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Abstract

In the Partially Embedded Planarity problem, we are given a graph G together with a
topological drawing of a subgraph H of G. The task is to decide whether the drawing can be
extended to a drawing of the whole graph such that no two edges cross. Angelini et al. gave a
linear-time algorithm for solving this problem in 2010 [1, 2]. While their paper constitutes a
significant result, the algorithm described therein is highly complex: it uses several layers of
decompositions according to connectivity of both G and H, its description spans more than
30 pages, and can hardly be considered implementable. We give an independent linear-time
algorithm that works along the well-known vertex-addition planarity test by Booth and
Lueker [5, 6]. We modify the PC-tree as underlying data structure used for representing all
planar drawing possibilities in a natural way to also respect the restrictions given by the
prescribed drawing of the subgraph H. The testing algorithm and its proof of correctness
only require small adaptations from the comparatively much simpler generic planarity test, of
which several implementations exist. If the test succeeds, an embedding can be constructed
using the same approaches that are used for the generic planarity test.
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1 Introduction

In the partial representation extension problem, the input consists of a graph G and a repre-
sentation H of a subgraph H ⊆ G. The question is whether there exists a representation G
of G whose restriction to H coincides with H. The complexity of the problem strongly varies
with the type of representation that is considered. For planar straight-line drawings, the
problem was shown to be NP-hard [32], and in fact recently turned out to be ∃R-complete [31].
On the other hand, in recent years a plethora of algorithmic and complexity results have
been established for various classes of representations. For example, Klavík et al., who coined
the term partial representation extension, solved the problem for interval representations [29]
in quadratic time, which they later improved to linear [28]. Shortly afterwards, Angelini et
al. [1, 2] gave a linear-time algorithm for extending planar topological drawings. Since then,
the problem has been studied for a variety of different types of intersection representations,
e.g., proper and unit interval graphs [27], permutation graphs [26], circle graphs [11], contact
representations of geometric objects [10], trapezoid graphs [30] and rectangular duals [12]. In
the context of drawings, the problem has also been studied for orthogonal drawings [3]. In
this work we focus on the case of planar topological drawings, for which Angelini et al. [2]
gave a linear-time algorithm.

Prior Work. In their paper, Angelini et al. [2] first give a combinatorial characterization
for yes-instances of Partially Embedded Planarity. They show that it is necessary
and sufficient for a yes-instance to respect both the cyclic edge orders around vertices and
the relative positions of different connected components defined by H. In particular, for a
biconnected graph G, these “compatibility constraints” set out by H can be individually
verified on the nodes of the so-called SPQR-tree of G [16, 33], which models the triconnected
components as well as all planar embeddings of G. This procedure can also be used to
individually test each biconnected component of a connected graph. However, it is also
necessary to verify certain compatibility constraints between the different blocks. Similarly,
the authors show that in the disconnected case, Partially Embedded Planarity can be
solved by testing each connected component and verifying the compatibility of the relative
positions for the different components. This characterization leads to a polynomial-time
algorithm by progressively decomposing the input graph into its connected, biconnected, and
triconnected components, while also verifying the compatibility constraints at each step.

In order to improve the running time to linear, Angelini et al. first give a dynamic
programming algorithm that solves Partially Embedded Planarity for biconnected
graphs. This algorithm uses complex subprocedures that handle more restricted subcases.
For the connected and disconnected cases, they then show that the additional compatibility
constraints can also be tested in linear time. While their work constitutes a significant result,
the algorithm described therein is highly complex, its description spans more than 30 pages.
Even when the graph H that comes with a fixed drawing is connected; i.e., the embedding is
uniquely determined by the rotation system of G, it uses a decomposition of G first into its
biconnected, and then into its triconnected components. When H is not connected, these
algorithms are applied for each face of H. The resulting algorithm is thus highly technical
and relies on a large number of non-trivial subprocedures and data structures. It is therefore
not surprising that no implementation is available to date.

Testing Planarity via Vertex Addition. In this paper, we propose an alternative solution for
the problem that, unlike the work of Angelini et al., does not rely on dynamic programming
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on graph decompositions such as the SPQR-tree. Instead, we straightforwardly extend the
well-known linear-time vertex-addition planarity test of Booth and Lueker [5, 6]. This test
incrementally inserts the vertices of a biconnected graph in an order that ensures that both
the already inserted vertices as well as the not-yet inserted ones, respectively, induce a
connected subgraph. At every step, all edges from inserted to not-yet inserted vertices thus
have to lie on the outer face of the already inserted subgraph. One only cares about the
possible cyclic orders of such edges along the outer face, disregarding the different planar
embeddings that yield these orders. To insert the next vertex, all edges connecting it to
already-inserted vertices need to be consecutive on the outer face, as otherwise further edges
to not-yet inserted vertices would be enclosed. The algorithm uses a PC-tree1 to succinctly
represent the set of possible edge orders on the outer face. The PC-tree is a data structure
that represents sets of cyclic orders of its leaves, using two different types of inner nodes
to model the possibilities for rearranging its leaves. Its main operation is to restrict the
set of represented orders to only those orders that have a certain subset of leaves cyclically
consecutive (i.e., uninterrupted by leaves from the complement subset). After making a set
of edges to already-inserted vertices consecutive, they are removed from the represented
orders and replaced by the set of the remaining edges of the inserted vertex (i.e., those to
not-yet-inserted vertices). The algorithm then proceeds to the next not-yet-inserted vertex.

Augmented PC-trees. The literature contains several examples where this ordinary pla-
narity test is transferred to new settings by adapting its PC-trees to represent further
constraints. One example is the Level Planarity problem [15], where vertices have to be
drawn on predefined horizontal lines. Leipert et al. [25] annotate PC-trees with information
on the height of components and the space available within faces to test this problem; see
also [8, Chapter 5]. Similarly, in the Constrained Level Planarity problem [9] where
vertices have to satisfy some predefined ordering constraints, these constraints can also be
carried over into the PC-tree; see [9, Figure 5]. Another example is Simultaneous Pla-
narity [21], where we seek planar drawings of two graphs that share some vertices and edges
such that any shared vertex or edge is represented by the same point or curve, respectively.
Haeupler et al. show that for restricted variants of this problem, the standard planarity
test can be augmented to process both graphs at the same time while using synchronization
constraints on PC-tree nodes to ensure that a simultaneous embedding is obtained [21].

Our approach. Similarly, the core of our approach for testing Partially Embedded
Planarity is a modification of the PC-tree as underlying data structure of the ordinary
planarity test. Our modification allows it to additionally handle the constraints that stem
from the partial drawing. In addition to the changes of the underlying data structure, we only
need to make very small adaptations in the planarity testing algorithm itself; the high-level
comparsion in Algorithm 1 nicely highlights this. As our main contribution, we obtain a
strongly simplified algorithm that relies on one depth-first search together with a single
non-trivial data structure.2 To further underline the practical advantages of our algorithm, we
give concise, implementation-level pseudo-code for it. The description of our core algorithm

1 A simplified, cyclic version of the PQ-trees originally used by Booth and Lueker [5, 6], which only
represent linear orders.

2 In contrast, the algorithm by Angelini et al. uses “several auxiliary data structures, namely block-
cutvertex trees, SPQR-trees, enriched block-cutvertex trees, block-face trees, component-face trees, and
vertex-face incidence graphs” [2] and requires dynamic programming on these data structures to obtain
a solution in linear time.
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Algorithm 1 High-level algorithm for testing a biconnected graph G for Partially
Embedded Planarity. Our additions to the plain planarity test are shown in orange. See
Section 3.3 for the full exposition of both algorithms.

1 v1, . . . , vn ← st-Order(G);
2 T1 ← constrained P-node with deg(v1) leaves E(v1) copying constraints of v1;
3 for i in 1, . . . , n− 2, n− 1 do
4 ℓ← new leaf; F ← edges between vi+1 and {v1, . . . , vi};
5 S′ ← constrained P-node with leaves (E(vi+1) \ F ) ∪ {ℓ} copying constr. of vi+1;
6 T ′ ← Ti updated to have F consecutive and with the subtree of F replaced by ℓ;
7 Ti+1 ← S′ merged with T ′ at ℓ;
8 if empty intersection between rotations of vi+1 and admissible orders of T ′ then
9 return false;

10 else if constraints of vi+1 fix flip of C-node µ in T ′ then
11 fix flip of respective C-node µ′ in Ti+1;

12 return true if no PC-tree update returned the null tree, and false otherwise;

is less than half as long as the description of the algorithm by Angelini et al. [2], while at the
same time being far less technically involved. The algorithmic description is complemented
by an detailed proof of its correctness. As this is not strictly necessary for understanding
or implementing our algorithm, we first present the algorithm itself in Section 3 and defer
formal proofs to after the summary in Section 4 for interested readers.

2 Preliminaries

Circular Orderings. Let X be a ground set. Two linear orders α, β of X are equivalent,
denoted by α ∼ β, if there exist linear orders α1, α2 such that α = α1α2 and β = α2α1.
That is, two orders are equivalent if one is a rotation of the other. A cyclic order σ is
an equivalence class of ∼. Given a linear order α, we write [α] := {β | α ∼ β} for the
corresponding cyclic order. For an order σ, we use σ to denote its reversal.

Let A be a subset of X with ∅ ≠ A ⊆ X, let α be a linear order of X and let σ be a
cyclic order of X. The set A is consecutive in α if α = α1α2α3, such that α2 is a linear order
of A and α1α3 is a linear order of the elements in X \A. The set A is consecutive in a cyclic
order σ if there exists a linear order β ∈ σ such that A is consecutive in β. If the superset X

of set A is clear from the context, we write Ac for X \A. Now let σ be a cyclic order such
that A is consecutive in σ and let a /∈ X. We denote by σ[A] the cyclic order of A that is
obtained from σ by removing the elements of Ac. We denote by σ[A→ a] the cyclic order
of Ac ∪ {a} obtained from σ by replacing the elements of A with the single element a.

Let σ, τ be cyclic orders of X1, X2 with X1 ∩X2 = {ℓ}. The merge of σ and τ , denoted
by σ ⊗ℓ τ is the cyclic order that is obtained by merging the two orders at ℓ. More precisely,
let σ = [αℓ] and τ = [ℓβ], then σ ⊗ℓ τ = [αβ]. Note that this yields σ = (σ ⊗ℓ τ)[X2 → ℓ].
If one side only contains the single element ℓ, the merge will effectively remove ℓ from the
other side, i.e., [αℓ]⊗ℓ [ℓ] = [α].

Planar Drawings and Embeddings. A drawing of a graph G = (V, E) maps each vertex to
a distinct point in R2 and each edge to a Jordan arc in R2 that connects its two endpoints in
such a way that the points of vertices are only contained in arcs for which they are an endpoint.
A drawing is planar if no two edges share an interior point. A planar drawing Γ partitions the
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Figure 1 (a) A PC-tree T on the set L(T ) = {1, . . . , 8} with only P-nodes as inner nodes. The red
leaves belong to a set A and their terminal path (described in Lemma 2 and Section 5) is highlighted
in red. (b) The PC-tree T + A ensuring that the edges in A are consecutive. Here, E(T, A) consists
of the three edges marked in red incident to C-node µ. (c) The PC-trees T ′ = (T + A)[A → ℓ] (left)
and T ′′ = (T + A)[Ac → ℓ] (right) showing the split of the previous tree and how µ is split into two
parts µ′ and µ′′. (d) The PC-tree T ′ ⊗ℓ T ′′ showing the merge of the previous two trees.

remainder of R2 into faces; the connected components of R2 \ Γ. The single unbounded face
is called the outer face. Two planar drawings Γ1, Γ2 are equivalent if there exists an ambient
isotopy that transforms Γ1 into Γ2, i.e., there exists a continuous map F : R2 × [0, 1]→ R2

where each of the maps Ft(x) := F (x, t) is a homeomorphism of R2 such that F0 is the
identity and F1 maps Γ1 to Γ2. An equivalence class of planar drawings is called an embedding.
For a connected graph G an embedding E is described by a rotation system, i.e., the cyclic
order of the edges E(v) around each vertex v, together with a designated outer face. If G is
not connected, a rotation system only describes the embedding of each connected component
and we need additional information about their relative position, i.e., within which face
each component is embedded. This can be the outer face or a face of another connected
component; in the latter case the one component is nested within the other. We sometimes
consider drawings or embeddings on a disk instead of the unbounded plane where some part
of the graph has to lie on the boundary of this disk. We will highlight this by using Γ⊕ and
E⊕ instead of Γ and E , respectively.

PC-trees. PC-trees, introduced by Shih, Hsu and McConnell [23,24,35], represent cyclic
orders of a base set X. A PC-tree T is an unrooted tree with leaves X and inner nodes of
degree at least 3, each of which is either a P-node or a C-node. See Figure 1 for examples,
where P-nodes are denoted by small disks and C-nodes by larger double circles. While the
edges incident to a P-node can be rearranged without any restriction, the edges incident to a
C-node come with a cyclic order that is fixed up to reversal. Any embedding of a PC-tree T

that respects this constraint induces a cyclic order of its leaves that we call an admissible
order of T . The set of all admissible orders of T is denoted by ω(T ). We define the null-tree
to be the PC-tree with ω(T ) = ∅. We refer to the set of all leaves of T as L(T ) = X.

Let ∅ ̸= A ⊊ L(T ). We now want to classify when A is consecutive in every admissible
order of T , that is whether T allows for any cyclic order that has A non-consecutive. An
edge e of T is consistent with A if one of the two subtrees obtained by removing e contains
only leaves from A. We denote by A(e) ⊆ A the leaves of this subtree. For two consistent
edges e, e′ of T , we define e ≺ e′ if A(e) ⊆ A(e′). This gives a partial order on the consistent
edges of A. We denote by E(T, A) the set that contains all maximal elements of this partial
order; see Figure 1b. We call A consecutive (with respect to T ) if E(T, A) either consists of
a single edge or is a consecutive set of edges around a C-node. Observe that A is consecutive
if an only if A is consecutive in every order σ ∈ ω(T ).

We will need the following well-known basic operations of PC-trees; see also Figure 1.
We only shortly define them here and give more in-depth explanations in Section 5. We
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also point the interested reader to [19], where PC-trees are described extensively in terms of
pseudo-code and are also evaluated via a practical, open-source C++ implementation.

Merge Let T1, T2 be two PC-trees with |L(T1)|, |L(T2)| ≥ 2 and |L(T1)| ∩ |L(T2)| = ℓ; see
Figure 1c. The Merge of T1, T2, denoted as T1 ⊗ℓ T2, is the PC-tree T with ω(T ) =
{σ1 ⊗ℓ σ2 | σi ∈ ω(Ti) for i ∈ {1, 2}} obtained by identifying ℓ in T1, T2; see Figure 1d.

Split Let T be a PC-tree and let set A with ∅ ̸= A ⊊ L(T ) be consecutive with respect
to T . The operation Split separates T into two new PC-trees T ′ and T ′′, with ω(T ′) =
{σ[A → ℓ] | σ ∈ ω(T )} and ω(T ′′) = {σ[Ac → ℓ] | σ ∈ ω(T )}, where ℓ /∈ L(T ) is a new
leaf. Note that this may split a C-node µ ∈ T into two halves µ′ ∈ T ′, µ′′ ∈ T ′′ as shown
in Figure 1c. We also write T [A→ ℓ] for T ′ and T [Ac → ℓ] for T ′′.

Update Let T be a PC-tree and let restriction A ⊆ L(T ) be a set of leaves. The operation
Update, denoted as T + A, produces a new PC-tree T ′ with ω(T ′) = {σ ∈ ω(T ) | A is
consecutive in σ} in time linear in |A| [19, 23, 24]; see Figure 1b. We call a restriction
impossible if there is no admissible order of L where the leaves in R are consecutive, i.e.,
T + A is the null-tree.

Intersect Let T1, T2 be two PC-trees with the same leaf set, i.e., L(T1) = L(T2). Operation
Intersect yields a new PC-tree T with ω(T ) = ω(T1) ∩ ω(T2) in linear time [5, 34].

Note that, unlike for individual cyclic orders where splitting and merging are converse
operations, the same does not always hold for PC-trees; see Figure 1d for an example. Here,
only certain orders σ1 ∈ ω(T ′) and σ2 ∈ ω(T ′′) can be merged to an admissible order of the
original T . We call such pair, that is where σ1 ⊗ℓ σ2 ∈ ω(T ) holds, compatible. The following
lemma shows that an incompatibility arises only from the two halves µ′ ∈ T ′, µ′′ ∈ T ′′ a
C-node µ ∈ T can be split into; see Figure 1c. See Section 5 for the full proof.

▶ Lemma 1 (⋆). Let set A be consecutive in PC-tree T , let T ′ = T [A→ ℓ] and T ′′ = T [Ac →
ℓ] and let σ1 ∈ ω(T ′) and σ2 ∈ ω(T ′′). If E(T, A) is a single edge e, then T = T ′ ⊗ℓ T ′′ and
σ1 ⊗ℓ σ2 ∈ ω(T ), that is any pair of σ1 and σ2 is compatible. Otherwise, E(T, A) is a set of
edges consecutive around a C-node µ of T , and we have T ̸= T ′⊗ℓ T ′′ and ω(T ) ⊊ ω(T ′⊗ℓ T ′′).
In this case, σ1 and σ2 are compatible if and only if they induce the same flip of the split
halves of µ in T ′ and T ′′. If σ1 is not compatible with σ2, it is instead compatible with σ2.

3 Partially Embedded Planarity

Recall that for Partially Embedded Planarity, we are given an instance (G, H,H)
where G is a graph with subgraph H and H is an embedding of H. We seek a planar
embedding G of G whose restriction to H coincides with H. In their solution, Angelini et
al. [2, Lemma 3.9] ensure this condition by enforcing that (i) around each vertex v of H the
cyclic order of the edges of H is the same in G and in H and (ii) for each (directed) facial
cycle of H, the vertices of H that are embedded left and right of it coincide in G and in H. It
is the second condition, also referred to as having correct relative positions, that is relatively
complicated to handle efficiently. We will show how to do this in the remainder of this section,
which is organized as follows. In Section 3.1, we show how the condition of having correct
relative positions can be translated to color-coded constraints on the order of edges incident
to individual vertices. Section 3.2 shows how such constraints can be represented using
augmented PC-trees and how to update such PC-trees with new consecutivity restrictions.
In Section 3.3, we describe how substituting our augmented PC-trees in the Booth-Lueker
planarity test for biconnected graphs can be used to test Partially Embedded Planarity.
Section 3.4 lifts the biconnectivity requirement using the Haeupler-Tarjan generalization of
the Booth-Lueker test to not-necessarily biconnected graphs.
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A

B C D

E

Figure 2 A positive instance of Partially Embedded Planarity. The graph H is shown with
black edges. The graph G − H is divided into 5 bridges A, B, C, D and E. Bridges B and C have
all their attachments in a single block and are thus not restricted to a face. Bridges A, D, and E

have attachments in different blocks and are thus restricted to a face. Adding the dashed edge to H

as shown would turn the instance negative, as the attachments of E would no longer share a face.

3.1 Color-Constrained Vertices

Observe that, if G is connected, the embedding of G and also the induced relative positioning
of the connected components of H can be expressed solely in terms of the rotation system
of G. Angelini et al. [2, Theorem 4.14] give a straight-forward linear-time reduction from the
case of a non-connected G to solving the components of G independently. We can thus for
now limit our attention to the case where G is connected.

Now consider two distinct connected components C1, C2 of H connected by a path p

whose inner vertices belong to V (G) \ V (H). The fact that p does not contain vertices of H

except for its endpoints already ensures that C1, C2 are embedded on the same side of any
facial cycle of any other component of H. It remains to ensure that C2 is embedded in the
correct face of C1 and vice versa. Thanks to the connectivity of G, ensuring this for each
pair C1, C2 of components of H connected by such a path p is sufficient to ensure correct
relative positions. Note that not only p has to be in a certain face of H, but this also applies
to the whole connected component of G− V (H) that contains p, which we call an H-bridge.
Formally, an H-bridge B is either a single edge e ∈ E(G) \ E(H) with both end-vertices in
H or a connected component B of G− V (H); see Figure 2. The attachments of a component
B are the vertices of H whose removal disconnects B from the remaining graph or, in the
case of a single edge B, its endpoints. Note that each H-bridge of G has to lie in exactly
one face of H as it contains no vertices of H. If an H-bridge B has attachments in at least
two distinct blocks of H, then that face is uniquely determined; see [2, Section 2.3] and
Figure 2. Thus, we can color each edge e ∈ E(G) \ E(H) with the unique face f(e) of H in
which e must be embedded, or e is uncolored as this face is arbitrary and we set f(e) = ⊥.
Angelini et al. give a simple linear-time algorithm computing this coloring [2, Lemma 2.2].
To ensure correct relative positions, we now need to ensure that, at every vertex, all edges
to incident H-bridges are embedded in the correct face of H. Furthermore, we need to
respect the cyclic order of incident edges of H as given in H, where each angle between
two consecutive edges corresponds to a face of H. We will express both requirements as
constraints on vertex rotations.

Let v be a vertex of G. A color-constraint Cv = (Fv, Rv, Uv, ρv, f) for v partitions the
edges incident to v into a set Fv = E(v)∩E(H) of fixed edges, a set Rv = {e ∈ E(v) \E(H) |
f(e) ̸= ⊥} of restricted edges, and a set Uv = {e ∈ E(v) \ E(H) | f(e) = ⊥} of unrestricted
edges; see Figure 3. The fixed edges have a fixed counter-clockwise order ρv = H(v), in which
we want to insert the remaining edges to find a rotation for v. We additionally constrain
where the restricted edges can be inserted. For each fixed edge h, H defines a face fv(h) which
is incident to h in counter-clockwise direction around v. We call a pair of fixed edges (h1, h2)
that are consecutive in ρv an angle; see Figure 3. A valid cyclic order σ (i.e., one that
satisfies Cv) of the edges incident to v is obtained by arbitrarily inserting the restricted
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Figure 3 Example of a color-constraint. Fixed edges are fat and black, their fixed counter-
clockwise order is indicated by arrows. The faces following fixed edges are indicated by colored
angles. Each restricted edge is drawn using the respective color of its face, it may be inserted into an
arbitrary angle of the same color. (a) and (b) show two different valid cyclic orders orders around v.
The order in (c) is not valid, since the orange edge 9 is in the blue angle between 10 and 12.

and unrestricted edges of v into ρv in such a way that, for each restricted edge e with (in
counter-clockwise order) preceding fixed edge h, f(e) = fv(h) holds. If Fv = ∅, any order of
Rv ∪ Uv is valid. Figure 3 shows an example color-constraint, where the restricted edge e

with label 5 and the fixed edge h with label 4 have f(e) = fv(h), represented through purple
color. Observe that any planar embedding that satisfies all color-constraints satisfies both
conditions (i) and (ii) from the beginning of this section, therefore yielding a solution to our
problem. Note that while we derive the color-constraint Cv from H, its definition does not
rely on H as we can interpret f as a coloring with arbitrary, opaque values.

3.2 Color-Constrained PC-Trees
As we want to respect the color-constraints of every graph vertex in our vertex-addition
planarity test, we now introduce a variant of the PC-tree that can also encode these color-
constraints as described in the previous section. A color-constrained PC-tree has three
different types of nodes:

C-nodes, which behave exactly as in the case of normal PC-tree,
fixed C-nodes, for which the order of their incident edges is completely fixed and may not
even be reversed, and finally
color-constrained P-nodes, which are P-nodes with a color-constraint as defined for graph
vertices above.

When the context is clear, we refer to the latter simply as P-nodes. Note that an ordinary
P-node µ is a special case of a color-constrained P-node with a color-constraint where Fµ =
Rµ = ∅. Similarly, a color-constrained P-node with a color-constraint where Rµ = Uµ = ∅ is
equivalent to a fixed C-node. As with usual PC-trees, choosing a valid cyclic order of the
edges incident to each inner node of a color-constrained PC-tree T determines a cyclic order
of its leaf set L(T ). Therefore, T also represents a set ω(T ) of cyclic order of its leaves.

To use these trees in the vertex-addition planarity test, we extend the different operations
of PC-trees to also respect color-constraints. The operations Merge and Split can be easily
implemented in an analogous fashion to PC-trees. The main operation of interest is Update.
We outline our modifications to the Update operation from ordinary PC-trees (of which
multiple practical implementations exist [19]) in the proof sketch for the following lemma;
see also Algorithm 2. Section 5.1 contains the full description and proof of correctness.

▶ Lemma 2 (⋆). For a color-constrained PC-tree T and a subset L of its leaves, there exists
a color-constrained PC-tree T ′ = T + A with ω(T ′) = {τ ∈ ω(T ) | A is consecutive in τ},
which can be found in O(|A|) time.
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Algorithm 2 Updating a color-constrained PC-tree to make a set R consecutive. Our
changes over [19] are highlighted in orange. Note that impossible restrictions are detected
within steps 1–4 instead of 1–3 as for ordinary PC-trees.

// Step 1, Labelling
1 LabelNodes(R); // unchanged [19, Algorithm 1]

// Step 2, Terminal Path Enumeration
2 EnumerateTP(); // unchanged [19, Algorithm 3]

// Step 3, Node Flips
3 CheckFlips(); // modifications described in Algorithm 3

// Step 4, Node Splitting
4 for P-node µ on the terminal path do
5 F ← incident edges of µ leading to full subtrees;
6 µ′, µF ← Split(µ, F ); // modifications described in Section 5.1
7 E ← incident edges of µ′ leading to terminal path nodes;
8 µE , µM ← Split(µ, E); // modifications described in Section 5.1
9 if µM has degree 4 then

10 ρ← cyclic order of E(µM ) where terminal path edges are non-adjacent;
11 else ρ← arbitrary cyclic order of E(µM );
12 if µM allows order ρ then
13 make µM an ordinary C-node with default cyclic order ρ;
14 else make µM a fixed C-node with fixed cyclic order ρ;

// Steps 5 & 6, Terminal Path Contraction
15 for edge e on the terminal path do
16 Contract(e); // unchanged [19, Section 3.4]

17 if any C-node on the initial terminal path was fixed then
18 mark the C-node µC resulting from contractions as fixed;

Sketch. We briefly outline the linear-time Update operation of ordinary PC-trees while also
sketching which adaptions are neccesary to also apply it to color-constrained PC-trees; see
also Algorithm 2 for an overview over the algorithm and our changes. The core insight is that,
for an (ordinary) PC-tree T to have leaves A consecutive, the set of edges that are consistent
with neither A nor L(T ) \ A need to form a path, the so-called terminal path [23, 24]; see
Figure 1a. Otherwise T does not represent any cyclic order where A is consecutive, and
Update returns the null-tree.

After identifying the terminal path, the Update performs three further steps [19]. First,
all edges around the nodes on the terminal path are reordered so that the subtrees with only
leaves in A (called full) and those with only leaves in L(T ) \A (called empty) lie on different
sides, separated by the up to two edges of the terminal path. If this is not possible, then this
is due to a (fixed) C-node (or color-constrained P-node) around which edges consistent with A

and edges consistent with L(T ) \A must alternate. It follows that T does not represent a
cyclic order where A is consecutive, and we return the null-tree.

Next, split (i.e. create a new adjacent P-node and reassign some incident edges) each
P-node µ on the terminal path twice, once to move all edges to full subtrees adjacent to
µ to a new P-node µF and a second time to move all edges to empty subtrees to a new
P-node µE ; see Figures 5 and 6 in Section 5. Now, µ is adjacent to µF , µE and up to two
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further nodes from the terminal path, in which case it is converted to a C-node to ensure
that the full and empty subtrees always lie on different sides of the terminal path. When
splitting color-constrained P-nodes, some additional care needs to be taken to correctly
distribute the constraints across the new nodes and edges. In Section 5.1, we show that the
splitting procedure for ordinary P-nodes can easily be augmented to ensure this. Lastly, all
nodes of the terminal path are contracted into a single C-node which has all incident full
subtrees consecutive, and which for color-constrained PC-trees needs to be fixed if any of the
constituent C-nodes were fixed. ◀

The biggest difference between usual and color-constrained PC-trees concerns the opera-
tion Intersect. In contrast to usual PC-trees, given two color-constrained PC-trees T1, T2
on the same set of leaves, there generally does not exist a color-constrained PC-tree T

with ω(T ) = ω(T1) ∩ ω(T2). For example, if both color-constrained PC-trees consist of a
single P-node with different fixed edges, both fixed orders can be interleaved arbitrarily in
the intersection, which cannot be represented using a color-constrained PC-tree. This is
however not strictly needed for the planarity test. Instead, we will here only need to test
whether ω(T1) ∩ ω(T2) ̸= ∅. Conceptually, such a test can be performed using an approach
similar to the intersection of ordinary PC-trees, additionally checking for each pair of inner
nodes whether they allow for at least one common fixed order. Lemma 7 in Section 7 shows
that, in the context of our planarity test, this can be checked in linear time.

3.3 Testing Biconnected Partially Embedded Graphs

Having the underlying data structure in place, we now turn to our algorithm for testing
Partially Embedded Planarity. In the following, we will describe the generic Booth &
Lueker planarity testing algorithm [6] in two steps: first the underlying concepts, then the
actual algorithm. Directly after each step we highlight the changes that need to be made for
testing partial instances.

To test planarity of graph G = (V, E), we iteratively insert its vertices in a certain order,
that is, in each step i ∈ {1, . . . , n} we grow the set Vi = {v1, . . . , vi} ⊆ V of already-inserted
vertices. At each step, we partition the edges of G into three types: Embedded edges have both
endpoints in Vi, half-embedded have exactly one endpoint in Vi and unembedded edges have
both endpoints in V \ Vi. When inserting vertex vi into the graph, its incident unembedded
edges become half-embedded and its half-embedded edges become embedded. We denote
by Gi the subgraph of G induced by Vi, and by G+

i the graph obtained from Gi by adding
each half-embedded edge e = uv with u ∈ Vi as half-edge starting at u; see Figure 4a.

The central idea of the planarity test is to use a vertex order that has G[V \Vi] connected at
each step i ∈ {1, . . . , n}. This ensures (by the Jordan curve theorem) that all half-embedded
edges must be embedded in the same face of G+

i , without loss of generality, the outer face.
We will for now assume G to be biconnected and use an st-ordering of its vertices. For an
st-ordering s = v1, . . . , vn = t of V , the edge st must be present in G and each vertex except
for s and t must have a neighbor which comes earlier in the ordering as well as a neighbor
which comes later [17]. Especially, this ensures that both G[Vi] and G[V \ Vi] are connected.

Observe that a planar embedding of G determines a planar embedding of each G+
i . Let

Ω(G+
i ) denote the set of all planar embeddings of G+

i with all half-edges on the outer face.
For an embedding E ∈ Ω(G+

i ) of G+
i , let ω(E) be its cyclic order of half-edges on the outer

face; see Figure 4a. We define ω(G+
i ) = {ω(E) | E ∈ Ω(G+

i )} to be the set of all such orders.



10 A Simple Partially Embedded Planarity Test Based on Vertex-Addition

E

E ′

vi+1

G+
i

ω(E)

(a)

E

E ′

τ2σ
vi+1

τ1

Ti

FFFF

(b)
µ′

µµµµ

µµµµ′′′′
µµµµ

FFFF

Ti+1

T ′

S′

vi+1

(c)

(d)

Ti+FTi+FTi+FTi+F

µ′

Figure 4 (a) A drawing E ′ of G+
i with its half-edges in the green area. Adding the next vertex vi+1

yields drawing E of G+
i+1. (b) PC-tree Ti representing all planar embeddings of G+

i . The edges F

need to be made consecutive for vi+1. Orders relevant for the proof of Lemma 3 are shown in blue.
(c) PC-tree Ti + F . Splitting this tree also splits C-node µ into µ′ in (Ti + F )[F → ℓ] and µF in
(Ti + F c)[F c → ℓ]. The edges incident to µF are those in E(Ti, F ). If the bold edges of vi+1 are
considered fixed, they fix the flip of µ and thus also of µF and µ′. (d) PC-tree Ti+1 obtained by
merging trees T ′ and S′, where µ′ is what remains of the split C-node µ.

Neccesary Conditions for Partially Embedded Planarity. We now extend these notions to
the partial setting. Let (G, H,H) be a partially embedded graph where G is biconnected.
Analogously to Gi, we set Hi = H[Vi ∩ V (H)], define H+

i to be the graph obtained from Hi

by adding all half-embedded fixed edges as half-edges, and define H+
i as the restriction of

H to H+
i . Let H⊕

i be a topological drawing of H+
i inside a disk whose boundary visits the

non-vertex endpoints of the half-edges according to their order on the outer face.
Consider an embedding G that is a solution for (G, H,H) and for i ∈ {1, . . . , n} a partial

solution G+
i that is a restriction of G to G+

i . Analogously to H⊕
i , we define G⊕

i to be a
topological disk-drawing of G+

i with all half-edges ending at its boundary. Note that each
face of G⊕

i [H+
i ], which is the restriction of G⊕

i to H+
i , corresponds to a distinct face of H⊕

i .
The embedding G+

i that is a partial solution satisfies the following three properties:
(E1) All half-edges lie on the outer face.
(E2) Drawing G⊕

i [H+
i ] coincides with H⊕

i .
(E3) Each edge e ∈ E(G+

i ) \ E(H) with f(e) ̸= ⊥ is embedded in a face of G⊕
i [H+

i ] that
corresponds to f(e) in H.

Note that Property E1 is the same as for the ordinary planarity test and that any planar
embedding G+

n that satisfies Property E2 is a solution for the partially embedded graph.
Property E3 is used to show the maintenance of E2 throughout the algorithm. Let ΩH(G+

i )
be the set of all embeddings of G+

i that satisfy Properties E1 – E3, and let ωH(G+
i ) = {ω(E) |

E ∈ ΩH(G+
i )} contain all orders of half-edges on the outer face from these embeddings.

Testing Planarity. To test the planarity of a biconnected graph G given an st-ordering
v1, . . . , vn of its vertices, we compute PC-trees T1, . . . , Tn−1 satisfying the invariant ω(G+

i ) =
ω(Ti) for all i ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1}. Tree T1 consists of a single P-node with leaves E(v1). Given
PC-tree Ti, the next PC-tree Ti+1 is obtained as follows; see also Algorithm 1. Conceptually,
we make the half-edges F that lead from G+

i to vi+1 consecutive in Ti and replace them by
a single edge leading to a new P-node with leaves E(vi+1) \ F . Formally, we first turn vi+1
into a PC-tree S consisting of a single P-node with leaves E(vi+1). We make the edges
F between G+

i and vi+1 consecutive in both Ti and S using the Update operation; see
Figures 4b and 4c. We split the resulting PC-tree Ti + F into trees T F = (Ti + F )[F c → ℓ]
and T ′ = (Ti + F )[F → ℓ], where T F describes the order of half-edges F leading from G+

i
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to vi+1 and T ′ describes the order of the remaining half-edges of G+
i . Similarly, we split

S + F into SF = (S + F )[F c → ℓ] and S′ = (S + F )[F → ℓ], where SF describes the order of
half-edges F leading from vi+1 to G+

i and S′ describes the order of the remaining half-edges
of vi+1. Note that L(SF ) = L(T F ) = F ∪ {ℓ} and L(S′) ∩ L(T ′) = {ℓ}. Furthermore,
L(S′) ∪ L(T ′) contains all half-embedded edges that are present after step i + 1 plus ℓ, that
is L(S′) ∪ L(T ′) = L(Ti+1) ∪ {ℓ}. Finally, we merge trees S′ and T ′ at ℓ to obtain Ti+1
with ω(Ti+1) = ω(T ′ ⊗ℓ S′); see Figure 4d. If none of the steps fails due to an impossible
update, this means that we found (implicit) planar embeddings for all considered subgraphs.
Finding a non-null PC-tree Tn−1 then suffices to show planarity, as the edges of vn are always
consecutive in Tn−1 (which has no further leaves). Conversely, if the process fails at any step,
this is due to a subgraph having no planar embedding in which all edges to the next vertex
are consecutive, meaning that the graph is non-planar [6].

Testing Partially Embedded Planarity. To test an instance (G, H,H) of partially embedded
planarity we basically apply the same algorithm, but whenever we create a P-node for a
vertex vi, we now create a color-constrained P-node that also reflects the color-constraints
of vi. There are two important additional differences to the ordinary planarity algorithm;
see also lines 8 to 11 of Algorithm 1. First, the orders of half-edges around vi+1 are now
not only constrained by T F , but also by vi+1, that is by color-constrained PC-tree SF . We
need to check that T F and SF allow for at least one common order of F , that is whether
ω(T F ) ∩ ω(SF ) ≠ ∅ as the order of edges in F entering vi+1 is the reversal of the order in
which they leave G+

i . Second, if X = E(Ti + F, F ) is a set of edges that are consecutive
around a C-node µ of Ti + F , the constraints of vi+1 may fix the order of X around µ and
thus the flip of µ; see Figure 4c. Note that splitting Ti then splits µ into a C-node µF in T F

and a C-node µ′ in T ′, both incident to the leaf ℓ introduced by the split. Both µF and µ′

need to be fixed if the order of X around µ is fixed by vi+1. We detect and handle this as
follows. After finding one order in ω(T F ) ∩ ω(SF ) in the intersection test, we check whether
the intersection also contains a second order where µF is flipped the other way. If this is not
the case, vi+1 fixes µ and we accordingly fix the flip of µ′ in the copy T ′′ of T ′; otherwise
we set T ′′ to be equal to T ′. Finally, we merge the trees S′ and T ′′ at ℓ as before to obtain
Ti+1. Again, we can apply this process until we obtain a color-constrained PC-tree Tn−1 or
otherwise conclude that the instance is negative. Note that we here also need to perform the
last step of the algorithm to check that the constraints of vn are respected.

This concludes the description of our algorithm for testing Partially Embedded Pla-
narity. See Algorithm 1 for high-level pseudo-code highlighting our changes and Algorithm 4
in Section 6 for the full implementation. For correctness of our algorithm, it remains to show
that the above steps actually yield PC-trees that satisfy Properties E1 – E3. We give a full
proof in Section 6 and only sketch the main points here.

▶ Lemma 3 (⋆). For every step i ∈ {1, . . . , n} of the algorithm, ωH(G+
i ) = ω(Ti) holds.

Proof sketch. The proof works analogously to the proof for the ordinary planarity test show-
ing ω(G+

i ) = ω(Ti) by induction on the number of steps. In the proof we will explicitly note
where additional arguments are needed for the partial setting, otherwise the argumentation
is taken directly from the ordinary planarity setting considering ω(G+

i ) instead of ωH(G+
i ).

Property E1 as well as Properties E2 and E3 in the partial case trivially hold for the first step,
showing ωH(G+

1 ) = ω(T1). Assuming that ωH(G+
i ) = ω(Ti) holds for step i, the statement

for the next step i + 1 can be shown by arguing both inclusions separately.
To show ωH(G+

i+1) ⊆ ω(Ti+1), take an order σ ∈ ωH(G+
i+1) and let E ∈ ΩH(G+

i+1) be
a corresponding embedding with ω(E) = σ. Let E ′ be the embedding of G+

i obtained by
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deleting vi+1; see Figure 4a. It can easily be shown that E ′ ∈ ΩH(G+
i ) and we have, thanks

to Gi being connected, τ1 = ω(E ′) ∈ ωH(G+
i ) and, by the inductive hypothesis, τ1 ∈ ω(Ti).

All edges in F must be consecutive in τ1 and we thus have τ1 ∈ ω(Ti + F ). For the ordinary
planarity test, one can directly show σ = τ1[F → ℓ] ⊗ℓ τ2[F → ℓ] ∈ ω((Ti + F )[F → ℓ] ⊗ℓ

(S + F )[F → ℓ]) = ω(Ti+1) using the rotation τ2 of vi+1 in E ; see Figure 4b. In the partial
setting, Ti+1 may have instead been obtained from Ti by fixing the flip of a split C-node µ,
turning the last equality in this chain into a non-strict superset inclusion ⊇. Fortunately,
as τ1 and τ2 and thus also σ are derived from a drawing, the flips τ1 and τ2 induce for the
split parts of µ always line up with their fixed flip. Thereby, we can show that σ is always
contained in ω(Ti+1) for any σ = ω(E) ∈ ωH(G+

i+1), concluding the proof for this direction.
To conversely show ωH(G+

i+1) ⊇ ω(Ti+1), take an order σ ∈ ω(Ti+1) and let σ1 ∈ T ′

and σ2 ∈ S′ be such that σ = σ1 ⊗ℓ σ2. To be able to apply the inductive hypothesis, we
seek an order σF ∈ ω(T F ) ∩ ω(SF ) of F ∪ {ℓ} such that τ1 = σ1 ⊗ℓ σF not only lies (by
construction) in ω(T ′ ⊗ℓ T F ), but also in ω(Ti + F ) ⊆ ω(Ti). For the ordinary planarity test
this is easy, as S and SF each consist of a single P-node, allowing arbitrary orders. In the
partial setting, S consists of a color-constrained P-node that may only allow certain orders,
leading to the intersection ω(T F ) ∩ ω(SF ) potentially being empty or not containing an
order that is compatible with σ1 to form an admissible order of Ti. In the algorithm, we
explicitly guard against the intersection being empty. For the second issue recall that, by
Lemma 1, an incompatiblity can only arise from the flip of µF in T F induced by σF not
coinciding with the flip of µ′ induced by σ1 in T ′. In the algorithm, the intersection test
either found orders for both flips of µF or otherwise the flip of µ′ in T ′ was fixed to the one
of µF . This ensures that we can always find a compatible σF yielding a τ1 ∈ ω(Ti).

By the inductive hypothesis, we have τ1 ∈ ωH(G+
i ) and there exists an embedding

E ′ ∈ Ω(G+
i ) with ω(E ′) = τ1. Furthermore, we have τ2 = σ2 ⊗ℓ σF ∈ ω(S + F ) ⊆ ω(S). We

choose τ2 as rotation for vi+1 when adding it to E ′ to obtain a planar embedding E of G+
i+1.

We can show that this results in ω(E) = τ1[F → ℓ]⊗ℓ τ2[F → ℓ] = σ1 ⊗ℓ σ2 = σ ∈ ω(G+
i+1),

satisfying Property E1. This already concludes the proof in case of the ordinary planarity
test, while for the partial setting we also have to show maintenance of Properties E2 and E3.

If vi+1 /∈ H this can easily be done, as H+
i+1 is unchanged from H+

i for Property E2.
Further note that in his case, vi+1 and all its incident edges, especially those in F , lie in the
same face of H. Property E3 holding for all edges F in E ′ ensures this face coincides with
the restriction the edges of vi+1 have, showing this property is maintained in E .

If vi+1 ∈ H, a case-by-case analysis of the edges incident to vi+1 based on their types (i.e.,
fixed, restricted, and/or unrestricted) can be used to show that Property E3 is maintained.
Regarding Property E2, note that the constructed rotation for vi+1 respects the constraints of
H. The relative position of vi+1 with regard to Gi can only be wrong if vi+1 is not connected
to any vertex of Hi, that is if F contains no edges of H. In this case, all edges in F are
restricted to be embedded in the same face, which is incident to vi+1 and some vertices
from Vi. Hence, in this case Property E3 ensures the correct relative positions and thus
Property E2. As all three properties are satisfied, we get σ ∈ ωH(G+

i+1) for both vi+1 /∈ V (H)
and vi+1 ∈ V (H), concluding our proof. ◀

Interestingly, the interactions between the two halves of a split C-node, which we need
to explicitly handle by fixing the one half if the other one is implicitly fixed, are also one
of the main concerns of the algorithm by Chiba et al. [13] for generating an embedding in
addition to testing planarity. Hence, after successfully running our Partially Embedded
Planarity testing algorithm, an embedding can be generated using the same approach.
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3.4 Non-Biconnected Instances
The ordinary planarity test by Booth and Lueker can be applied to non-biconnected graphs by
simply processing each biconnected component independently. This approach unfortunately
cannot directly be applied for Partially Embedded Planarity, as we also need to account
for the constraints of cut-vertices. Instead of relying on an involved preprocessing step, we
extend our testing algorithm to directly handle non-biconnected inputs using the generalized
planarity test by Haeupler and Tarjan [22], which we describe in the following.

When applying the planarity test to a non-biconnected instance, we can no longer assume
v1, . . . , vn to be an st-ordering that ensures that both G[Vi] and G[V \ Vi] are connected
for every i = 1, . . . , n. Haeupler and Tarjan retain the property that at least G[V \ Vi] is
connected by using a leaf-to-root ordering of a DFS-tree [22]. Thus, one can still assume
all half-embedded edges to lie on the outer face. But, at every step of the algorithm, we
may now have multiple distinct connected components in G+

i , each represented by their
own PC-tree. When inserting a next vertex vi+1, this may now cause previously distinct
connected components to merge. Note that this may happen independently of whether vi+1 is
a cut-vertex in G whenever vi+1 separates multiple subtrees of the DFS-tree. The generalized
algorithm handles this case by incrementally merging the components C1, . . . , Ck of G+

i that
are adjacent to vi+1 into the tree S0 representing vi+1. To combine the color-constrained
PC-tree T [Cj+1] of the next component Cj+1 with the current tree Sj into the next tree
Sj+1, we can use the same process as we used for combining Ti with S into Ti+1 in the
biconnected setting. The final tree Sk then represents the component of vi+1 in G+

i+1.
There is a second issue that needs consideration in the non-biconnected partial setting.

Even if the instance is positive, an update may now fail if the constraints of vi+1 require
us to nest some incident blocks (i.e., maximal biconnected components) and we process an
outer block before the nested one. Such nesting may be enforced by the fixed order of edges
of H or by the color-constraints around vi+1; see Figure 7. Fortunately, if a block needs to
be nested within another block, it may have no further half-embedded edges for the instance
to be positive. Thus, processing any nested block before the block is nested within, that
is using an inside-out nesting order, ensures any nested blocks are processed and thereby
entirely removed first and the edges of an outer blocks can afterwards be made consecutive.

Lemma 5 in Section 6.1 shows that incorporating these two changes breaks no assumptions
we made in the biconnected setting while being sufficient to handle non-biconnected instances.
There, we also present pseudo-code for the full Partially Embedded Planarity test for
not-necessarily biconnected instances. Altogether, this yields the following theorem.

▶ Theorem 4 (⋆). An instance (G, H,H) of Partially Embedded Planarity can be
tested in time linear in the size of G.

4 Summary

This concludes the exposition of the core points of our algorithm for testing Partially
Embedded Planarity. The remainder of this work presents the technical details that
are required for the different parts of our algorithm, including full proofs of correctness.
Section 5 gives an in-depth background on the operations of the base PC-tree data structure
and describes our modifications to the Update in the color-constrained case in detail. In
Section 6, we present the full proof of correctness for biconnected Partially Embedded
Planarity instances. In Section 6.1, we elaborate on our extension to not-necessarily
biconnected instances. Finally, we describe the technical details required for a linear-time
implementation in Section 7. Concluding remarks can be found in Section 8.
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5 Full Details on PC-Tree Operations

We now describe the basic operations of PC-trees, which we already summarized in the
preliminaries in Section 2, in more detail.

Merge Let T1, T2 be two PC-trees whose respective leaf sets have size at least 2 and that
share exactly one leaf ℓ; see Figure 1c. The Merge of T1, T2, denoted as T1 ⊗ℓ T2, is the
PC-tree T obtained by identifying the two copies of ℓ in T1 and T2 and smoothing the
resulting degree-2 node ℓ into an edge xy, where x, y are the two neighbors of ℓ in T1
and T2, respectively; see Figure 1d. Formally, we have ω(T ) = {σ1 ⊗ℓ σ2 | σi ∈ ω(Ti) for
i ∈ {1, 2}}. The orders σ1 ∈ ω(T1) and σ2 ∈ ω(T2) corresponding to a σ ∈ ω(T ) can be
obtained by undoing the merge that created T from T1 and T2 while maintaining the
embedding of T that corresponds to σ. Observe that the leaves of each input tree are
consecutive in the tree resulting from the merge, i.e., L(Ti) is consecutive with respect
to T for i = 1, 2. Furthermore, any PC-tree can be obtained by merging trees with a
single inner node. We also extend the definition of Merge to the case where one tree, say
T2, consists only of a single leaf ℓ. In this case, analogously to cyclic orders, we simply
remove ℓ from T1.

Split Let T be a PC-tree and let set A with ∅ ̸= A ⊊ L(T ) be consecutive with respect
to T . The operation Split separates T into two new PC-trees T ′ and T ′′ representing
the admissible orders of Ac = L(T ) \A and A, respectively, in T ; see also Figure 1c. The
two trees have leaves L(T ′) = Ac ∪ {a} and L(T ′′) = A ∪ {a}, where a /∈ L(T ) is a new
leaf that represents the position of the split-off subtree in each of the resulting halves.
The PC-tree T ′ is obtained by replacing the edges in E(T, A) by the single new leaf a

and removing the subtrees containing the leaves in A. Symmetrically, the PC-tree T ′′ is
obtained by replacing the edges in E(T, Ac) with a and removing the subtrees containing
the leaves in Ac. This yields trees T ′, T ′′ with ω(T ′) = {σ[A → a] | σ ∈ ω(T )} and
ω(T ′′) = {σ[Ac → a] | σ ∈ ω(T )}. To refer to one of the resulting trees, we will borrow
this notation and write T [A→ a] and T [Ac → a] for the trees T ′ and T ′′, respectively.

Update Let T be a PC-tree and let A ⊆ L(T ) be a set of leaves. The operation Update,
denoted as T + A, produces a new PC-tree T ′ with ω(T ′) = {σ ∈ ω(T ) | A is consecutive
in σ}. We also call the set A a restriction (of the admissible orders of T to those where
A is consecutive). The procedure has the property that the leaf set A is consecutive with
respect to the resulting tree T ′. We call a restriction impossible if there is no admissible
order of L where the leaves in R are consecutive, i.e., T +A is the null-tree. Note that leaf
sets with |A| ∈ {0, 1, |L(T )| − 1, |L(T )|} are always consecutive and thus do not require
changes to T . Otherwise, the required changes are made by the following steps initially
described by Hsu and McConnell [23,24]. We use the step numbering from [19] to stay
consistent with the pseudo-code shown in Algorithm 2, but combine the first and last
two steps respectively as their distinction is not relevant for this work.

1&2 Determine the edges of T that are consistent with neither A nor L(T )\A; see Figures 1a
and 5. If these edges do not form a path, the so-called terminal path, then T does not
represent any cyclic order where A is consecutive, and we return the null-tree.

3 Reorder the edges around the nodes on the terminal path so that all subtrees that have
all their leaves in A, which we will call full, lie on one side and all subtrees with leaves
in L(T ) \ A, which we will call empty, lie on the other side; see Figure 5a. If this is
not possible, then this is due to a C-node around which edges consistent with A and
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(a) After step 3.

µF

µM

µE

(b) After step 4.

c

(c) Final PC-tree.

Figure 5 Visualization of the updates to the terminal path made to ensure a set of leaves is
consecutive. The full subtrees with only leaves that should be made consecutive are shown in black,
empty subtrees are shown in white. The terminal path is the horizontal line with gray nodes.

edges consistent with L(T ) \A alternate. It follows that T does not represent a cyclic
order where A is consecutive, and we return the null-tree.

4 Split each P-node µ on the terminal path twice, once to move all edges to full subtrees
adjacent to µ to a new P-node µF and a second time to move all edges to empty
subtrees to a new P-node µE . Add edges to the new nodes, making the remainder of µ

adjacent to µF , µE , and up to two edges of the terminal path; see Figure 5b. Convert
this remaining part into a C-node µM and choose its embedding such that the two
terminal edges are not adjacent to each other if it has degree 4, and flip it so that all
full subtrees again lie on the same side of the terminal path.

5&6 Contract all nodes of the terminal path (which are now all C-nodes) into a single,
central C-node. Finally, smooth degree-2 vertices and remove degree-1 vertices that
are not leaves of the original tree T ; see Figure 5c.

Hsu and McConnell [23,24] show that each of these steps can be implemented to run in
time proportional to |A| plus the length of the terminal path. This leads to amortized
linear time in the size of the set A as all terminal edges disappear through the update.

Intersect Let T1, T2 be two PC-trees with the same set of leaves. Then the operation
Intersect produces a new PC-tree T with ω(T ) = ω(T1) ∩ ω(T2). Booth [5] describes a
linear-time algorithm for computing the intersection of two PQ-trees; the same algorithm
can be applied for PC-trees [34]. The general idea is to convert T1 into a set of consecutivity
constraints and to then update T2 with these sets so that it represents only the orders
that are represented by both trees. The key to achieve linear running time is to contract
maximal subtrees that are already consecutive in both trees into single nodes.

The following lemma describes the situations in which a PC-tree Merge is the converse
operation of a previous Split and how this affects orders derived from the trees. Recall
that orders σ1 ∈ ω(T ′) and σ2 ∈ ω(T ′′) are compatible if σ1 ⊗ℓ σ2 ∈ ω(T ) with T ′ and T ′′

obtained from splitting T .

▶ Lemma 1 (⋆). Let set A be consecutive in PC-tree T , let T ′ = T [A→ ℓ] and T ′′ = T [Ac →
ℓ] and let σ1 ∈ ω(T ′) and σ2 ∈ ω(T ′′). If E(T, A) is a single edge e, then T = T ′ ⊗ℓ T ′′ and
σ1 ⊗ℓ σ2 ∈ ω(T ), that is any pair of σ1 and σ2 is compatible. Otherwise, E(T, A) is a set of
edges consecutive around a C-node µ of T , and we have T ̸= T ′⊗ℓ T ′′ and ω(T ) ⊊ ω(T ′⊗ℓ T ′′).
In this case, σ1 and σ2 are compatible if and only if they induce the same flip of the split
halves of µ in T ′ and T ′′. If σ1 is not compatible with σ2, it is instead compatible with σ2.
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Proof. If E(T, A) is a single edge e, tree T is split by splitting e. It can thus be reobtained
by merging at e again, that is T = T ′⊗ℓ T ′′. As the embeddings that σ1 and σ2 induce on T ′

and T ′′, respectively, can also be joined at e to obtain an embedding of T , we always have
σ1 ⊗ℓ σ2 ∈ ω(T ).

Otherwise, E(T, A) is a set of edges consecutive around a C-node µ of T . Splitting T

into two trees T ′, T ′′ also splits µ into two respective C-nodes µ′, µ′′, where µ′′ is incident to
the edges in E(T, A) plus ℓ and µ′ gets the remaining edges of µ plus another copy of ℓ; see
Figure 1d. Merging T ′ and T ′′ now does not yield T again, as µ′ and µ′′ are still separate
C-nodes connected by the edge ℓ in T ∗ = T ′ ⊗ℓ T ′′. We have ω(T ∗) ⊋ ω(T ) as µ′ and µ′′

can be flipped independently and thus in total allow four different orders for their incident
edges in T ∗, while µ in T only allows two. The embeddings σ1 and σ2 induce on T ′ and T ′′

can thus only be merged to an embedding of T if the rotations of µ′ and µ′′ they induce
can be merged to form an admissible rotation of µ. As the C-nodes have two admissible
embeddings, either σ1 and σ2 are compatible or σ1 and σ2 are compatible. ◀

5.1 Color-constrained PC-tree Update Procedure
The Update procedure on color-constrained PC-trees is based on the same steps as the
update on ordinary PC-trees, although we need to make some modifications to account
for the constraints. These modifications, which we already outlined in the proof sketch for
Lemma 2, can be summarized as follows; see also Algorithm 2. The labeling in step 1&2
works the same as on regular PC-trees. The reordering in step 3 now also needs to respect
fixed C-nodes and the order of fixed edges around P-nodes. When splitting nodes in step
4, we need to correctly distribute the constraints across the new nodes and edges resulting
from the split. Especially, splitting a node may separate restricted edges from fixed edges
and thus also from the angles they want to be embedded in, making the split impossible.
Lastly, the contractions in step 5&6 need to respect fixed C-nodes when merging C-nodes.
In the following, we describe the changes which need to be made to obtain the correct result
in greater detail. To implement these changes in amortized linear time, we will need to add
some additional counters to the data structure, which we discuss in Section 7.

In step 3 we need to ensure that the full fixed edges (i.e. the incident fixed edges leading
to full subtrees) are consecutive in the cyclic order of fixed edges. Furthermore, we need to
ensure that both of the at most two terminal fixed edges are directly adjacent to this block
of full fixed edges, or adjacent to each other if the block is empty. Finally, we need to check
that all P-nodes and all fixed C-nodes have their fixed full edges on the same side of the
terminal path. If any of these checks fails, we abort and report an invalid restriction; see
Algorithm 3. We will ensure that all restricted full edges are consecutive with the fixed ones
in the next step.

When splitting a color-constrained P-node with fixed edges in step 4, we also need to
maintain the constraint information and especially ensure that the split parts still allow the
same relative positions with regard to each other. This especially means that the new edges
connecting them need to have the right restrictions assigned. We will describe how to do this
when splitting off the full edges F to µF (see Figure 5b), splitting off the empty ones from the
resulting node µ′ to µE works analogously.3 We make a case distinction based on whether
both µF and µ′ receive at least one fixed edge; see Figure 6. If this is the case (Figure 6a–f),

3 Note that in a linear-time implementation, we cannot process all incident empty edges. Instead splitting
off the complement set, i.e., the terminal path edges, maintains the time bound.
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Algorithm 3 Operation CheckFlips().

1 for node µ on the terminal path do
2 if µ is a fixed P- or C-node then
3 ρ← cyclic order of fixed edges at µ;
4 else if µ is a C-node then
5 ρ← cyclic edge order fixed up to reversal at µ;
6 else
7 continue at next loop iteration;
8 if edges leading to full subtrees are not consecutive in ρ then
9 abort and report impossible restriction;

10 if edges leading to full subtrees or terminal path nodes are not consecutive in ρ

then
11 abort and report impossible restriction;

12 if not all fixed P- and C-nodes have their fixed edges leading to full subtrees on the
same side of the terminal path then

13 abort and report impossible restriction;

edge a between µF and µ′ is fixed at both ends and the orders of the fixed edges are set
to ρµ′ = ρµ[(F ∩ Fµ)→ a] and ρµF = ρµ[(F c ∩ Fµ)→ a]. All fixed edges retain their color,
while a is assigned the color that followed F before the split at µ′ and the color that preceded
F at µF . We need to check that all nodes still have at least one appropriate angle for every
restricted edge, or abort and report an impossible restriction otherwise.4

If one of µF , µ′ received no fixed edges (Figure 6g–i), we assume without loss of generality
that µ′ receives all fixed edges as the converse case works analogously. Here, we set ρµ′ = ρµ

and ρµF = ∅, leaving the coloring of fixed edges as-is. The restriction of edge a is set
according to which edges µF retained. If there are restricted edges of more than one color at
µF , we abort and report an impossible restriction. If there are restricted edges of exactly
one color c at µF (the analogous case for µE is shown in Figure 6i), we set the edge a (a′ in
Figure 6i) to be restricted to c at µ′ and to be unrestricted at µF . If there are no restricted
edges at µF (Figure 6h), a is unrestricted at both its ends.

If the middle node µM resulting from the two splits has degree 4, we need to additionally
restrict its order of incident edges such that the terminal path edges are non-adjacent, i.e.,
the full and empty nodes are on different sides of the terminal path. Note that for a degree-4
node, there are at most two such admissible orders, which are the reverse of each other. If
both are allowed by µM (which currently is still a color-constrained P-node), we convert
µM to an ordinary C-node with one of the two orders, otherwise to a fixed C-node with the
single possible order; see Figure 6. For any degree-3 node, there are overall at most two
orders, which are the reverse of each other; so can assume all these nodes to also be C-nodes.

Finally, we need to ensure that all middle nodes always have the empty and full subtrees,
respectively, on the same side of the terminal path. This is done by the contractions of
adjacent C-nodes along the terminal path in step 5&6. The C-node resulting from this is
fixed if and only if at least one of its constituent C-nodes was fixed.

4 As discussed in Section 7, we can maintain counters tracking how many edge and angles of different
colors are present at a node to check this.
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Figure 6 Splitting three different color-constrained P-nodes (a), (d), and (g). The first step
((b), (e), and (h)) splits off the incident full (black) subtrees, the second step ((c), (f), and (i))
splits off the empty (white) subtrees. All splits up to (f) have fixed edges on both sides. The split
in (h) splits off only unrestricted edges, while split (i) splits off unrestricted and restricted edges.
Only the C-node created in (f) is not fixed, as the reversal of its shown rotation is also admissible.

▶ Lemma 2 (⋆). For a color-constrained PC-tree T and a subset L of its leaves, there exists
a color-constrained PC-tree T ′ = T + A with ω(T ′) = {τ ∈ ω(T ) | A is consecutive in τ},
which can be found in O(|A|) time.

Proof. We will show that the tree T ′ we obtained by applying our modified Update procedure
as described above satisfies this condition. Lemma 6 in Section 7 details how to conduct
the update in linear time. Note that T ′ can be converted into an ordinary PC-tree, which
we will refer to as Project(T ′), by converting all color-restricted P-nodes into ordinary
P-nodes (dropping their color-constraints) and converting all fixed C-nodes into ordinary
C-nodes (possibly now also allowing reversal of their orders). As our modified update
makes the same changes to the tree structure as in the normal update operation we have
Project(T ′) = Project(T ) + L if the restriction is possible. As the projection only allows
additional orders, we have ω(T ′) ⊆ ω(Project(T ′)) = ω(Project(T ) + L), in particular, L

is always consecutive in T ′.
To show the claimed equivalence of admissible orders, we first show that if τ ∈ ω(T ) and

L is consecutive in τ then τ ∈ ω(T ′). Note that the restriction must be possible and T ′ thus
cannot be the null-tree, as an impossible restriction would imply that there is no τ ∈ ω(T )
where L is consecutive. As we have τ ∈ ω(Project(T )+L) it is also τ ∈ ω(Project(T ′)) due
to the above equivalence and it remains to show that τ satisfies the color-constraints of T ′.
To do this, we will apply the changes made by the update procedure to T while maintaining
its embedding given by τ to obtain an admissible embedding of T ′. First, observe that for
all terminal nodes the incident full and empty subtrees with a fixed ordering are respectively
consecutive and on different sides of the terminal path, as we would have otherwise returned
a null-tree in step 3. Now consider one of the two splits applied in step 4. Note that the
split-off set A needs to be consecutive in the embedding induced on the current P-node µ by
order τ as otherwise L would not be consecutive in τ . Thus, the edges in A can be reassigned
to a new P-node µ′ adjacent to µ in place of A while maintaining the order of A. Note that
if A contains no fixed edges, all edges of A were embedded in a single angle. If there are no
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fixed but restricted edges in A, they all need to have the same color which coincides with the
color restricting the edge that replaces A. The conversion of µM into a C-node after the two
splits can also be done while maintaining the embedding, as the only disallowed rotations of
µM are those that do not have full and empty subtrees on different sides of the terminal path.
Finally, contracting all C-nodes on the terminal path cannot contradict the embedding as we
already ensured that all full and empty subtrees are on the correct sides of the terminal path.

Conversely, we need to show that if τ ∈ ω(T ′) then also τ ∈ ω(T ). From our initial
considerations it follows that we have τ ∈ ω(Project(T ′)) = ω(Project(T )+L) and it again
remains to show that τ satisfies the color-constraints of T . To do this, we undo the changes
made by the update procedure that turned T into T ′ while maintaining its embedding given
by τ to obtain an admissible embedding of T . As all changes only restrict the number of
admissible embeddings, undoing them cannot turn an admissible embedding invalid. ◀

6 Partially Embedded Planarity

In this section, we want to give full and detailed proofs of correctness for our Partially
Embedded Planarity algorithms from Section 3. First, we will again only consider the
biconnected setting. The generalization to not-necessarily biconnected graphs is considered
in Section 6.1. Algorithm 4 contains the full pseudo-code for our solution to Partially
Embedded Planarity on biconnected graphs as described in Section 3.3. See Algorithm 1
for a high-level comparison with the basic planarity test.

In our algorithm and especially its following proof of correctness, we want to make explicit
the usages of three assumptions regarding the trees generated by the algorithm.
(T1) If the instance is positive, for each step i, the leaves F can be made consecutive in Ti

as well as in S.
(T2) The graph G+

i that Ti represents is connected.
(T3) The leaves F are all adjacent to the same P-node in S.
Observe that these three assumptions are trivially satisfied in the biconnected case we
currently investigate. For the non-biconnected case we consider in the next section, we will
need to take more care to show that these assumption still hold. Furthermore note that we
have L(Tn) \ F = ∅ in the last step of our algorithm, a situation which will also appear more
often throughout the algorithm in the non-biconnected case. This no problem though, as we
will never assume F c ̸= ∅ in our algorithm or its proof of correctness.

▶ Lemma 3 (⋆). For every step i ∈ {1, . . . , n} of the algorithm, ωH(G+
i ) = ω(Ti) holds.

Proof. We prove this by induction on the number of steps. For step i = 1, observe that
T1 by construction allows the same rotations as v1. Thus, ωH(G+

1 ) = ω(T1) holds. For the
inductive step, assume that ωH(G+

i ) = ω(Ti) holds for step i. We will show the statement
for the next step i + 1 by arguing both inclusions separately.

Direction ωH(G+
i+1) ⊆ ω(Ti+1). Let σ ∈ ωH(G+

i+1) and let E ∈ ΩH(G+
i+1) be a correspond-

ing embedding with ω(E) = σ. Let E ′ be the embedding of G+
i obtained by deleting vi+1

together with its incident half-edges from E , turning incident ordinary edges to half-edges; see
Figure 4a. As E ∈ ΩH(G+

i+1), it satisfies Properties E1 – E3. Note that due to Property E1,
vi+1 must be on the outer face if it has half-edges. If it has none, we have i + 1 = n, G+

i+1
contains no half-edges, and we can thus choose an arbitrary face incident to vn to be the outer
one. Removing vi+1 and turning its incident edges into half-edges thus leaves all half-edges on
the same face (the outer one) and E ′ thus satisfies Property E1. As E satisfies Property E2,
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Algorithm 4 Test a biconnected graph G for Partially Embedded Planarity.

1 v1, . . . , vn ← st-Order(G);
2 T1 ← vertexToPNode(v1); // single P-node copying constraints of v1
3 for i in 1, . . . , n− 1 do
4 S ← vertexToPNode(vi+1);
5 F ← edges between Gi and vi+1 in G;
6 S′ ← (S + F )[F → ℓ];
7 SF ← (S + F )[F c → ℓ];
8 T ′ ← (Ti + F )[F → ℓ];
9 T F ← (Ti + F )[F c → ℓ];

10 if ω(T F ) ∩ ω(SF ) = ∅ then
11 return false;
12 if SF fixes C-node µF of T F in the intersection then
13 T ′′ ← T ′ with fixed respective C-node µ′;
14 else
15 T ′′ ← T ′;
16 Ti+1 ← S′ ⊗ℓ T ′′;
17 return true if no Update returned the null tree, and false otherwise;

its restriction E ′ also does so. To argue Property E3 we now consider a drawing E⊕ of E on
a disk, defined analogously to disk-drawing H⊕

i of Hi. We consider three different types of
faces of H that are present in E⊕. Faces that are not incident to vi+1, together with all edges
of G−H they contain, remain unchanged in E ′⊕, thus these edges still satisfy Property E3.
Faces that are incident to vi+1 but no vertex from Vi are incident to the border of E⊕ and
only contain half-edges with vi+1 as endpoint. These faces together with all their contained
edges are removed in E ′⊕ and they can thus not violate Property E3. Lastly, consider the
set F of faces that are incident to vi+1 as well as a vertex from Vi. At most two of these
may also be incident to the border of E⊕, while the remaining ones are closed by vi+1 in
E⊕. Note that in case vi+1 /∈ V (H), we have |F| = 1 as vi+1 and its incident edges must
lie entirely within one face of H. In either case, all faces of F are also present in E ′⊕. The
edges between vi+1 and Vi turn into half-edges, the half-edges incident to vi+1 are removed,
while the half-edges incident to Vi are retained. As the assignment of these (half-)edges to
faces remains unchanged, Property E3 is satisfied also in this last case.

As all three properties are satisfied in E ′, we thus have E ′ ∈ ΩH(G+
i ). As Gi is connected

by Assumption T2 (the st-ordering ensures this), we can define τ1 = ω(E ′). Similarly, let τ2
be the order of all edges incident to vi+1 in E ; see Figure 4b. As all half-edges are on the outer
face of E and E ′, F is consecutive both in τ2 and in τ1. Observe that τ1[F ] = τ2[F ]. Since E
can be obtained by combining E ′ with vi+1 using τ2 as rotation, order σ can be obtained by
merging τ1 and τ2 at F , that is σ = σ1 ⊗ℓ σ2 for σ1 = τ1[F → ℓ] and σ2 = τ2[F → ℓ].

As E ′ ∈ ΩH(G+
i ) we have τ1 ∈ ωH(G+

i ) and, by the inductive hypothesis, τ1 ∈ ω(Ti). All
edges in F are consecutive in τ1 and we thus have τ1 ∈ ω(Ti + F ). As σ1 = τ1[F → ℓ], it
follows that σ1 ∈ ω(T ′) with T ′ = (Ti + F )[F → ℓ]. Note that τ2 ∈ ω(S) by construction of
S. As above, all edges in F are consecutive in τ2 and thus τ2 ∈ ω(S + F ). As σ2 = τ2[F → ℓ],
it follows that σ2 ∈ ω(S′) with S′ = (S + F )[F → ℓ]. Recall that Ti+1 = T ′′ ⊗ℓ S′ where
either T ′′ = T ′ or T ′′ is obtained from T ′ by fixing the flip of C-node µ′ adjacent to ℓ. If
T ′ = T ′′ we directly have σ = σ1 ⊗ℓ σ2 ∈ ω(T ′ ⊗ℓ S′) = ω(T ′′ ⊗ℓ S′) = ω(Ti+1) as claimed
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due to σ1 ∈ ω(T ′) and σ2 ∈ ω(S′). Otherwise, we have ω(T ′ ⊗ℓ S′) ⊇ ω(T ′′ ⊗ℓ S′) and to
show σ1 ⊗ℓ σ2 ∈ ω(T ′′ ⊗ℓ S′) it suffices to show σ1 ∈ ω(T ′′). That is, the flip that σ1 induces
on µ′ coincides with the flip of µ dictated by vi+1; see Figure 4c. Note that the former is the
same as the flip of µ induced by τ1, while the latter is the same as the flip of µF induced by
τ2[F c → ℓ]. As τ1[F c → ℓ] = τ2[F c → ℓ] and the projection of τ1 does not change the flip of
µ it induces, both flips have to be the same and σ1 ⊗ℓ σ2 ∈ ω(T ′′ ⊗ℓ S′). This shows that
σ ∈ ω(Ti+1) for any σ = ω(E) ∈ ωH(G+

i+1) and thereby concludes the proof for this direction.

Direction ωH(G+
i+1) ⊇ ω(Ti+1). Let σ ∈ ω(Ti+1) and recall that, with T ′ = (Ti +F )[F → ℓ]

and S′ = (S + F )[F → ℓ], we have ω(Ti+1) ⊆ ω(T ′ ⊗ℓ S′), where equality holds if we did
not fix the flip of µ′. Note that here we used Assumption T1 as we assume ω(T ′), ω(S′) ̸= ∅.
Let σ1 ∈ T ′ and σ2 ∈ S′ be such that σ = σ1 ⊗ℓ σ2 following Lemma 1. With T F =
(Ti + F c)[F c → ℓ] and SF = (S + F c)[F c → ℓ], let σF ∈ ω(T F ) ∩ ω(SF ) be an order of
F ∪ {ℓ} where the induced flip of µF in T F coincides with the flip of µ′ induced by σ1 in T ′.
Such an order has to exist as the intersection test either found orders for both flips of µF or
otherwise the flip of µ′ was fixed to the one of µF . We set τ1 = σ1 ⊗ℓ σF and τ2 = σ2 ⊗ℓ σF .
If E(Ti, F ) is a single edge, we directly get τ1 ∈ ω(T ′ ⊗ℓ T F ) = ω(Ti + F ) ⊆ ω(Ti) due
to Lemma 1 as σ1 ∈ ω(T ′) and σF ∈ ω(T F ). Otherwise, τ1 ∈ ω(Ti + F ) only holds if the
induced flips of µ′ and µF correspond to the same flip of µ. As we chose σF to satisfy this,
we also get τ1 ∈ ω(Ti) in this case. Furthermore, we always have τ2 ∈ ω(S + F ) ⊆ ω(S) as
E(S + F, F ) is a single edge. This is because it follows from Assumption T3 that the leaves F

are all adjacent to the same P-node in S (which is in this case the only inner node of S).
By the inductive hypothesis, we have τ1 ∈ ωH(G+

i ) and there exists an embedding
E ′ ∈ ΩH(G+

i ) with ω(E ′) = τ1. We choose τ2 as rotation for vi+1 and add it to E ′ to
obtain an embedding E of G+

i+1. We thereby effectively complete the half-edges F in E ′ by
connecting them to vi+1 and insert the remaining edges of vi+1 as new half-edges. Regarding
the orders of these edges, recall that F is consecutive but oppositely ordered in τ1 and τ2.
This ensures that E is planar and has all half-edges on the outer face, that is Property E1 is
satisfied. Since (σ1 ⊗ℓ σF )[F → ℓ] = σ1 and similarly (σ2 ⊗ℓ σF )[F → ℓ] = σ2, we thus get

ω(E) = τ1[F → ℓ]⊗ℓ τ2[F → ℓ]
= ((σ1 ⊗ℓ σF )[F → ℓ])⊗ℓ ((σ2 ⊗ℓ σF )[F → ℓ])
= σ1 ⊗ℓ σ2 = σ,

as order of half-edges on the outer face. To show σ ∈ ωH(G+
i+1), it remains to show

Properties E2 and E3. Both are satisfied in E ′ by the inductive hypothesis and in the
σ2-induced embedding of vi+1 by construction. For their combination, we distinguish two
cases depending on whether vi+1 is part of H or not. If vi+1 /∈ V (H), it must lie entirely
within one face of H. Note that in this case, also all edges incident to vi+1 are not in H

and thus must lie within this same face of H. In particular, this holds for the edges in F . If
f(e) = ⊥ for one e ∈ F , this holds for all edges incident to vi+1 and Property E3 cannot be
violated by any of the added edges. Otherwise, Property E3 holding for E ′ already ensures
that e is embedded in face f(e). As vi+1 lies in the interior of the face f(e), all its remaining
edges are thus also embedded in the same, correct face, and Property E3 is satisfied. As
vi+1 /∈ V (H), adding it does not affect the restriction to H considered by Property E2, which
is thus also left satisfied. Thus, all three properties are satisfied if vi+1 /∈ V (H).

Now consider the case vi+1 ∈ V (H). Note that all edges of G− V (H) present in E ′⊕ still
lie in the same face, leaving Property E3 unchanged. Consider the newly-inserted half-edges
of G− V (H) that lie in a newly-created face incident to vi+1 as well as the border of E⊕,
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but not to any vertex from Vi. For these edges, the order chosen by τ2 ∈ ω(S) ensures that
Property E3 is satisfied. The remaining newly-inserted half-edges lie in one of the at most
two faces incident to vi+1, (some vertices of) Vi and (two distinct segments of) the border
of E⊕, which we call boundary faces. Here, we distinguish whether F contains an edge that
is also in H. If this is not the case, all edges of F lie in the same face of H, which is also
the single boundary face. Note that for any edge, the faces incident to the left and right of
its one end need to be the same as the faces incident to the left and right, respectively, of
its other end. This ensures that both G+

i and vi+1 agree on the face in which F should be
embedded and Property E3 is satisfied. If F contains at least one edge that is also part of H,
inserting vi+1 may close some faces of H. Note that all edges contained in these faces satisfy
Property E3 in E ′⊕ and also do so in E⊕, where their incident segment of the border of E ′⊕

was effectively contracted into a single point. These faces may contain no newly-inserted
half-edges, and all old half-edges are completed to vi+1. In contrast to this, the up to two
boundary faces may contain half-edges completed by vi+1 as well as old half-edges of G+

i that
were not yet completed and newly-inserted half-edges originating from vi+1. The boundary
face is also incident to at least one edge that is both in F and in H, which ensures that vi+1
and G+

i agree on the face in which to embed all these edges, satisfying Property E3.
Regarding Property E2, note that the construction of the rotation for vi+1 ensures that

the constraints of H are respected for this newly-inserted vertex. The relative position of
vi+1 ∈ V (H) with regard to Gi is only relevant if there are vertices Vi ∩ V (H) ̸= ∅ that are
not connected to vi+1 in Hi. As Property E2 holds for the embedding E ′ of Gi and thereby
also for all connected components of Hi in it, it suffices to consider the case where vi+1 is
a new connected component, i.e., F contains no edges of H. In this case, all edges in F

are restricted to be embedded in the same face, which is incident to vi+1 and some vertices
from Vi. Hence, in this case Property E3 ensures the correct relative positions and thus
Property E2. Otherwise, that is if Gi contains no vertices of H or if F contains a fixed edge,
the relative position of vi+1 cannot violate Property E2. As all three properties are satisfied,
we get σ ∈ ωH(G+

i+1) for both vi+1 /∈ V (H) and vi+1 ∈ V (H). This concludes the proof of
ωH(G+

i+1) ⊇ ω(Ti+1). ◀

6.1 Non-Biconnected Instances
We now want to consider not-necessarily biconnected instances, for which Section 3.4 already
sketched the changes that are neccesary. In this section, we give an elaborate description of
these changes together and show their correctness. A detailed pseudo-code implementation
of our overall algorithm is given in Algorithm 5.

Recall that, on not-necessarily biconnected instances, we can no longer use an st-ordering,
but will instead use an leaf-to-root ordering of a DFS-tree as proposed by Haeupler and
Tarjan [22]. This still ensures that G[V \ Vi] is connected and all half-edges have to lie on
the outer face, but we may now have multiple distinct connected components in G+

i , each
represented by their own PC-tree. When inserting a next vertex vi+1, this may now cause
previously distinct connected components to merge. We handle this case by incrementally
merging the components C1, . . . , Ck of G+

i that are adjacent to vi+1 as follows. We consider
vi+1 as initial component C0 = {vi+1} and observe that the union of all components
yields the component C = C0 ∪ C1 ∪ . . . ∪ Ck of vi+1 in G+

i+1. We will compute color-
constrained PC-trees S1, . . . , Sk satisfying the invariant ω(Sj) = ωH(G[C0 ∪ · · · ∪ Cj ]+) for
j = 1, . . . , k; see the lines following line 6 in Algorithm 5. Note that we will thereby get
ω(Sk) = ωH(G[C0 ∪ · · · ∪Ck]+) = ωH(C) at the end of the iteration. We obtain tree S0 with
ω(S0) = ωH(G[C0]+) similar to before by converting vi+1 into a single P-node and copying its
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Algorithm 5 Test a general (i.e., not-necessarily biconnected) graph G for Partially
Embedded Planarity.

1 v1, . . . , vn ← vertexOrder(G); // leaf-to-root DFS-tree order
2 T ← empty map from connected component to PC-tree;
3 T [{v1}]← vertexToPNode(v1); // single P-node copying constraints of v1
4 for i in 1, . . . , n− 1 do
5 S0 ← vertexToPNode(vi+1);
6 C1, . . . , Ck ← blockOrder(vi+1); // process nested blocks first
7 for j in 1, . . . , k do
8 Fj ← edges between Cj and vi+1;
9 S′

j ← (Sj−1 + Fj)[Fj → ℓ];
10 SF

j ← (Sj−1 + Fj)[F c
j → ℓ];

11 if Fj ̸= L(T [Cj ]) then
12 T ′ ← (T [Cj ] + Fj)[Fj → ℓ];
13 T F ← (T [Cj ] + Fj)[F c

j → ℓ];
14 if ω(T F ) ∩ ω(SF

j ) = ∅ then
15 return false

16 if SF
j fixes C-node µF of T F in the intersection then

17 T ′′ ← T ′ with fixed respective C-node µ′;
18 else
19 T ′′ ← T ′;
20 Sj ← S′

j ⊗ℓ T ′′;
21 else
22 remove the common leaf ej from both SF

j and S′
j ;

23 if ω(T [Cj ]) ∩ ω(SF
j ) = ∅ then return false;

24 Sj ← S′
j ; // without ej

25 T [{vi} ∪ C1 ∪ . . . ∪ Ck]← Sk;
26 return true if no Update returned the null tree, and false otherwise;

constraints. We use T to map from components to their already computed color-constrained
PC-trees, setting T [C] = Sk every time we have processed all k components incident to a
vertex vi+1. To combine the color-constrained PC-tree T [Cj ] of the next component Cj with
the tree Sj−1 from the previous iteration into the next tree Sj , we use the same process as
we used for combining Ti with S into Ti+1 in our test for biconnected instances; see line 20
of Algorithm 5. Note that while we now run the process on different trees, we will show in a
moment that they still satisfy Assumptions T2 and T3, i.e., that the component Cj that
T [Cj ] represents is connected and the leaves F are all adjacent to the same P-node in Sj .

It is Assumption T1, that is that the leaves F can always be made consecutive in T [Cj ]
and Sj if the instance is positive, which still needs consideration. Even if the instance is
positive, the update may now fail if the constraints of vi+1 require us to nest some incident
blocks and we process an outer block before the nested one; see Figure 7. Fortunately, we
can circumvent this issue as the nested blocks in positive instances need to have a certain
structure. Consider a cut-vertex vi+1 with an incident block Cj . When processing Cj ,
the component has no further half-edges except those leading to cut-vertex vi+1, i.e., we
have Fj = L(T [Cj ]). We add no new half-edges to Sj−1 and remove all leaves Fj without
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Figure 7 (a) An instance of Partially Embedded Planarity with H-bridges colored according
to the face they have to be embedded in. (b) A DFS tree on the underlying graph G with tree-edges
directed away from the root r. (c) The color-constrained PC-tree S0 of vertex v, also indicating the
directions of incident edges. The numbers indicate an order in which the incident blocks can be
processed. Due to the restricted edges, blocks 3 and 2 need to be removed before blocks 7 and 8,
respectively, can be made consecutive. Due to the fixed edges, block 7 needs to be processed before
block 8. Note that the currently shown rotation does not have block 2 consecutive.

replacement after making them consecutive. Thus, no part of T [Cj ] is present in Sj and we
have L(Sj) ⊊ L(Sj−1); see line 22 in Algorithm 5. Recall that we never assumed F c to be
non-empty during the proof of Lemma 3, thus this does not affect correctness.

If a block now needs to be nested at vi+1, it may not have further half-edges except for
those leading to vi+1 for the instance to be positive. Thus, processing any nested block
before the block is nested within, that is using an inside-out nesting order, ensures any nested
blocks are always processed and removed first and the edges of their containing blocks can
afterwards be made consecutive. Lemma 8 in Section 7 shows how such an order can be
found in time linear in the degree of vi+1.

▶ Lemma 5. Let C1, . . . , Ck be the connected components of G+
i that are incident to vi+1,

ordered according to their inside-out nesting enforced by the constraint of vi+1. For every
step j ∈ {0, . . . , k}, ω(T j

i ) = ωH(G[C0 ∪ · · · ∪ Cj ]+) holds.

Proof. The correctness of the statement can be shown analogously to the correctness of
Lemma 3. To be able to apply this proof, we still to show that its three underlying
Assumptions T1 – T3 still hold for the new trees we use. Processing the blocks in an
inside-out nesting order ensures that, in a yes-instance, blocks that need to be nested are
processed before the blocks they are nested within and this process removes all half-edges to
the nested blocks. This ensures that the half-edges to the outer blocks, which come later in
the block order, can also be made consecutive, that is Assumption T1 is fulfilled. As the
component Cj+1 that T [Cj+1] represents is a block incident to vi+1, it is also connected and
thus T [Cj+1] satisfies Assumption T2. The fact that the leaves F are all adjacent to the
same P-node in Sj , that is that Sj satisfies Assumption T3, can be shown as follows. The
assumption holds per construction for S0. For any later step j with tree Sj , note that the
leaves F we make consecutive were already present in S0, but they where never part of a set
we made consecutive in an earlier step. As the PC-tree update only modifies leaves that are
made consecutive, the leaves in F are thus all still incident to the same P-node they were
incident to in S0. ◀

7 Linear-Time Implementation

In this section, we show how the different parts of our algorithm for testing Partially
Embedded Planarity can be implemented to run in linear time. We assume the usual
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representation of a graph using doubly-linked adjacency lists. We further assume each vertex
and edge has a label whether it is contained in H and that the rotation system of H is given
as separate doubly-linked adjacency lists. Additionally, each edge e of H has pointers to
objects representing the incident faces at both sides, which we will use as values of fv(e)
and fu(e) for the endpoints u, v of e. Conversely, the face objects have, for each connected
component incident to the face, a pointer to one of their incident edges in the component.
Note that we assume that this data structure represents a planar embedding, i.e., we have
no cyclically nested faces and components.

For our color-constrained PC-trees we assume a suitable implementation of the underlying
PC-tree data structure, which especially allows merging C-nodes in constant time as required
for an amortized-linear Update [19, 23,24]. For a linear-time implementation of Update, the
PC-trees need to be rooted. As a consequence, Merge can only be performed in constant
time if the leaf ℓ at which we merge is (incident to) the root of at least one of the two trees.
Fortunately, the planarity test of Haeupler and Tarjan, on which our algorithm is based,
ensures this property [22]. Note that, for example, the graph data structures from the OGDF
[14] together with the PC-tree implementation from [19] provide a C++ implementation
suitable for our purposes. An implementation of the Haeupler-Tarjan planarity test together
with an embedder already exists based on these libraries [18, Chapter 8.4].

Similar to our graph representation, we use a second doubly-linked list to store fixed edges
and their cyclic order in the color-constrained PC-trees. To keep track of the colors of the
angles following fixed edges and of the restricted edges around a node, we equip each fixed
edge (representing its following angle) and restricted edge with a pointer to a shared counter
for their node. All objects of the same color at the same node have a pointer to the same
counter, which separately counts angles and edges at this node. Note that we do not maintain
an index of the colors present at a node, but only an unordered list of all counters present
at the node. A counter of a certain color can thus only be accessed by linearly searching
through the counter list, or in constant time via an object of the appropriate color. This is
no problem though, as this structure now easily allows decrementing the respective counter
when removing an angle or edge from a node. To create new nodes (e.g. when splitting), we
keep a single global array with one entry per color that temporary allows looking up counters
by color (and subsequently incrementing them appropriately), but only for one node at a
time, i.e., the currently created one. After the node is created, we reset the global array
in time linear in the degree of the created node. The counters now allow us to recognize
the case when removing the last angle or edge of a color from a node, while not negatively
affecting the asymptotic running time of the Update operation.

▶ Lemma 6. Method Update on color-constrained PC-trees can be implemented to run in
amortized time linear in |A|.

Proof. As the base update procedure for ordinary PC-trees (see Algorithm 2) has an
amortized running time linear in the number of full leaves [19,23,24], we want to show the
same also holds for our modified version. Note that to meet the linear time bound, we can
only spend a linear amount of time on the full neighbors for each full or partial node, while
me may not process all their empty neighbors.

Recall that we leave the labeling and terminal path finding in step 1&2 unchanged. The
consecutivity check of step 3 (see also Algorithm 3) can be implemented by keeping, for each
P-node, a linked list of full fixed edges, and checking the predecessor and successor of every
such edge after the labeling is complete. For each list, at most one edge may have a non-full
predecessor and at most one a non-full successor for the full fixed edges to be consecutive.
This also allows us to check that both of the at most two terminal fixed edges are directly
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adjacent to this block of full fixed edges, or the other partial fixed edge if the block is empty.
Similarly, we can check that all P-nodes and fixed C-nodes have their fixed full edges on the
same side of the terminal path.

In step 4, we initialize and update the angle and restricted edge color counters appropriately
during the splits. These counters then allow us to efficiently detect when a restricted edge got
separated from all angles it could be embedded in or whether one of the split halves received
no restricted edges. The second split that separates all empty edges is equivalent to splitting
off the at most 2 partial neighbors together with the edge leading to the newly-created P-node
with all full neighbors, and can thus be implemented in constant time without processing
empty edges. After both splits, checking the admissible orders of µM and changing its type
appropriately can be done in constant time as it has degree at most 4. The contractions in
step 5&6 can then, thanks to the constant-time Merge of C-nodes, be done in time linear in
the length of the terminal path. This shows that all our modifications do not increase the
asymptotic running time of the Update on color-constrained PC-trees. ◀

In addition to Update, we also use a restricted form of the Intersect method in our
planarity test. Fortunately, this test for a non-empty intersection can easily be implemented
in linear time.

▶ Lemma 7. The test whether ω(T F )∩ ω(SF ) ̸= ∅ can be implemented to run in time linear
in the number of leaves of SF and T F .

Proof. In our implementation, we use that both trees originate from an instance of Par-
tially Embedded Planarity, or, more precisely, that the trees that T F and SF stem
from satisfy Property E3 and Assumption T3, respectively. On the one hand, this means
that T F already ensures that all restricted edges are embedded in the right angles, i.e., faces.
On the other hand, SF consists of a single P-node. Furthermore, all fixed edges of SF are
also fixed in T F and have the same incident faces. Similarly, the restricted edges are the
same in both trees and they also have the same colors. Thus, the only way to have an empty
intersection is if the rotation of the fixed edges of SF is not admissible by T F . We can test
this by temporarily removing all non-fixed leaves from T F and checking whether the fixed
order of SF is admissible by the resulting tree. This can easily be checked in linear time, e.g.
using an approach similar to the intersection of ordinary PC-trees. ◀

Recall that as second modification to the general planarity test, we need to check whether
the intersection with the constraints of vi+1 fixes the flip of a C-node µ of Ti that is incident
to the edges in the set X = E(Ti + F, F ). More precisely, we check whether the intersection
with SF fixes the split-off half µF of µ in T F and we therefore also need to fix the other half
µ′ in T ′. This can be checked in linear time by performing the test from Lemma 7 twice,
once fixing µF to its one flip and once to its other flip. We report an empty intersection if
both tests fail, fix the flip of µ′ accordingly if only one of the two test runs succeeds, and
leave µ′ unmodified otherwise. Both µF and µ′ can easily be identified as they are incident
to the leaf ℓ introduced by the split.

The last building block we need for our linear-time algorithm is a procedure to find the
block nesting order we use in Section 3.4. Recall that if the added vertex vi+1 is a cut-vertex,
we need to take special care about its required nesting of incident blocks, as we need to
process nested blocks before the blocks they are nested in. Note that vi+1 is a cut-vertex
if and only if there is at least one component that has no further half-edges except those
leading to vi+1, and each such component corresponds to a block around vi+1. In this case,
the components with remaining half-edges together with the half-edges of vi+1 leading to
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later vertices form an additional block Br, as they are all connected via the unembedded but
connected graph G[V \ Vi]. We will ensure that this block comes last in our generated order.

▶ Lemma 8. In time linear in the degree of vertex vi+1 we can find an order C1, . . . , Ck of
the blocks incident to vi+1 such that, whenever the constraints of vi+1 require a block Ca to
be nested within a block Cb, we have a < b. Furthermore, Ck contains all components with
remaining half-edges together with the half-edges of vi+1 leading to later vertices.

Proof. We will put all blocks without fixed edges first (except for Br), as these cannot force
other blocks to be nested within them. Note that in a yes-instance, a block can only contain
restricted edges with different colors if it also contains fixed edges with appropriate incident
angles, as the edges could otherwise not be made consecutive. It remains to generate a
subsequent order of blocks with fixed edges, where the prescribed order of fixed edges ρvi+1

may force blocks to be nested. To do so, we will process the fixed edges in the order of
ρvi+1 and keep a stack of blocks for which we have seen some, but not all fixed edges. When
encountering the last edge from a block, we remove the block and append it to the processing
order of blocks. For example, this yields the block order shown in Figure 7 when processing
starts at the block with number 4. Note that in a yes-instance, two different blocks may not
alternate and we can report a negative instance when we encounter a fixed edge of a block
that is within, but not at the top of the stack.

It remains to ensure that the block Br with the half-edges of vi+1 can be put last in the
order, which we do by appropriately choosing the edge from which we start the processing
of fixed edges in their cyclic order ρvi+1 . If Br contains a fixed edge incident to vi+1, we
start processing the cyclic order ρvi+1 with the fixed edge following thereafter. This already
ensures that Br is the last block returned from the stack-based algorithm. If Br contains no
fixed but a restricted edge e incident to vi+1, we start processing from an arbitrary fixed
edge following an angle with the same color as e (which holds for block 4 and the topmost
edge of block 8 in Figure 7). We then append Br and note that the choice of first fixed edge
ensures that the we still have an appropriately-colored angle available when processing Br

as last block. Lastly, if Br has only unrestricted edges incident to vi+1, we can start the
processing of fixed edges at any point. ◀

Altogether, this now allows us to implement our full algorithm in linear time.

▶ Theorem 4 (⋆). An instance (G, H,H) of Partially Embedded Planarity can be
tested in time linear in the size of G.

Proof. Our linear-time algorithm for testing Partially Embedded Planarity on general
instances works in the following steps. As preprocessing, we first apply two linear-time
algorithms of Angelini et al. that allow us to process each connected component of G separately
and that compute the color-constraints f(e) for each edge of an H-bridge [2, Theorem 4.14
and Lemma 2.2]. We then run the algorithm described in Section 6.1 (whose correctness we
established in Lemma 5) on each connected component of G using the amortized linear-time
Update from Lemma 6. Haeupler and Tarjan [22, Section 4] describe how the DFS can be
implemented to at the same time yield the separate blocks incident to a vertex vi+1 together
with the edges connecting them to vi+1. The sorting of the incident blocks in line 6 of
Algorithm 5 is done using the approach from Lemma 8. In line 14, we use the intersection
check from Lemma 7 and afterwards, if necessary, fix the respective C-node of the tree T ′

representing the added block. Note that this is not needed if the current block has no further
half-edges, as we can simply remove the respective subtree in this case. Further note that
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the DFS also ensures that the leaf ℓ at which we merge in line 20 is the root of T ′, which
allows it to be attached to S′ in constant time, see [22]. This concludes the linear-time
implementation of our algorithm. ◀

8 Conclusion

In this paper, we gave a linear-time solution for the problem Partially Embedded Pla-
narity. Our algorithm straightforwardly extends the well-known vertex-addition planarity
tests of Booth and Lueker [5, 6] and Haeupler and Tarjan [22]. The core of our approach is
the modification of the underlying data structure, the PC-tree, to also respect the constraints
that stem from the partial drawing. These constraints are derived from the insight that
for an extension of the fixed partial drawing, it is necessary and sufficient to respect the
fixed vertex rotations as well as to embed certain edges in predefined faces between fixed
edges. These constraints naturally translate from rotations of individual vertices to PC-
trees that represent all planar embeddings of connected components. Switching in these
color-constrained PC-trees in the planarity test then requires us to handle two very specific
situations more carefully than in the unconstrained setting. We show that both can be easily
resolved in our setting, thereby also uncovering assumptions the ordinary planarity test
makes and providing new insights into the workings of the generic test and its embedder.

In comparison to the previous decomposition-based approach by Angelini et al. [2], this
yields a strongly simplified algorithm that relies on one depth-first search together with a
single non-trivial data structure. The description of our core algorithm is less than half
as long as the description of the algorithm by Angelini et al. [2], while at the same time
being far less technical.5 Moreover, our algorithm allows for a concise formulation in pseudo-
code and thereby can be grasped in its entirety, which we see as our main contribution
towards simplicity. Note that the basic planarity test and the PC-tree as its underlying
data structure already have practical implementations [7,18,19]. Combining this with our
detailed, implementation-level pseudo-code for the changes required in the partial case, yields
a practical solution to Partially Embedded Planarity.

An interesting question for future work is whether our algorithm can be extended to
handle constraints to vertex rotations in the form of arbitrary color-constrained PC-trees that
in particular were not derived from an instance of Partially Embedded Planarity. This
would represent a natural generalization of the problem (Partially) PQ-Constrained
Planarity [4, 20], where ordinary PC-trees constrain the orders of (some of) the edges
incident to a vertex. The main complication here is that the constraints on an edge now no
longer need to be the same at both its endpoints.
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