A)-space, O(dlog? A)-approximation
for UFL by [Ind04] in parallel to our algorithm (Algorithms 3, 4, 5), and denote the resulting
estimate by Y.

If Y/§f > Q(poly(d - log A)), then we know there exists an O(1)-approximation using at least
poly(d - log A) facilities, which means OPT > Q(poly(d -log A)). Hence, in this case we obtain the
assumption that we need for the analysis and we use the estimate returned by Algorithm 5. Thus,
by Lemma 4.10 for ¢ = 0,..., L (with success probability amplified with the median trick, that is,
by running sufficiently many independent repetitions and taking the median estimate) we obtain
an estimator Z such that with high probability

Z <Y O(OPT/L)+ Y O W,
i€[L] k<ita
< O(OPT) +0(2%) - Y W

< O(2%)OPT,
and for the lower bound,

Z > QW;) - O(OPT /L?) = Q(OPT).
1€[L]

Since o = [log, I'|, we conclude that we obtain an O(I")-approximation in this case.

Otherwise, if W/§ < poly(d-log A), we know the number of open facilities cannot be more than
poly(d - log A) in any constant-factor approximate solution. To deal with this case, we run several
instances of the following algorithm for k-MEDIAN in parallel to our algorithm. Recall that in the
k-MEDIAN problem, the goal is to find a subset C' C R? with |C| < k, such that for dataset P, the
objective ) pdist(z, C) is minimized.

Theorem 4.11 ([BFLT17]). There is an algorithm that for every 0 < e < 0.5, integer A, k,d > 1,
for any set of points P C [A]? presented as a dynamic stream, computes a solution C C R with
|C| < k to k-MEDIAN on P as well as an estimate R of the objective function (the total connection
cost), that is (1 + ¢)-approzimate with constant probability, using space O(ke ™2 poly(d - log A)).
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We run the algorithm of Theorem 4.11 (with a constant €) in parallel for every k = 1,. .., poly(d-
log A) so that if an optimal solution uses at most poly(d - log A) facilities, we find an O(1)-
approximate solution.

The space bound follows from the fact that the O(dlog? A)-approximation of [Ind04] and
Theorem 4.11 both use at most poly(d - log A) space, and our Algorithms 3, 4, 5 use poly(d -
log A) - O(I'?A?) space and that we run no more than poly(d-log A) independent instances of every
algorithm. O

5 Consistent Hashing Bounds

In this section, we present two constructions of consistent hashing that achieve different tradeoffs
of parameters. Theorem 5.1 gives a near-optimal tradeoff between the I' and A parameters. While
the resulting hash function needs poly(d) space to evaluate at any point in R? the running time
for the hash-value evaluation is exponential in d. (Since the hash function is completely oblivious
of the actual data, it may be possible to compute it in advance in exp(d) time and then hardcode
it into an oracle that may be used arbitrarily many times.) In our second result, Theorem 5.3,
we design a consistent hashing that can be evaluated in poly(d) space and time, at the cost of a
weaker gap bound of I' = d® (provided that A = poly(d)). We start with the statements and a
brief overview of their proofs. The detailed proofs can be found in Section 5.1 and Section 5.2,
respectively.

Theorem 5.1. For every I’ € [8,2d], there exists a (T', A)-hash ¢ : R — R? for A = et :O(dlogd).
Furthermore, @ can be described by O(d? - log?d) bits and one can evaluate p(z) for input 2 € R?
in space O(d?log®d).

Remark 5.2. According to [Fil20], for every I';A > 0, any (I', A)-hash must satisfy A > (1 +

)4 > eir. Thus Theorem 5.1 is tight up to the basis of the exponent and the O(dlogd) factor.
Interestingly, the lower bound of [Fil20] holds even for the case where we require the number of
intersecting cluster to be bounded only in expectation and not in worst case. In this case, the

O(dlogd) factor from the intersection bound A could be removed from Theorem 5.1.

Proof Overview for Theorem 5.1 The construction follows the ball carving approach used
by Andoni and Indyk [AIO8] for the construction of their locality sensitive hashing (LSH). This
technique was originally developed for general metrics [CKR04]. Fix diameter ¢ > 0, and let

w = %. We describe the hash function ¢ for the box [w,3w]?. Later, it will be generalized to the
entire space R? by discretely shifting the function ¢. We sample points v1, vg, ... from the box

[0, 4w]? w.a.r. which we call centers. We hash a point z to first center v; at distance w. Formally,
o(x) = v; such that ||z — v;]|2 < w and Vi’ < i, ||z — vi||2 > w. By the triangle inequality, points
in the ball B(z,a - w) can be hashed only to centers at distance at most (1 + a) - w from =x.
From the other hand, once there is a center v;, at distance (1 — «) - w from z, all the previously
undermined points in B(z, a- w) will be hashed to v;,. See Figure 1 for illustration. It follows that
| (B(z,a - w))| is bounded by the number of centers sampled in the ball B(z, (1 + «) - w), until a
center from B(z, (1 —«)-w) is chosen. As the centers are sampled u.a.r., this is simply a geometric

distribution with parameter equal to % = (%)d > (1 - a)?® > e~42d_ Using union
bound (on an e-net) we conclude that w.h.p. all the balls are mapped to at most e~4*¢ . O(dlog d)
hash cells. In order to describe the hash function ¢, we need to store all the sampled centers, and

their order. W.h.p. there will be at most 20(@1°gd) different sampled centers until all the points
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Figure 1: Illustration of the ball carving process w.r.t. the ball B of radius «-w around x. Point in
B can be hashed only to centers from B(x, (14 «)-w). Once there is a center v;, € B(z, (1 —a)-w)
is chosen (v;, in the figure) all the previously undecided vertices in B will be hashed to v;,.

are clustered. We finish the argument by showing that it is enough to use a pseudorandom string
[Nis92] with a seed of size O(d?log d) to sample all centers.

Theorem 5.3. There exists a (I',d + 1)-hash ¢ : R* — R? for T = O(dv/d). Furthermore, ¢ is
characterized solely by d and the diameter bound, and one can evaluate o(z) for input x € R? in
time and space poly(d).

Proof Overview for Theorem 5.3. This O(d"®)-gap construction first partitions the entire R?
into unit hypercubes. Then we apply an identical decomposition/partition on every unit hypercube,
and the partition of the entire space is the collection of all the parts (across all unit hypercubes).
The partition into hypercubes immediately implies a diameter bound. Consider now the partition
of an (arbitrary) unit hypercube H; intuitively, we partition H into d + 1 groups of regions, such
that regions in the same group are at distance > ¢ := £/I" of each other (where ¢ = O(v/d) when
we start with unit hypercubes). This way, a subset of diameter < e can only intersect one region
from each of the d + 1 groups, which ensures consistency. Roughly, each of the d + 1 groups, say
the i-th group, corresponds to all the i-dimensional faces of the hypercube. However, simply taking
these i-dimensional faces cannot work, since they intersect and the minimum distance is 0. To
make them separated, we employ a sequential process, where iteration ¢ = 0,1, 2, ... takes as our
next group the i-dimensional faces and their close ¢, neighborhoods, excluding (i.e., removing)
points that are sufficiently close (in the ¢+, distance) to (i — 1)-dimensional faces. In particular, we
crucially use the following geometric fact.

Fact 5.4 (See Lemma 5.6). Consider two orthogonal i-dimensional subspaces Si, Sz and denote
their intersection by I. Denoting by At the lo, neighborhood of A of radiust, define S, := SZTF‘E\IJr2€
fori=1,2. Then dist(S], S) > /2.

Our construction iterates over ¢ = 0,...,d — 1 and repeatedly uses the above fact. Denoting
by &; the union of the i-dimensional faces, the ¢-th group consists of the connected regions of
Sj (d=ie \ Sj_ (1d —t+le, Finally, the d-th group consists of a single region corresponding to the
hypercube interior after removing the previous groups.

5.1 A Near-optimal Tradeoff using Small Space: Proof of Theorem 5.1

Theorem 5.1. For every I’ € [8,2d], there exists a (T, A)-hash ¢ : RY — R? for A = et :O(dlogd).
Furthermore, @ can be described by O(d? -log®d) bits and one can evaluate p(z) for input x € RY
in space O(d?log?d).
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Figure 2: Ilustration of the clustering process for w = }L and d = 2. First the point v; € [0,4-w)? =

: 2,3 . . :
[0,1)? is chosen, and we add the clusters G;* (colored in green). The algorithm continues to create
clusters in this manner until the entire space is clustered.

Proof. Let ¢ > 0 be the diameter bound of the hashing. Let w = %6, and o = %, note that

o € [Fliv %] We will construct a partition where every ball of radius a - w = % intersect at most

elad . O(dlogd) = eT - O(dlogd) clusters.

We define the following random clustering procedure (introduced by Andoni and Indyk [AI0S]).
The point set 4w - Z¢ = {(4w ca,..4w-oq) ERY | ay,... a4 € Z} is the d-dimensional axis
parallel lattice with side length 4w. G4 = U, .24 B(z, w) is the union of all the balls with radius
w and center at a lattice point 4w-Z¢. Given a point v € R%, v4+G%¥ is simply G4% shifted by v; we
will denote this set by GEY . We create clusters C of RY as follows: let V1,02,...,0, - €[0,4- w)?
be an infinite series of random points chosen independently (i.i.d) and uniformly. For every v;, and
u € Z% there will be a cluster C,, ,, containing all yet unclustered points in the ball B (v; + 4w - u, w).
In other words, C,, , contains all the points p at distance less then w from the center v; + 4w - u,
where there is no vy with ¢ < i and u/ € Z¢ such that p € B (vy + 4w - u',w). The set of created
clusters is denoted C,,. See Figure 2 for illustration.

Consider a vector v € R, and denote B, = B(v,a - w). Let X, denote the number of centers
chosen in the ball Bi4, = B(v, (1 + «) - w), until a center chosen in Bi_, = B(v, (1 — a) - w).
Then X, is a random variable, distributed according to geometric distribution with parameter
p > (1—a)?? Indeed, as the points are chosen uniformly i.i.d., the probability of choosing a center
in Bi_q, given that a center from Bji, was chosen is equal to the ratio between the volumes of
these two balls:

Vol Bl—a l—«
p:Pr[xEBl_a|x€Bl+a]:VolgBl+ ; =07

Note that X, is an upper bound on the number of clusters intersecting B,. Indeed, every cluster
centered at a point out of Bii, will contain no points from B,. Furthermore, if x € By_,, then all

)d > (1 . a)Zd > 6—4ad )
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the unclustered points in B, will join the cluster centered in x, and no future cluster will contain
any point from B,,.

Fix § = _f5. Consider the box [0,8-w)?, and let N be all the points of the axis parallel lattice
with side length § - w inside the box. Clearly, as I' < 2d, we have that a = % > é, which implies
IN| = (3)? = (%)d = 20(dlogd) " For a net point v € N, the probability that X, is larger than
%(ln |N|+ 1) is bounded by

1 L(In|NJ+1) —In|N|-1
Pr|X,>-(In|N|+1)| =(1-p)r <e mINI-L_ -
v> (N + 1) =(1-p) S

Denote by ¥ the event that for every lattice point v € N, it holds that X, < m = %(ln IN|+1) <
e‘2? . O(dlogd). By union bound, Pr[¥] > 1 — % Suppose that ¥ occurred, and consider an
arbitrary point u € [0,8 - w)?. Let v € N be a point such that ||u — v|ls < Vd-6-w. As
B(u,(a — vd - 6) - w) € B(v,a-w) and X, < m, if follows that at most m clusters intersect
B(u, (o — v/d - 8) -w). As this property holds for every point in [0, 8- w)?, by symmetry, every ball
in R? of radius (o —Vd-0) -w = (1 — 1) - o+ w intersects at most m clusters.

Denote by ® the event that for every point v € N, there is a center chosen in B(v, (1—«)-w) 2
B(v,% -w) among the first s = 20(41°8d) centers. The probability of this event not occurring for
vENis

Pr[{vl,...,vs}mB(v,(l—a)-w):@]g(1—V°11(B(”f'w>)> =1 o

= (1 - 2_O(d10gd)>s < 270D _ 5—0O(dlogd)

for large enough s and assuming without loss of generality d is even. By union bound, Pr[®] <
‘N‘ . 2—O(dlogd) < 2—O(d10gd)‘

The probability of ¥ N® to occur is at least % If both these events ¥ and ® occurred, then we
created a partition described by 20(@10gd) centers, where all the clusters have diameter at most 2w =
¢, and each ball B(u, (o —§)-w) (for any u € R?) intersects at most %(ln IN|+1) < e**d.O(dlogd)

clusters. Set o/ = (1-2)"1a < (14+2)-a,and § = d‘{‘fs. Note that o/ —Vd-§' =o'+ (1- %) = a.
Then by the same analysis (adapting for o/, 4"), with probability % both ¥ and ® occurred, and
each ball B(u,a-w) = B(u, (o/ —V/d-J) - w) intersects at most e*®'?. O(dlogd) = e**®. O(dlog d)
clusters.

Consider an algorithm A that samples s centers in vy, va,...,v; € [0,4 - w)?, and then checks
whether both events ¥ and ® occur together. The algorithm can simply go over all the points in
N and check them one by one. Algorithm A uses a string R of 29(41°29) random bits (to choose
the centers), while the running space is just S = O(dlogd) space for the different counters. Using
Nisan’s pseudorandom generator (PRG) [Nis92], there is a seed of O(S-log R) = O(d?-log? d) truly
random bits, that generates a pseudorandom string R’ of 20(41°84) bits such that no algorithm
with running space S can distinguish between R and R’. In particular, when we run A on the
pseudorandom string R’, it finds that ¥ and ® occur together with probability % We conclude
that there is a pseudorandom string R’ with seed of size O(d? log? d) such that in the partition
defined by R’, the diameter of each cluster is at most 2w = ¢, and each ball B(u, a - w) intersects
at most e**? . O(dlogd) clusters. O
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5.2 A poly(d)-Time (d'®,d + 1)-Hash: Proof of Theorem 5.3

Theorem 5.3. There exists a (T',d + 1)-hash ¢ : R? — R? for T' = ©(dv/d). Furthermore, ¢ is
characterized solely by d and the diameter bound, and one can evaluate o(z) for input x € R? in
time and space poly(d).

Let £ > 0 and ¢ := £/T', where I' = ©(dv/d). We use the following construction to obtain a
(T',d + 1)-hash ¢ : RY — R? with diameter bound ¢. Let T := % = O(de) and partition R? into
hypercubes of side length T'. Note that each of these hypercubes is of diameter ¢. Let [; :== (d —i)e
for i = 0,1,...,d — 1. For a point set S C R%, let Nf°(S) be the l;-neighborhood of S under the
{~ distance, i.e.,

NX(S):={zecR:3s€ 8, ||z — s|o <1}

1. For i = 0,...,d, let A; be the set of i-dimensional faces of the hypercubes, and let B; :=
NP°(A;). Define By := 0 and B<; :== U, ; B;-

2. For every i = 0,...,d — 1, for every i-dimensional face Q, let Q = N2(Q) \ B<i—1 and for
every x € @ assign ¢(x) = ¢ where q € @ is an arbitrary but fixed point. Observe that
@ C B; and thus x € @ will not be assigned again in later iterations. (See Figure 3 for an
illustration.)

3. For every d-dimensional face @, i.e., a hypercube, let @ be the remaining part of @ whose
©(z) has not been assigned, and assign ¢(x) = ¢ for every x € @, where ¢ € @ is arbitrary
but fixed point.

In the following two lemmas, for any 0 < i < d, we show that every two i-dimensional faces of
the hypercubes, including the d-dimensional interiors, are at distance larger than ¢ after we remove
B<i_1, which is the union of the /;-neighborhoods (under the ¢, distance) of j-dimensional faces
for j < 4. This implies the property that every point set of diameter at most ¢ = ¢/T" maps to at
most d 4+ 1 buckets.

Lemma 5.5 (Analysis for i < d—1). Suppoie 0 <i<d-1is aninteger. Let Q1, Q2 be two distinct
i-dimensional faces of the hypercubes. Let Q1 := N°(Q1) \ B<i—1, and Q2 := N°(Q2) \ B<i—1 as
in the construction. Then dist(Q1,Q2) > €.

Proof. We assume that the intersection of ()1 and )2 is non-empty, as otherwise
diSt(Q\l,ég) >T =20, >T —2de > «.

Note that every i-dimensional face in the hypercube [0,T]? can be represented by fixing d — i
coordinates to be either 0 or T, and other i coordinates range over [0,7]. W.l.o.g., assume that
Q1 belongs to the hypercube [0,7]%, and Q1 = [0,T]* x 097%. Let Q = Q1 N Q> and then Q is a j-
dimensional face of the hypercube, where j < i. W.l.o.g., assume Q = [0,7]9 x 0977, s0 0 € Q1N Q>.
Since @ C A;_1, we have for all ¢ € {1,2}

Qr = N(Q1) \ Bei1 € N7*(Q0) \ N1 (Q). (10)
Define I} ={1,...,j}, b ={j+1,...,i},I3={i+1,...,d}. Then by the definition of N,

T € [—li,T—l-li] Vk e I Ul
lzk| <1 Vk € I3

r € N¥(Q1) < { (11)

33



22 2z

Figure 3: An illustration of the construction of a (I',d + 1)-hash in 2D, showing only a vicinity of
a single square [0,7]? of the initial partition (in black). The (lp = 2¢)-neighborhoods of vertices,
which form By, are depicted in red (north-west shaded areas), and the (I = €)-neighborhoods of
edges, that is, set By \ By, are depicted in blue (north-east shaded areas).

el—lL_1,T+I_ Vk el
€ N2 (Q) < {xk ! Tl !

|.CCk| <l Vk e I, U I3
Then by combining the above with the fact that I; < [;_1, we have
T € [—li,T—i- lz] Vk e I
€ N°(Q1) NNZ(Q) <= (o €[l lic)]  VkeD (12)
|z < Ui Vk € I3

Case I: 1 and )2 Belong to The Same Subspace. Since ()1 and ()2 are contained in the same
linear subspace of dimension i and they intersect, we can assume that Qo = [0, T/ x [T, 0]* =7 x 04—,
By definition,
T € [—li,T + lz] Vk e I
r e N (Q2) < Sape[-T-1;,l;] Vkel
‘I‘k| <l Vk € I3
By (11) and (12), we have that for every x € N®(Q1) \ N°,(Q), there exists p € Iz such that
xp > li—1. Moreover, for every y € N>°(Q2), we have y, < ;. Thus
dist(z,y) = [z —ylla > op —yp| > lic1 —li =€
which indicates that

dist (N7°(Q1) \ NZ1(Q), Ni®(Q2) \ N5 (Q)) > e.
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By combining (10) and above, we have
dist(Q1, Q2) > dist (N7*(Q1) \ N21(Q), N*(Q2) \ N%1(Q) >

Case II: ); and Q)2 Belong to Different Subspaces. We then consider the case where @
and Q9 are contained in different subspaces. Let &1 and Sy be the i-dimensional linear subspaces
containing ()1 and 2, respectively. By the definition of @1 and @2, we know that &1 and Sy are not
identical, and each of them can be spanned by i vectors from the orthonormal basis {ej, e, ..., eq}
of the Euclidean space. We start with the following Lemma 5.6 which proves the distance lower
bound between the whole subspaces (instead of bounded subsets that we need to deal with).

Lemma 5.6. Suppose 0 < i < d — 1 is an integer. Let 81,82 be two different i-dimensional
linear subspaces, where both S and Sy can be spanned by i vectors from the orthonormal basis
{e1,ea,...,eq} of the Euclidean space. Let T = S§;NSy. Define S := Nf©°(S81)\ N2, (Z), and define
Sh similarly. Then dist(S],S)) > /2.

Proof. W.l.o.g., suppose S; is spanned by eq,...,e; and Ss is spanned by e1,...,¢ej,€i41,...,€q,
where 0 < j <4, and d = 2¢ — j. Then Z = §; N Sy is spanned by ey, ..., e;.

Let = = Zzzl xper. Partition {1,...,d} into three parts as follows: I} = {1,...,j}, 1o =
{J+1,...,i},Is={i+1,...,d}. Then

r € NX(T) <= |og| <lire, Vhke U3,

Similarly,
WS NZ?’O(Sl) <~ |xk| < lie, Vk € I3,

and
x € N°(82) < |xg| < lie, VEk € Is.

It follows that z € 8 = N/°(S1) \ N2, (Z) if and only if |zg| < l;e for every k € I3, and Jp € I
such that |zp,| > l;_;e. Also, x € 8 = N°(S2) \ N2°y(Z) if and only if |z4| < l;e for every k € Iy,
and Jg € I3 such that |zy| > l;_1e.

For every x = Zizl zrep € S and y = Zzzl yrer € Sh, there exists p € Iy such that
|zp| > li—1e, and g € I3 such that |y,| > l;_1e. Note that |y,| < lie, and |z4| < l;e. Therefore, we
have

dist(z,y) = ||z —yll2 > [[(zp — yp)ep + (w4 — yq)eqHQ > V2e

where the first and the second inequalities are derived from the fact that {ey, ..., eq} is orthonormal
basis. This completes the proof of Lemma 5.6. 0

Let Z := 81 N'Ss. In order to apply Lemma 5.6, we need the next Claim 5.7 to relate the
intersection of subspaces Z to Q).

Claim 5.7. For allt € {1,2},

NP(Qe) \ NiZ1(Q) = Ni(Qr) \ Ni%(Z). (13)

Proof. Since the cases for t = 1 and ¢ = 2 are symmetric, we only prove for ¢t = 1, and ¢t = 2 follows
similarly. Recall that Q; = [0, T]* x 097* and @ = [0,T}7 x 097, Thus S; is spanned by e1,...,e;
and Z is spanned by eq,...,e;. By definition,

x € NX(I) <= Vke L UIs, |zk| <l (14)
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Then by (11), (14) and the fact that I; < ;_1, we have

T € [—li,T-i- ll] Vk e I
T € N(Q1) NNZ(T) <= ok € [—lisli1] Vk € Iy
lzr| <1 Vk € I3

which is the same conditions for the set N>°(Q1) N N2, (Q) (see (12)). Thus N°(Q1) N N2 (Q) =
NX(Q1) N NX((Z), and NX°(Q1) \ N2 (Q) = NX*(Q1) \ N°,(Z). This concludes the proof of
Claim 5.7. n

Finally, by combining (10) and Claim 5.7, we have

dist(Q1, Q2) > dist (N7*(Q1) \ NPy (Z), Ni*(Q2) \ Ni*i(2))
> dist (V;°(S1) \ N21(Z), Ni*(S2) \ N2 (T)
>

where the last inequality is by Lemma 5.6. This completes the proof of Lemma 5.5. O

Lemma 5.8 (Analysis for i = d). Let Q1, Q2 be two distinct hypercubes in the partition, and Ql, Qg
be the corresponding remaining parts constructed in step 3. Then dlSt(Ql, Qg) > €.

Proof. Tt suffices to show that for every z € Q1 and y € Qg, dist(x,y) > €. By the construction,
we know that dist(z,0Q1) > ly—1 = ¢, and similarly dist(y, 0Q2) > €, where for a hypercube H,
OH C R? is the boundary of H.

Let seg(x,y) be the segment with endpoints x,y. Pick 2’ € 0Q1 Nseg(z, y) such that 2’ is closest
to x, and pick ¢’ € 9Q2 Nseg(x,y) such that 3 is closest to y. Then,

dist(x,y) > dist(z, 2’) + dist(y,y") > dist(x, Q1) + dist(y, 0Q2) > 2e,

where the first inequality follows from the fact that ()1 and Q2 have disjoint interior. This completes
the proof of Lemma 5.8. O

Proof of Theorem 5.3. By Lemma 5.5, Lemma 5.8 and the structure of the hypercubes, we know
that for every subset S C R? with diam(S) < ¢, ¢(S) can intersect at most one e-neighborhood
(which is defined with respect to £,) of an i-dimensional face for every 0 < i < d, since otherwise the
diameter constraint of S would be violated. Therefore, [¢(S)| < d+1. To bound the diameter of the
buckets, we note that for every @ in the construction, we have diam (@ ) < Vd-max{O(de), T} < L.
Finally, it is immediate that one can evaluate ¢(z) at an input € R? in time and space poly(d).
This completes the proof of Theorem 5.3. O

6 Lower Bound

In this part, we give an (y/n) space complexity lower bound for one-pass streaming algorithm for
Uniform Facility Location with a small constant approximation ratio, even in insertion-only streams
with A = poly(n). This implies impossibility to design a streaming 1+ e-approximation algorithm
for arbitrary € > 0 with space polynomially depending on the dimension d and polylogarithmic in n
and A. With this result, the poly(d-log A) space complexity of our streaming algorithms presented
before is justified to be basically optimal. We first state our lower bound result, and then present
the proof relying on the reduction from the Boolean Hidden Matching communication problem.
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Theorem 6.1. For any dimension d and every one-pass randomized algorithm that, given an
insertion-only stream of points from [A]? for A = 20(d) - approzimates Uniform Facility Location
within ratio better than 1.085, must use space exp(poly(d-log A)). More precisely, the space lower
bound for better than 1.085-approzimation is (\/n) in the setting with d = ©(logn) and A =
poly(n), where n = |P| is the number of data points.

Boolean Hidden Matching (BHM). Recall that in the BHM one-way communication problem
Alice gets a binary string z € {0, 1}2", while Bob receives a perfect matching M on [2n] and a binary
string w € {0,1}" with one bit w; ; for each (i,5) € M. It is promised that either z; ® z; = w; ;
for every pair (i,5) € M (YES instance), or x; ® x; # w;; for any (i,7) € M (NO instance).
The goal is for Alice to send a message to Bob so that he can distinguish the two cases with
probability at least 2/3. The randomized one-way communication complexity of BHM is Q(y/n)
(see e.g. [GKKT09, VY11]).

We use a reduction from BHM to rule out a streaming approximation scheme for the Uniform
Facility Location problem, where the opening cost f is the same for all facilities. We show the
lower bound in a O(n)-dimensional Euclidean space, and then use a more general form of the
Johnson-Lindenstrauss lemma from [NN19] and the Kirszbraun theorem [Kir34] to induce the
same result in a logarithmic dimension. While even storing a single point in a ©(n)-dimensional
takes ©(n) space, the point is to show that there is a gap between the optimal costs for YES and NO
instances. In dimension ©(n), all input points for Facility Location will belong to {0,1}%, however,
an optimal solution may use other points as facilities, too. Moreover, each input point will have
two or four 1s in its coordinates, while the rest of the coordinates will be set to 0; that is, they can
be interpreted as a pair or a four-tuple of coordinates set to 1. We use § = 2 for convenience (by
scaling, the result holds for any § > 0).

We present an instance of Uniform Facility Location problem in the 8n-dimensional Euclidean
space, with each i € [2n] independently assigned four coordinates, denoted as iy, i1, i2, i3, respectively.
For each Alice’s bit x;, we define two points at distance 2: s? with 1s in coordinates ig, i1, and 3}
with 1s in coordinates i9,i3. If z; = 0, then Alice adds 100n clients to point s? and no client to
point 311; for z; = 1, there are 100n clients at point sz1 and no client at point 3?. (Recall that clients
are the data points in P. For simplicity, we view P as a multiset in this section, i.e., allow duplicate
points; however, by a small-enough perturbation of points, the lower bound holds even when points
in P are distinct. Note that out of points S? and sil, exactly one is in P with multiplicity 1007,
while the other one is not in P.)

For each edge (i,7) in the matching, Bob adds two clients: one client at tgj, with 1s in
coordinates ig, i1, j2—-2w, ;» and jz—ou, ;, and one client at tl{j, with 1s in coordinates i2, i3, jou, ;,
and jou, ;+1 (note that these points have four coordinates set to 1); see Figure 4 for an illustration.
Observe that points ti-” ; have disjoint sets of coordinates set to 1 and thus pairwise distances equal
to \/g

It is crucial to observe that in either YES or NO case, the optimal solution contains a facility
at s7°, for each ¢ = 1,- -+, 2n, where the notation s’ represents point s? if bit z; = 0 and point s}
otherwise; see Lemma 6.3 for a detailed argument. We show a separation between the costs in the
YES and NO cases by the following lemmas.

Lemma 6.2. In the YES case, the optimal cost is at most 2n - (f + v/2).

Proof. In the optimal solution, we build a facility in all 2n Alice’s points s;* with many clients,
and connect each client in ti-”j to the closest facility, which is at distance at most v/2 as this is a
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YES instance
wi ;=1

NO instance
w;,; =0

Figure 4: An illustration of the reduction from BHM to an instance of Facility Location. Alice’s
points are depicted in black, whereas Bob’s points are in red. The number above each point
represents the number of clients in that point. The edge depicts that the connected points are
at distance v/2, whereas black and red points not connected by an edge are at distance v/6. The
distance between any two black points is always 2 and between any two red points always /8.

YES instance. Then the total opening cost is 2n - f and the total connection cost equals 2n - /2,
implying that the optimal cost is at most 2n - (f + v/2). O

Lemma 6.3. In the NO case, the optimal cost is n - (3f +/2).

Proof. We first observe that in any optimal solution, a facility is built at s;* for each i = 1,--- , 2n.
Indeed, if there is no facility in B(s;*,0.1) for some 7, then the connection cost for the clients at s;"
is at least 10n, which means that we can decrease the total cost by building a facility at s;*. Thus,
ball B(s]?,0.1) must contain a facility for any ¢. Furthermore, if there is a facility in B(s]*,0.1)
but not at s;°, then all clients at s’ are connected to this facility (to the closest one if there are
more), thus by moving the facility to s]?, we decrease the total connection cost (this could increase
the connection cost for Bob’s clients, but there are only 2n of them).

Next, we argue about the cost for Bob’s clients. One possible solution is the following: For each
edge (7, ) in the matching, one of the clients sitting at t?} ; and til’j is at distance v/2 from facilities
57" and s;-:j , 50 we connect this client to either of these two facilities, while we build a facility at the

location of the other client, which is at distance at least v/6 from any facility built in such a way.
Thus, as f < V/6, it is cheaper to build a new facility for this client than to connect it to another
facility. This solution has opening cost of 3n - f and connection cost of n - v/2, and we show that it
is optimal. To this end, it suffices to rule out building a facility that serves more than one Bob’s
client.

Suppose for a contradiction that the optimal solution contains a facility such that k& > 1 of Bob’s
clients are connected to it. Such a facility cannot be placed at s;* for some ¢ as the connection cost
is then k- /6 > k - f, i.e., it is cheaper to build one facility for each of the k Bob’s clients. Recall
that these Bob’s clients sit on vertices of a (k — 1)-simplex with edge length /8. Since the sets of
coordinates of 1s of different Bob’s clients do not intersect, the best location for such a facility is to
place it in the geometric median of the simplex, i.e., the point that minimizes the sum of distances
from the vertices (which is the connection cost). Clearly, the geometric median has coordinate 4
equal to 1/k whenever there is a (single) vertex with 1 at coordinate ¢, and to 0 otherwise (thus,
the geometric median is the average of the vertices). The distance from each of the k clients to this
median is

1\? 1\? 1 1 2 1 1
oo () e () e e T
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It follows that the connection cost for these k clients plus the opening cost of the facility is k-2 -

1— % + f > k- §, which holds for any f < 2. Hence, it is cheaper to build k facilities for these k
clients.
Concluding, the optimal cost for a NO instance is n - (3f + v/2). O

Combining Lemma 6.2 and Lemma 6.3 and using f = 2, a one-pass streaming algorithm for
Uniform Facility Location in an ©(n)-dimensional space using space o(y/n) with approximation
ratio strictly better than (3f + v/2)/(2f +v/8) = (6 + v/2) /(4 4+ v/8) ~ 1.085 would solve the BHM
problem.

In order to obtain the identical result in a logarithmic space, we introduce a more general form
of Johnson-Lindenstrauss Lemma given by Narayanan and Nelson [NN19], as well as the Kirszbraun
theorem given from [Kir34].

Theorem 6.4 ([NN19]). For all e < 1 and x1,...,z, € R?, there exists m = O(¢ 2logn) and a
(nonlinear) map 7 : RT — R™ such that for all 1 <i <n and u € RY,

(1 =)llu = zills < [lw(u) = m(zi)ll2 < (1 +e)llu — 22

Theorem 6.5 ([Kir34]). For every subset X C R% and L-Lipschitz map® ¢ : X — R™, there exists
an L-Lipschitz extension & of ¢ from X to the entire space R,

Proof of Theorem 6.1. Given an instance of BHM, let X = {s?,s} | i € [2n}}U{t?7j,t}7j | (i,5) € M}
be the set of data points of the corresponding Uniform Facility Location instance constructed as
above. By Theorem 6.4, there exists 7 : R®" — R? with d = ©(logn/e?) and a small enough
constant ¢ > 0 such that for all x € X and y € R®",

(1 =a)llz = yllz < [Im(z) =7 (y)]2 < (1 + &)z = yll2-

Thus, by Lemma 6.2, the optimal solution of Uniform Facility Location in the YES case after the
dimension reduction by 7 is at most (1 +¢) - 2n - (f + /2).

It remains to show an upper bound of n - (3f ++/2)/(1 + €) on the optimal cost in the NO case
after the dimension reduction. Letting Y = 7(X), the inverse map 7~ : Y — R3" where 71 (y)
is defined as arbitrary element in {z | 7(z) = y}, is (1 + €)-Lipschitz, since for all /,y" € Y,

_ - 1
7 W) —a W)l < —— 1y ="l < L+ 0|y — ||z

T 1-¢

Using Theorem 6.5, we extend the map 7! : Y — R¥ to & : R? — R®" while preserving the
(1+¢)-Lipschitz property. Suppose, for the sake of contradiction, there is a solution in the NO case
with cost strictly less than n - (3f ++/2)/(1 4+ O(e)). Mapping the facilities opened in this solution
back into R®" by ©, we obtain a solution in R®" with cost strictly less than n - (3f + v/2), which
contradicts Lemma 6.3.

Thus a one-pass streaming algorithm for Uniform Facility Location in a ©(logn)-dimensional
space using memory of o(y/n) with approximation ratio strictly better than

3f + V2
(1+0())2(2f + V8)

would solve the BHM problem, which contradicts the communication complexity of BHM.

~ 1.085

9Recall that ¢ is L-Lipschitz if for all 2’,2” € X, we have ||p(z") — ¢(2”)||]2 < L||a" — 2”|2.
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Finally, while the dimension reduction of Theorem 6.4 yields an instance where points have real
coordinates, we can scale the instance by a poly(n) factor so that by rounding the coordinates to
integers after this scaling we only change the optimal cost by an arbitrarily small factor in both
YES and NO cases. Therefore, the lower bound holds even if the point set is restricted to [A]¢ for
A = poly(n). O

7 Future Directions

Improved Hash Functions. Even though the tradeoff of parameters in Theorem 5.1 is already
nearly-tight and it uses only poly(d) space to evaluate the hash value, the running time for hash-
value evaluation is still exponential. It is thus an interesting question to find a more time-efficient
construction, ideally one that can be evaluated in poly(d) time.

New One-Pass Approach. Since the gap bound determines the approximation ratio of the one-
pass algorithm of Section 4.3, our framework cannot be directly used for a better than O(d/logd)-
approximation in one pass using poly(d - log A) space. The main open problem is thus to design a
one-pass streaming O(1)-approximation poly(dlog A)-space algorithm for Uniform Facility Location
in high-dimensional Euclidean spaces.

Multiple Passes. It is also interesting to explore the power of multiple passes. In particular, is it
possible to achieve (1+¢)-approximation using, e.g., poly(d-log A) passes? Our lower bound works
only for one pass, and it would be interesting to strengthen it to O(1)-passes using poly(d - log A)
space.
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A  Proof of Lemma 3.3

We restate the lemma for convenience.

Lemma 3.3 (Two-Level {g-Sampler). There is a randomized algorithm, that given as input a matriz
M € R™ ™ with m < n and integer entries bounded by poly(n), that is presented as a stream of
additive entry-wise updates, returns an index-pair (i,j) of M, where i is chosen uniformly at random
(u.a.r.) from the non-zero rows, and then j is chosen u.a.r. from the non-zero columns in that row
i. The algorithm uses space poly(logn), fails with probability at most 1/ poly(n), and can further
report the corresponding row-sum Zj/ M; ;.

We show that this lemma can be proven using ¢g-samplers together with the simple but powerful
fact that fp-samplers can be obtained by linear sketching. We state a lemma about the existence
of such an fyg-sampler.

Lemma A.1 ({y-Sampler; see e.g. [CF14]). There is an algorithm that for integer n > 1, and every
multiset S of elements of [n] with multiplicities bounded by exp(poly(logn)) that is presented as a
dynamic stream, succeeds with probability at least 1 — 1/ poly(n) and, conditioned on it succeeding,
returns an element j € S together with its multiplicity m; in S such that for every s € S it holds
that Pr[j = s] = 1/|S|, where |S| is the number of distinct elements in S. The algorithm has space
and both update and query times bounded by poly(logn), and its memory contents is a linear sketch
of the frequency vector m of S.

Proof sketch of Lemma 3.3. The idea is to use the fyp-sampler of Lemma A.1 in two levels, one for
rows and one for columns of M, with the column level being encoded in the multiplicity of the row
level (a similar trick has been used e.g. in [FIS08]). In more detail, we instantiate an £p-sampler for
rows of M such that the (binary representation of) multiplicity of any row i additionally encodes
the memory contents of the {y-sampler for the columns of row i (the true multiplicity of a row
is also stored, which is needed to return the row sum). As an {y-sampler takes poly(logn), the
multiplicity of any row will be bounded by exp(poly(logn)), as desired. Since the memory contents
of the column ¢y-sampler is a linear sketch of row ¢, its representation is an all Os vector if and only
if row ¢ is an all Os vector.

The randomness (namely, hash functions) for column fy-samplers of all rows will be the same.
Using this and the linearity of £y-samplers, an update to a column £y-sampler in row ¢ can be turned
into an update of the multiplicity of row ¢ in the row {p-sampler. Thus, upon an update a to M; ;,
we first compute the update to the column fy-sampler from j and a (this update is independent of
i). Then we view this update as a change of the multiplicity of row i, and feed it to the entry for
row 7 in the row fp-sampler.

To sample a desired cell of M, we query the row fyg-sampler to obtain a u.a.r. non-zero row
i, together with the multiplicity of row ¢, which encodes the memory contents of the column ¢y-
sampler for row i. We then sample from this column fyg-sampler to obtain a u.a.r. column j such
that M; ; # 0. We get the desired row sum from the row fy-sampler. O
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B Lower Bounds Based on Indexing

In this appendix, we give details of our lower bound arguments that are based on the hardness of
indexing in one-way communication. Recall that the one-way communication problem of INDEX
is defined as follows: Alice holds a set of bits z1,...,z), and Bob has an index j € [k]. The goal is
for Alice to send a message to Bob so that Bob can determine z;; crucially, Bob cannot send any
information to Alice. It is well-known that the message of Alice needs to have (k) bits for Bob to
succeed with constant probability [KNR99] (see also [KN97, JKS08]).

Lower Bound for k-Median. We show that an algorithm with space o(k) that determines
whether the k-MEDIAN cost is 0 or 1 would solve the INDEX problem. This holds even in the
one-dimensional case and also for related types of clustering, such as k-MEANS. Indeed, given such
an algorithm, Alice inserts k£ points, one point 2 - i + x; for each of bit z;. Then she sends the
memory contents of this algorithm to Bob who inserts point 2 - j. Thus the instance has k + 1
distinct points if x; = 1 and otherwise, it has k distinct points. It follows that the k-MEDIAN cost
equals 1 iff z; = 1 and otherwise, it equals 0.

Lower Bound for Answering Queries about The r, Values. In Section 4.3 we discussed a
straightforward one-pass implementation of our approach in arbitrary-order streams that would be
similar to the implementation in two passes or in random-order streams. However, as we only get
the sampled points at the end of the stream, we would need to estimate the r, value for each of
the sampled points a posteriori, that is, after processing the stream.

We now argue that an algorithm giving a c-approximation of r, for any query point p would
solve the INDEX problem. Indeed, given such an algorithm, we set f = 1, and for every i =1,...,n,
Alice inserts 2 points at position i if z; = 0 and [2c+ 1] points at position i otherwise. After that,
for a point p at position i, we have that r, = 0.5 if z; = 0 and r, < 1/(2c¢) if z; = 1. Then Bob
queries the 7, value at position j. Since the returned value is a c-approximation of r,, Bob can
distinguish between r, = 0.5 and 7, < 1/(2c¢) and hence, determine the value of z;.
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