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Abstract

We present a novel 2D convex hull peeling algorithm for
outlier detection, which repeatedly removes the point on
the hull that decreases the hull’s area the most. To find
k outliers among n points, one simply peels k points.
The algorithm is an efficient heuristic for exact meth-
ods, which find the k points whose removal together
results in the smallest convex hull. Our algorithm runs
in O(nlogn) time using O(n) space for any choice of
k. This is a significant speedup compared to the fastest
exact algorithms, which run in O(n?logn + (n — k)?)
time using O(n logn + (n — k:)3) space by Eppstein
et al. [12, 14], and O(nlognJr (3’;)(3k)kn> time by
Atanassov et al. [4]. Existing heuristic peeling ap-
proaches are not area-based. Instead, an approach by
Harsh et al. [17] repeatedly removes the point furthest
from the mean using various distance metrics and runs
in O(nlogn + kn) time. Other approaches greedily peel
one convex layer at a time [20, 2, 19, 30], which is
efficient when using an O(nlogn) time algorithm by
Chazelle [7] to compute the convex layers. However, in
many cases this fails to recover outliers. For most values
of n and k, our approach is the fastest and first practi-
cal choice for finding outliers based on minimizing the
area of the convex hull. Our algorithm also generalizes
to other objectives such as perimeter.

1 Introduction

When performing data analysis, a critical first step is
to identify outliers in the data. This has applications
in data exploration, clustering, and statistical analy-
sis [31, 9, 23]. Typical methods of outlier detection such
as Grubbs’ test [15] are based in statistics and require
strong assumptions about the distribution from which
the sample is taken. These are known as parametric out-
lier detection tests. If the sample size is too small or the
distribution assumptions are incorrect, parametric tests
can produce misleading results. For these reasons, non-
parametric complementary approaches based in compu-
tation geometry have emerged. Our work follows this
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Figure 1: Here point v was peeled from the convex hull
and replaced by v'. The previous triangle Atuv for u
contained no points. However, when u’s triangle be-
comes Atuv’, the set of points AA affect the sensitivity
o(u) of u. The size of AA may be Q(n).

line of research and is based on the fundamental notion
of a convex hull. For a set of points P, the convex hull
is the smallest convex set containing P [10].

There are numerous definitions of outliers [22, 28, 3],
but a general theme is that points without many close
neighbors are likely to be outliers. As such, these out-
lying points tend to have a large effect on the shape
of the convex hull. Prior work has applied this insight
in different ways to identify possible outliers, such as
removing points from the convex hull to minimize its
diameter [1, 13], its perimeter [11], or its area [14, 12].
Motivated by the last category, we will consider likely
outliers to be points whose removal causes the area of
the convex hull to shrink the most. We propose a greedy
algorithm that repeatedly removes the point p € P such
that the area of P’s convex hull decreases the most. We
call the amount the area would decrease if point p is re-
moved its sensitivity o(p). The removed point is guar-
anteed to be on the convex hull, and such an algorithm
is known as a convex hull peeling algorithm [19, 30]. To
find k outliers, we peel k points. Our algorithm is con-
ceptually simple, though it relies on the black-box use
of a dynamic (or deletion-only) convex hull data struc-
ture [18, 6]. We assume that points are in general posi-
tion. This assumption may be lifted using perturbation
methods [25].
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Figure 2: This figure demonstrates the limitations of our
heuristic weighted-peeling approach. Clearly, the red
squares are outliers, but because there are two squares
close-by, the sensitivity of the red squares is minimal.
Thus, our algorithm may peel all the valid points before
peeling the outlier squares. Note that two k-peels for
k = 2 would be sufficient to remove all outliers.

The main challenge is maintaining the sensitivities as
points are peeled. When peeling a single point v, there
may be Q(n) new points affecting the sensitivity o(u)
for a different point u # v, as in Figure 1. In that case,
naively computing the new sensitivity o(u) would take
Q(n) time. Nevertheless, we show that our algorithm
runs in O(nlogn) time for any 1 < k <n.

2 Related work

The two existing approaches for finding outliers based
on the area of the convex hull took a more ideal ap-
proach. They considered finding the &k points (outliers)
whose removal together causes the area of the convex
hull to decrease the most. We call this a k-peel and
note that it always yields an area smaller or equal to
that of performing k individual 1-peels. It is not hard
to come up with examples where the difference in area
between the two approaches is arbitrarily large such
as in Figure 2. Still, these examples are quite artifi-
cial and require that outliers have at least one other
point close by. More importantly, these methods are
combinatorial in nature, and much less efficient than
our algorithm. The state-of-the-art algorithms for per-
forming a k-peel run in O(n?logn + (n — k)*) time and
O(nlogn+ (n — k)®) space by Eppstein [12, 14] and
O(n logn + (gﬁ) (3k)kn) time by Atanassov et al. [4].
While excellent theoretical results, for most values of
1 < k < n and n, the running time of both of these
algorithms is prohibitive for practical purposes. Our
contribution is a fast and practical heuristic for these
ideal approaches. There are also several results for find-
ing the k points minimizing other objectives such as the
minimum diameter, perimeter, or area-enclosing rectan-

gle [13, 29].

Figure 3: This example shows points drawn uniformly
from a target disk P. Clearly, the outliers are the points
marked as red squares. It shows the downside of peeling
based on depth since many points have to be peeled be-
fore reaching the outliers on the second and third layers.
In particular, if there are n points drawn uniformly from
P, then its convex hull has expected size O(n'/?) [16].

Another convex hull peeling algorithm is presented
in [17]. Unlike in area-based peeling, they repeatedly
remove the point furthest from the mean under various
distance metrics. Letting d be the time to compute the
distance between two points, their algorithm runs in
O(nlogn + knd) time, which is also significantly slower
than our algorithm for most values of k. Since they
maintain the mean of the remaining points during the
peeling process, each peel takes ©(n) time.

Some depth-based outlier detection methods also
use convex hulls. They compute a point set’s con-
vex layers, which can be defined by iteratively com-
puting P\ CH(P) and are computable in O(nlogn)
time [7]. Here, points are deleted from the outermost-
layer-in [20, 2, 19, 30]. While efficient, the natural ex-
ample in Figure 3 is a bad instance for this approach.

3 Results

The main result of our paper is Theorem 1, that
there exists an algorithm for efficiently performing area-
weighted-peeling.

Theorem 1 Given n points in 2D, Algorithm 1 per-
forms area-weighted-peeling, repeatedly removing the
point from the convex hull which causes its area to de-
crease the most, in O(nlogn) time.

To prove Theorem 1, we derive Theorem 5, which
bounds the total number of times points become active
in any 2D convex hull peeling process to O(n).

Definition 3.1 (Active Points) Let (t,u,v) be con-
secutive points on the first layer in clockwise order. A
point p is active for u if, upon deleting u and restoring
the first and second layers, p moves to the first layer.
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Intuitively, the active points are the points not on the
convex hull that affect the sensitivities. Note that the
active points form a subset of the points on the second
convex layer. We define A(u) to be the set of active
points for point w in a given configuration. Further-
more, all points in A(u) can be found by performing
gift-wrapping starting from w’s counterclockwise neigh-
bor ¢ while ignoring u. We use this ordering for the
points in A(u). In Theorem 7, we show that our algo-
rithm generalizes to other objectives such as perimeter
where the sensitivity only depends on the points on the
first layer and the active points.

4 Machinery

In this section, we describe some of the existing tech-
niques we use. To efficiently calculate how much the
hull shrinks when a point is peeled, we perform tangent
queries from the neighbours of the peeled point to the
second convex layer. The tangents from a point g to a
convex polygon L can be found in O(logn) time both
with [27] and without [21] a line separating ¢ and L. In
our application, such a separating line is always avail-
able, and either approach can be used. Tangent queries
require that L is represented as an array or a balanced
binary search tree of its vertices ordered (cyclically) as
they appear on the perimeter of L. To allow efficient
updates to L we use a binary tree representation that
is leaf-linked such that given a pointer to a vertex its
successor/predecessor can be found in O(1) time.

The convex layers of n points can be computed in
O(nlogn) time using an algorithm by Chazelle [7].
Given [ convex layers, after a single peel they can be
restored in O(llogn) time (Lemma 3.3 [24]). However,
for our purposes we only need the 2 outermost layers
for area calculations. As such, we explicitly maintain
the two outermost layers L' and L2, and we store all re-
maining points P\{L' U L?} in a center convex hull. To
restore L' we use tangent queries on L? as in [24]. To re-
store L? we use extreme point queries on the center con-
vex hull which we maintain using a semi-dynamic [18] or
fully-dynamic [6] convex hull data structures supporting
extreme point queries in worst case O(logn) time and
updates in amortized O(logn) time.

5 Area-Weighted-Peeling Algorithm

In this section, we describe Algorithm 1 in detail and
show that its running time is O(nlogn).

At a high level, we want to repeatedly identify and
remove the point which causes the area of the convex
hull to decrease the most. Such an iteration is a peel,
and we call the amount the area would decrease if point
u was peeled the sensitivity o(u) of u. To efficiently
find the point to peel, we maintain a priority queue @
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Figure 4: Using u’s neighbors, we can perform two tan-
gent queries on L2 to recover the first and last active
point of u, labeled uy and w, respectively, in O(logn)
time. Because we represent L? as a leaf-linked tree, we
can walk along L? to recover all points of A(u). The
shaded part of the figure represents o(u).

on the sensitivities of hull points. Only points on the
convex hull may have positive sensitivity, and in lines 2-
6 we compute the initial sensitives of the points on the
convex hull and store them in . For a hull point w,
to compute its sensitivity o(u) we find its active points
A(u). Note they must be on the second convex layer,
and if u’s neighbors are ¢ and v, then the points A(u) are
in the triangle Atuv. In line 1 we compute the two outer
convex hull layers represented as balanced binary trees.
That allows us to compute A(u) using tangent queries
on the inner layer from ¢t and v. Then o(u) can be found
by computing the area of the polygon O(t o v o A(u)).

As points are peeled (lines 8-17) layers L' and L2
must be restored. To restore L' when point u is peeled
(line 9) we perform tangent queries on L? as in [24] to
find w’s active points A(u) (line 10) and move A(u) from
L2 to L'. See Figure 4 for an example of tangent queries
from L' to L2.

To restore the broken part of L2, we perform extreme
point queries on the remaining points efficiently using
a dynamic convex hull data structure Doy (line 7) as
in [18] or [6]. As described in Lemma 6, A(u) is always
contiguous on L2. Therefore, removing A(u) from L2
requires us to restore it between two ”endpoints” a and
b. The first extreme point query uses line ab in the
direction of u. If a point z from D¢y is found then at
least two more queries are performed with lines Za and
zb. In general, if k points are found then the number of
queries is 2k 4+ 1. The k points are deleted from Dcgy.
This all happens on line 11.

Next, we compute the sensitivities of the new points
on the hull (line 14) and insert them into the priority
queue. Finally, we update the sensitivities of u’s neigh-
bors ¢t and v (line 17), which, by Lemma 2(4), are the
only two points already in () whose sensitivity changes.
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Algorithm 1: Weighted peeling

Input: A set of n points P in 2D

L', L? «— the first two convex layers of P

@) +— empty max priority queue

fori=1to ‘L1| do
w<+— L}
Compute sensitivity o(u) for u
Q.insert(u,o(u))

Depy +— a dynamic convex hull data structure

on P\ {L1 U L2}

o Utk W=

~

8 for =1 to n do

9 u — Q.extractMax
10 A(u) «— u’s active points
11 Delete u from L' and update L', L? and

Doy

12 for i =1 to |A(u)| do

13 a+— A(u);

14 Compute sensitivity o(u) for 4
15 Q.insert(u,o(u))
16 | t,v +— neighbors of u in L*
17 Update Q[t] and Q[v]

5.1 Analysis

The hardest part of the analysis is showing that the
overall time spent on lines 14 and 17 is O(nlogn).
We first show that, excluding the time spent on these
lines, the running time of Algorithm 1 is O(nlogn). In
line 1 we compute the first and second convex layers
in O(nlogn) time by running any optimal convex hull
algorithm twice. In lines 2 to 6, we compute the ini-
tial sensitivities by finding the points active for each
u € L'. As described above, we can do this by apply-
ing two tangent queries, allowing us to recover the first
and last extreme point for u. We can walk along L? be-
tween them to recover A(u). Once A(u) is found for each
u, we find o(u) by computing the area of the polygon
O(touowvo A(u)), where t and v are u’s neighbors. By
Lemma 2(1), in this initial configuration each point on
L? is active in at most three triangles. Thus, we make
in total O(|L?|) = O(n) tangent queries, each of which
costs O(logn) time. Since the area of a simple polygon
can be computed in linear time [26], all the area compu-
tations take Y ;1 O(1 + |A(u)]) = O(|L!] + |L?]) =
O(n) time. Therefore, the overall time to initialize the
priority queue is O(nlogn).

Initializing De gy in line 7 takes O(nlogn) time [18].
In line 10, we can perform tangent queries on L? from
t and v to find the first and last active points of u. In
line 11, it will take no more than O(n) tangent queries to
restore L' and L? throughout the algorithm by charging
the queries to the points moved from the center con-
vex hull to L? or from L? to L'. Using an efficient

dynamic convex hull data structure, it takes O(logn)
amortized time to delete a point and thus O(nlogn)
time overall [18, 6]. We add points to the priority queue
n times, delete points from the priority queue n times,
and perform O(1) priority queue update operations for
each iteration of the outer loop on line 8. Excluding
lines 14 and 17 this establishes the overall O(nlogn)
running time.

To bound the total time spent on line 14 to O(n logn),
we prove Theorem 5, bounding the total number of
times points becomes active to O(n). Computing o ()
in line 14 requires us to find A(%), where @ is a new point
added to the first layer. From the theorem, it takes
O(nlogn) time to compute A(w) for every . In ad-
dition, because it takes ©(1 + |A(@)|) to compute o(a)
from A(a), overall it takes O(n) time to compute o ()
for every .

To bound the total time spent on line 17 on updating
the sensitivities of u’s neighbors to O(nlogn), we prove
Lemma 6. Together with Theorem 5, it implies the
desired result.

6 Geometric properties of peeling

In this section, we develop an amortized analysis of
peeling to show that lines 14 and 17 can be computed
efficiently. We ultimately aim to show that the num-
ber of times that any point becomes active for any tri-
angle is O(n), bounding the amount of work done to
initialize new triangles to O(nlogn). Then we show
that the amount of work done to update the sensitiv-
ities of neighbor points is proportional to the number
of new active points for them and an additive O(logn)
term. Thus, updating the sensitivities over all n itera-
tions takes O(nlogn).

6.1 Preliminaries

When considering outer hull points, we use the notation
Atuv for the triangle formed by wu, its counterclockwise
neighbor ¢, and its clockwise neighbor v. For a set of
ordered vertices V' we let (V) be the polygon formed
by the points in the (cyclical) order. We say p € o(V)
if p is strictly inside the polygon.

The following Lemma 2 combines a number of simple
but useful propositions.

Lemma 2 For a set of points P, the following proposi-
tions are true:

1. Any point p € P is active for at most three points
on the first layer.

2. Let Atuv be a triangle for consecutive vertices
(t,u,v) on the first layer and let p # q be points
p € Atuwv and q € Atpv. Then q ¢ A(u).
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3. Let p be a point on any layer k. After deleting any
point q # p and reconstructing the convex layers, p
is on layer k — 1 or k.

4. Let (t,u,v) be consecutive vertices on the first layer
LY. Then if u is deleted, among the vertices in L',
only the sensitivities of vertices t and v change.

5. For adjacent points (u,v) on the hull, |A(u) N
A(v)| < 1.

Proof. See Section 7.2 in the appendix. O

6.2 Bounding the active points

We will show that once a point is active for a hull point,
it remains active for that hull point until the point is
moved to the first layer. This implies a much stronger
result by Lemma 2(1): over the entire course of the al-
gorithm, a point becomes active for at most three other
points. To do so, we first show that for each peel the
active points A(u) remain in u’s triangle (Lemma 3) and
second that the points in A(u) remain active (Lemma 4).

Lemma 3 Given a set of points P, for all adjacent hull
points (u,v) and for all points p € A(u) \ A(v), if v is
deleted then p still remains within u’s triangle.

Proof. Let t be u’s other neighbor, and w.l.o.g. let the
clockwise order on the hull be (¢,u,v). Then if v’ is u’s
new neighbor after deleting v, the clockwise order on
the new hull will be (¢,u,v"). Because p is active for u
before v is deleted, p € Atuv.

First, we consider the case where v/ ¢ Atuv. We
want to show that p € Atuv’. Equivalently, that p is
in the intersection of the three half-planes Ei, ﬁ , and

tv'. Clearly, p must satisfy the half-planes 0 and uo’ as
these coincide with hull g}iges. In addition, since v' ¢
Atu& the half-plane for tv is a subset of the half-plane

. —
for tv’. Because p € Atuw, p satisfies tv. Therefore, p

must satisfy tv'.

Now we consider the case where v/ € Atuv. Assume
that p ¢ Atuv’. Then because we know that p € Atuw,
either p € Atv'v or p € Aw'v. If p € Atv'v, by
Lemma 2(2), p could not have been active for u prior to
deleting v. If p € Auv'v, p is now outside of the convex
hull. Either way, this is a contradiction.

O

The following Lemma 4 shows that if p is in A(u),
it remains in A(u) until moved to the first layer, after
which it never becomes active again. It also shows that
the active points A(u) only change by adding or deleting
points from either end, and thus can easily be found.

Lemma 4 Given a set of points P, for all hull points u
and v and for all points p € A(u) \ A(v), upon deleting
v, p is in A(u), u’s new set of active points.

Proof.

Case 1 (u is not adjacent to v)

If u is not adjacent to v, there are no changes to Au
upon deleting v, and thus, A(u) = A(u)’.

For the following cases, assume that v was adjacent
to v. Then by Lemma 3, p is still in the triangle defined
by u even after deleting v. Also, w.l.o.g. let (u,v) be
the clockwise ordering of the points, and let v’ be u’s
new neighbor.

Case 2 (v’ € A(u))

By Lemma 2(5), A(u) N A(v) = v'. By Lemma 3, all
points A(u)\{v'} are in Atuv’. Because the second layer
is a convex hull, each consecutive pair of points (a,b) in
t o A(u) define a half-plane % with only points from
the first layer to the left of each half-plane. This is still
the case after deleting v by Lemma 3. Since the only
new points on the first layer are A(v) then all points
in A(u) \ {v'} remain on the second layer. Thus, the
gift-wrapping starting from ¢ wraps around all points
in A(u) \ {v'}. Gift wrapping can hit no new points
because, if that were true, there must be some point on
the second layer to the left of one of the half-planes in
described above. Thus, A(u)’ = A(u) \ {v'}.

Case 3 (v' ¢ A(u))

Let u. be the last point A(u). Similar to the previ-
ous case, the gift-wrapping certifies all points in A(u).
Again, wrapping will not hit new active points be-
fore wrapping around wu, because that would imply the
points hit were to the left of the half-planes described
previously. When wrapping continues around u., sev-
eral new active points may appear, until the wrapping
terminates at v’. Thus, A(u) C A(u)’. O

Theorem 5 For any 2D convex hull peeling process on
n points the total number of times any point becomes
active in any triangle is at most 3n.

Proof. This follows directly from the results of
Lemma 2(1) and Lemma 4. O

6.3 Updating sensitivities

Next, we show that the total time to update the sen-
sitivities in line 17 when peeling all n points takes
O(A 4 nlogn) time. Here A is the the number of times
any point becomes active for any triangle. Theorem 5
proves that A = O(n). The following lemma shows
that the sensitivity of a point u can be updated in
time proportional to the increase to |A(u)| and an addi-
tive O(logn) term. Figure 5 shows an example of how
the sensitivity of a point changes when its neighbor is
peeled.
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Figure 5: This figure shows how the sensitivity o(u)
changes when point v is peeled. The point g is the inter-
section of the tangent from v to u,. and the tangent from
u to v', where u, is the last active point in A(u) and v’ is
the first active point in A(v). After the peel, v’ replaces
v as u’s neighbor, and the points AA are newly active
for u. The sensitivity o(u) before peeling v was equal to
the area of O(towuowvo A(u)). After peeling v, the sen-
sitivity o(u) equals the area of O(touov' o AA o A(u)).
Note how this can be computed in O(|AA|) time from
o(u) before the peel of v by subtracting the red area of
Auvq and adding the green area of O(u. o gov’ o AA).

Lemma 6 Let (u,v) be points on the first layer. Con-
sider a peel of v where §, mew points become active
points for u. Then the updated sensitivity o(u) can be
computed it ©(d, +logn) time, excluding the time to
restore the second and first layer.

Proof. The sensitivity o(u) is equal to the area of the
polygon U = O(touowvo A(u)). By the shoelace for-
mula, the area of U can be computed as the sum S(U) of
certain simple terms for each of its edges [5, 8]. We con-
sider how U, and thus S(U), changes when v is peeled.
Inspecting the proof of Lemma 4, we see that at most
two vertices are removed from U and at most 1 + 4,
vertices are added to U. Furthermore, all the new ver-
tices are located contiguously on the restored second
layer and can be found in O(6, + logn) time using a
tangent query from u’s new neighbor which replaces v.
To update o(u) = S(U), we simply add and subtract
the appropriate O(d,,) terms depending on the removed
and added edges.

O

7 Generalization and open problems

Theorem 7 shows that Algorithm 1 generalizes straight-
forwardly to other objectives such as peeling the point
that causes the perimeter of the convex hull to decrease
the most each iteration.

Theorem 7 Let u be a point and O an objective where
oo(u) is the sensitivity of u under O. Consider the
following three conditions:

C1: Ifu ¢ L', then oo(u) = 0.

C2: Ifu € L, then oo(u) > 0, and oo (u) depends only
on u, u’s neighbors and its active points A(u).

C3: If a single point p is added or removed from A(u),
then provided oo (u) and the neighbors a; and a; of
p in A(u), the new sensitivity oo(u)’ can be com-
puted in O(logn) time.

If O satisfies the above conditions, then Algorithm 1
runs in O(nlogn) time for objective O.

Proof. By conditions C1 and C2, it is always a point
u on the first layer that is peeled. Furthermore, when u
is peeled only the sensitivities of the new points on the
first layer and the neighbors of u must be updated since
they are the only points for which their active points
or neighbors change. Thus, Algorithm 1 can be used
for objective O. Now we will show that the runtime of
Algorithm 1 remains O(nlogn).

First, observe that all parts unrelated to computing
sensitivities behave the same and still take O(nlogn)
time. By condition C3, for a point u on the first
layer, its sensitivity oo (u) only depends on its neigh-
bors and active points A(u). As described in the proof
of Lemma 6, when the set of points that affect oo(u)
changes, these points are readily available. The total
number of neighbor changes is O(n) since, in each iter-
ation, only the neighbors of the points adjacent to the
peeled point change. The total number of changes to
active points is O(n) by Theorem 5. If there are mul-
tiple changes to the active points in one iteration, such
as when deleting one of u’s neighbors, we perform one
change at a time and, by condition C3, the total time
to update sensitivities is O(nlogn). O

For concrete examples, we show how the three objec-
tives area (O4), perimeter (Op), and number of active
points (Op) fit into this framework.

Let f(g(u) 7ai7paa’j) = O'(U) - d(aiaaj) + d(aivp) +
d(p, a;j) be a function for computing the sensitivity o (u)
when p is added to A(u) between a; and a; (the func-
tions where a point is removed from A(u) or a neighbor
of u changes are similar). For f to match each of the
objectives it is sufficient to implement d(-,-) as follows
for points a,b € R%:

Oy4: d(a,b) = % (a2by — a1by)

Op: d(a,b) = \/(b2 —a2)* + (by — a1)”

Op: d(a,b) =1
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The case with O4 is based on the shoelace formula.
Additionally, for Oy to satisfy condition C2, we add 1
when computing the sensitivity of u € L! to ensure that
o(u) > 0 even if |[A(u)| = 0. For the three objectives,
f takes O(1) time to compute satisfying the O(logn)
time requirement from condition C3.

7.1 Open problems

The first open problem is extending the result to R3 or
higher. Directly applying our approach requires a dy-
namic 3D convex hull data structure, and Theorem 5
has to be extended to 3D. Second, is it possible to im-
prove the quality of peeling by performing z-peels, even
for z = 2 in o(n) time? Third, is there an efficient
approximation algorithm for k-peeling?
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Appendix

7.2 Proof of Lemma 2

Lemma 2(1) Fiz a point set P. Any point p € P is active
in at most three triangles.

Proof. First, note that a point can only be active for a
hull point w if it is located inside Aw, so it is sufficient to
show that any p is strictly inside at most three triangles.
In addition, one can prove this by showing that Awu only
intersects with its neighbors’ triangles At and Aw.

Consider some Az, such that z is not a neighbor of w.
That is, u is not one of the vertices of Az. If Az inter-
sects with Aw, then either a vertex of Az is inside Au or
the convex hull is a self-intersecting polygon, both violating
convexity.

O

Lemma 2(2) Let Atuv be a triangle for consecutive ver-
tices (t,u,v) on the first layer and let p # q be points
p € Atuv and q € Atpv. Then g ¢ A(u).

Proof. By definition, p € 0(tovo A(u)) or p € A(u). Ei-
ther way, ¢ € Atpv implies that ¢ € O(towvo A(u)), so
q & A(u). O

Lemma 2(3) Let p be a point on any convez layer k. Af-
ter deleting any point q # p and reconstructing the convex
layers, p is on layer k — 1 or k.

Proof. First we show that p never moves inward to layer
k' > k. Consider the outermost layer L'. By a property of
convex hulls, every point v inside the convex hull is a convex
combination of the hull points whereas any point u € L' is
not a convex combination of L' — {u}. If deleting q causes
p € L' to descend to a layer inside L', that implies that p
is a convex combination of some subset of P — {q,p}. This
contradicts the fact that p is not a convex combination of
L' — {p} and by extension is not a convex combination of
P —{p}. Because of the recursive definition of convex layers,
the proof for subsequent layers is symmetric.

Now we will show that p never moves up more than one
layer at a time. This is clearly true for L' and L? because

only one point is completely removed from the structure at
at time (i.e. shifts to layer 0). For layers k > 3, consider a
point p on layer k that moves to layer k¥’ < k — 2. Let L
be the set of points on layer k' after deleting ¢. Let L*~! be
the set of points on layer k — 1 before deleting q.

Because p € L*k', no convex combination of the points
in L** — {p} equals p by convexity. By the inductive hy-
pothesis, all points on L*~! are convex combinations of L
because upon deleting ¢ no point on L*~! advances above
layer k’. Furthermore, they are all convex combinations of
L**" — {p} as p itself is a convex combination of L*~*. But
if p is not a convex combination of L {p}, and all the
points on layer k — 1 are convex combinations of L — {p},
then prior to deleting ¢, p was above layer k — 1, which is a
contradiction. 0

Lemma 2(4) Let (t,u,v) be consecutive vertices on the first
layer L*. Then if u is deleted, among the vertices in L*, only
the sensitivities of vertices t and v change.

Proof. Consider a vertex z not adjacent to u. By the same
arguments as in the proof of Lemma 2(1), the vertices defin-
ing Az do not change upon deleting u because it does not
intersect Au. In addition, because their triangles do not in-
tersect, |A(u) N A(z)| = 0. Therefore, no points are removed
from A(z) upon deleting w.

Lastly, we will show that no points are added to A(z)
upon deleting u. Assume that there is some point p added
to A(z) when we delete u. But if p satisfies the conditions of
being active for z and Az did not change upon deleting u,
it should have been active for z before u was deleted, which
is a contradiction.

Because Az and A(z) do not change upon deleting u, it
must be that o(z) remains the same. O

Lemma 2(5) For adjacent points (u,v) on the hull, |A(u)N
Aw)| < 1.

Proof. We assume the contrary. Let p # p’ be two points
such that p,p’ € A(u)NA(v). By the definition of active and
Lemma 2(3), p and p’ must be on the second layer. W.l.o.g.
let (u,v) be the clockwise ordering of the points on the first
layer. In addition, let ¢ be u’s counterclockwise neighbor.
Say that p is the first point in A(v). Then we have the
tangent line up that defines p. By definition of tangent lines,
no point on the second layer can be to the left of @ But for
p’ to be active for v, then p’ must be to the left of po. The
only way to satisfy both half-planes is for p’ to be placed
such that p € Atp'v, in which case by Lemma 2(2) p cannot
be in A(u), which is a contradiction.
O
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