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Abstract

In metric k-clustering, we are given as input a set of n points in a general metric space, and we
have to pick k centers and cluster the input points around these chosen centers, so as to minimize
an appropriate objective function. In recent years, significant effort has been devoted to the
study of metric k-clustering problems in a dynamic setting, where the input keeps changing via
updates (point insertions/deletions), and we have to maintain a good clustering throughout these
updates [Fichtenberger, Lattanzi, Norouzi-Fard and Svensson, SODA’21; Bateni, Esfandiari,
Fichtenberger, Henzinger, Jayaram, Mirrokni and Weise, SODA’23; Lacki, Haeupler, Grunau,
Rozhon and Jayaram, SODA’24; Bhattacharya, Costa, Garg, Lattanzi and Parotsidis, FOCS’24;
Forster and Skarlatos, SODA’25]. The performance of such a dynamic algorithm is measured in
terms of three parameters: (i) Approximation ratio, which signifies the quality of the maintained
solution, (ii) Recourse, which signifies how stable the maintained solution is, and (iii) Update
time, which signifies the efficiency of the algorithm.

We consider a textbook metric k-clustering problem, metric k-median, where the objective
is the sum of the distances of the points to their nearest centers. We design the first dynamic
algorithm for this problem with near-optimal guarantees across all three performance measures
(up to a constant factor in approximation ratio, and polylogarithmic factors in recourse and
update time). Specifically, we obtain a O(1)-approximation algorithm for dynamic metric k-
median with O(1) recourse and O(k) update time. Prior to our work, the state-of-the-art here
was the recent result of [Bhattacharya, Costa, Garg, Lattanzi and Parotsidis, FOCS’24], who
obtained O(e~!)-approximation ratio with O(k¢) recourse and O(k'*€) update time.

We achieve our results by carefully synthesizing the concept of robust centers introduced
in [Fichtenberger, Lattanzi, Norouzi-Fard and Svensson, SODA’21] along with the randomized
local search subroutine from [Bhattacharya, Costa, Garg, Lattanzi and Parotsidis, FOCS’24], in
addition to several key technical insights of our own.
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Part 1
Extended Abstract

1 Introduction

Consider a metric space (P, d) over a set P of n points, with a distance function d : P x P — R=0,
and a positive integer k < n. In the metric k-median problem, we have to pick a set 4 C P of
k centers, so as to minimize the objective function Cost (U,P) := > p d(p,U), where d(p,U) :=
mingey d(p, q) denotes the distance between a point p and its nearest center in /. We assume that
we have access to the function d via a distance oracle, which returns the value of d(p,q) for any
two points p,g € P in O(1) time. We further assume that 1 < d(p,q) < A for all p,q € P,p # ¢,
where A is an upper bound on the aspect ratio of the metric space.

Metric k-median is a foundational problem in clustering, is known to be NP-hard, and approx-
imation algorithms for this problem are taught in standard textbooks [WS11]. In particular, it has
a O(1)-approximation algorithm that runs in O(kn) time [MP02],! and it is known that we cannot
have any O(1)-approximation algorithm for metric k-median with o(kn) runtime [BCIS05].

In recent years, substantive effort have been devoted to the study of this problem in a dynamic
setting, when the underlying input changes over time [LV17, CHP ™19, FLNS21, HK20, BCLP23,
DHS24, BCGT24]. To be more specific, here the input changes by a sequence of updates; each
update inserts/deletes a point in P. Throughout these updates, we have to maintain a set of
k centers U C P which form an approximate k-median solution to the current input P. Such a
dynamic algorithm’s performance is measured in terms of its: (i) Approximation ratio, (ii) Recourse,
which is the number of changes (i.e., point insertions/deletions) in the maintained solution U per
update, and (iii) Update time, which is the time taken by the algorithm to process an update. In
a sense, approximation ratio and recourse respectively measures the “quality” and the “stability”
of the maintained solution, whereas update time measures the “efficiency” of the algorithm.

We design a dynamic algorithm for this problem with almost optimal performance guarantees
with respect to all these measures. Our main result is summarized in the theorem below.

Theorem 1.1. There is a randomized dynamic algorithm for the metric k-median problem that
has O(1)-approzimation ratio, O(log® A) recourse and O(k) update time, w.h.p.>

Remarks. A few important remarks are in order. First, note that there cannot exist a dynamic
O(1)-approximation algorithm for our problem with o(k) update time, for otherwise we would get
a static algorithm for metric k-median with O(1)-approximation ratio and o(kn) runtime: Simply
let the dynamic algorithm handle a sequence of n insertions corresponding to the points in the
static input, and return the solution maintained by the dynamic algorithm at the end of this
update sequence. This would contradict the Q(kn) lower bound on the runtime of any such static
algorithm, derived in [BCIS05]. Furthermore, it is easy to verify that we cannot achieve o(1)
recourse in the fully dynamic setting, and hence, our dynamic algorithm is almost optimal (up to
a O(1) factor in approximation ratio and polylogarithmic factors in recourse and update time).
Second, in this extended abstract we focus the unweighted metric k-median problem, only to
ease notations. In the full version (see Part I1I), we show that Theorem 1.1 seamlessly extends to
the weighted setting, where each point p € P has a weight w(p) > 0 associated with it, and we have

IThroughout this paper, we use the O() notation to hide polylogarithmic factors in k,n and A.
2Both our recourse and update time bounds are amortized. Throughout the paper, we do not make any distinction
between amortized vs worst-case bounds.



to maintain a set U of k centers that (approximately) minimizes > . w(p)-d(p,U). Moreover, our
result extends to the related metric k-means problem as well, where we have to pick a set Y C P of
k centers so as to minimize Y p (d(p,U ))%. We can get a dynamic O(1)-approximation algorithm

for (weighted) metric k-means that has O(1) recourse and O(k) update time, w.h.p.

Finally, Table 1 compares our result against prior state-of-the-art. Until very recently, all
known algorithms [CHP 19, HK20, BCLP23] for fully dynamic metric k-median had a trivial
recourse bound of Q(k), which can be obtained by computing a new set of k centers from scratch
after every update (at the expense of Q(kn) update time). Then, in FOCS 2024, [BCG'24] took a
major step towards designing an almost optimal algorithm for this problem, by achieving O(e~!)-
approximation ratio, O(k!'™¢) update time and O(k) recourse. To achieve truly polylogarithmic

recourse and O(k) update time using the algorithm of [BCG*24], we have to set € = O <10§) g’%k>.

log k
loglog k

This, however, increases the approximation guarantee to Q< > In contrast, we achieve

O(1)-approximation ratio, O(k) update time and O(1) recourse.

Approximation Ratio Update Time Recourse Paper
0(1) O(n + k?) O(k) [CHP*19]
0(1) O(k?) O(k) [HK20]
0o(1) O(k?) O(k) [BCLP23]3
O (e71) D (k) O(k°) [BCG+24]
O(1) O(k) O(log? A) Our Result

Table 1: State-of-the-art for fully dynamic metric k-median. The table for fully dynamic
metric k-means is identical, except that the approximation ratio of [BCG'24] is O (6_2).

Related Work. In addition to metric k-median, two related clustering problems have been exten-
sively studied in the dynamic setting: (i) metric k-center [CGS18, BEF ™23, LHG 24, BOCG™T24,
FS25, BCLP24] and (ii) metric facility location [CHP ™19, BLP22]. Both these problems are rel-
atively well-understood by now. For example, it is known how to simultaneously achieve O(1)-
approximation ratio, O(1) recourse and O(k) update time for dynamic metric k-center [BCLP24].
They have also been studied under special classes of metrics, such as Euclidean spaces [GHL 21,
BEFT23, BGJT24], or shortest-path metrics in graphs undergoing edge-updates [CFG™24].

There is another line of work on dynamic metric k-center and metric k-median, which considers
the incremental (insertion only) setting, and achieves total recourse guarantees that are sublinear
in the total number of updates [LV17, FLNS21]. However, the update times of these algorithms are
large polynomials in n. Section 2.2 contains a detailed discussion on the algorithm of [FLNS21].

2 Technical Overview

In Sections 2.1 and 2.2, we summarize the technical contributions of two relevant papers [BCG ™24,
FLNS21]. We obtain our algorithm via carefully synthesizing the techniques from both these papers,
along with some key, new insights of our own. In Section 2.3, we outline the major technical
challenges we face while trying to prove Theorem 1.1, and how we overcome them.

3We remark that [BCLP23] actually maintain a O(1) approximate “sparsifier” of size O(k) in O(k) update time,
and they need to run the static algorithm of [MPO00] on top of this sparsifier after every update. This leads to an
update time of O(k?) for the dynamic k-median and k-means problems.



2.1 The Fully Dynamic Algorithm of [BCG™"24]

There are two main technical contributions in [BCG™24]; we briefly review each of them below.

2.1.1 A Hierarchical Approach to Dynamic k-Median

This approach allows the authors to obtain O(e~!)-approximation ratio with O~(/<;€) recourse, and
works as follows. We maintain a hierarchy of nested subsets of centers Sy D --- O Spi1, where
¢ =1/e and |S;| = k + |k'7%] for each i € [0,£ + 1]. We refer to s; := |k'7%] as the slack at layer
i of the hierarchy. The set Syy1 has size exactly k and is the k-median solution maintained by the
algorithm. We always maintain the following invariant.

Invariant 2.1. Cost (Sy,P) = O(1)-OPT(P), and Cost (S;, P) < Cost (S;—1,P)+0(1)-OPT(P)
for each i € [1,£]. Here, OPTy(P) is the optimal k-median objective w.r.t. the input point-set P.

Given this invariant, we infer that Cost (Sy11) = O(¢) - OPT(P) = O(1/¢) - OPTy(P). Thus,
the approximation guarantee is proportional to the number of layers in this hierarchy.

The hierarchy is maintained by periodically reconstructing each of the sets 5;. To be more
specific, each set S5; (along with the sets S;yi,...,S¢41) is reconstructed from scratch every s;
many updates, without modifying the sets Sg,...,.5;_1. In between these updates, the subset .S;
is maintained lazily: Whenever a point p is inserted into P, we set S; < S; U {p}, and whenever a
point is deleted from P, no changes are made to S;.*

To analyze the recourse, consider the solution Sy, 1 before and after an update during which S;
is reconstructed. Let S 41 and Sgﬂ denote the status of the solution before and after the update,
respectively. Observe that the total recourse incurred in the solution Syy; during this update,
i.e. the value |Sj,; @ S}, [, is O(s;—1). This follows immediately from the fact that Sy, and S}/,
are both subsets of size k of the set S;_1, which has size < k+2s;_1. We can amortize this recourse
over the s; many lazy updates performed since the last time that .S; was reconstructed. This implies
that the amortized recourse of Sy; which is caused by reconstructing S; is O(s;—1/s;) = O(k®).
Summing over all ¢ € [0, /+1], we get an overall amortized recourse bound of O((¢+2)-k¢) = O(k¢/e).

Barrier towards achieving O(1)-approximation with O(1) recourse. If we want to use this
hierarchy to obtain a recourse of O(1), then we need to ensure that s; = Q(s;_;) (i.e., we need the
slacks at the layers to decrease by at most a O(1) factor between the layers). If this is not the
case, then the amortized recourse in Sy;1 caused by reconstructing S; will be Q(s;—1/s;) = @(1).
Unfortunately, to have such a guarantee, the number of layers needs to be Q(logk/loglogk);
and since the approximation ratio of the algorithm is proportional to the number of layers (see
Invariant 2.1), this leads to an approximation ratio of w(1). Thus, it is not at all clear if this
approach can be used to obtain O(1)-approximation and O(1) recourse simultaneously.

2.1.2 Achieving O(k'*¢) Update Time via Randomized Local Search

The second technical contribution in [BCGT24] is to show that the hierarchy from Section 2.1.1
can be maintained in O(k:HE) update time, using a specific type of randomized local search.

To be more specific, consider a set of n points P, a set of k centers I/, and an integer s €
[1,k — 1]. Suppose that we want to compute a subset U’ C U of (k — s) centers, so as to minimize
Cost (U',P). In [BCGT24], the authors present a O(1)-approximation algorithm for this problem

4We can afford to handle the deletions in this lazy manner if we consider the improper k-median problem, where
we are allowed to open a center at a point that got deleted. See the discussion in the beginning of Section 3.



using randomized local search, that runs in only O(ns) time, assuming the algorithm has access to
some “auxiliary data structures” to begin with (see Lemma 6.1).

Morally, the important message here is that the runtime of randomized local search (when given
access to some auxiliary data structures) is proportional to the slack s, and independent of k. In
[BCGT24], the authors call this procedure as a subroutine while reconstructing a set S; (along
with the sets S;11,...,Sp+1) in the hierarchy from scratch, after every s; many updates. Although
our algorithm does not use a hierarchical approach while bounding the approximation ratio and
recourse, we use randomized local search to achieve fast update time (see Section 2.3).

2.2 The Incremental Algorithm of [FLNS21]

In [FLNS21], the authors obtain O(k) total recourse, while maintaining a O(1)-approximate k-
median solution over a sequence of n point insertions (starting from an empty input). Note that in
this incremental setting, the total recourse is sublinear in the number of updates; this is achieved
by using a technique known as Myerson sketch [MeyO1]. Since it is not possible to achieve such a
sublinear total recourse bound in the fully dynamic setting (the focus of our paper), in Theorem 2.2
we summarize the main result of [FLNS21] without invoking Myerson sketch. We emphasize that
the update time in [FLNS21] is already prohibitively high (some large polynomial in n) for our
purpose. Accordingly, to highlight the main ideas in the rest of this section, we will outline a
variant of the algorithm in [FLNS21] with exponential update time.

Theorem 2.2 ([FLNS21]). Suppose that the input P undergoes a sequence of point-insertions.
Then, we can maintain a O(1)-approzimate k-median solution to P with O(1) amortized recourse.

A major technical insight in [FLNS21] was to introduce the notion of robust centers. Informally,
a set of centers U is robust w.r.t. a point-set P, iff each v € U is a good approximate 1-median
solution at every “distance-scale” w.r.t. the points in P that are sufficiently close to u. See Sec-
tion 3.2 for a formal definition. Below, we present our interpretation of the incremental algorithm
in [FLNS21]. We start with a key lemma summarizing an important property of robust centers.

Consider any integer 0 < ¢ < k. We say that a set of k centers U is maximally ¢-stable w.r.t. a
point-set P iff OPTY_,(P) < ¢-Cost (U, P) and OPTZ_(ZH)(P) > ¢-Cost (U, P), where ¢ = 456000
is an absolute constant, and OPTY(P) := min ey, z1<; Cost (Z, P) is the objective of the optimal
t-median solution subject to the restriction that all the centers must be from the set ¢/. This means
that we can afford to remove £ centers from U without increasing the objective value by more than
a O(1) factor, but not more than ¢ centers. We defer the proof of Lemma 2.3 to Section 9.

Lemma 2.3 ([FLNS21]). Consider any two point-sets Pinitv and Pgina1 with |Pipit ® Peina1] < (41,
for ¢ €10, k:].5 W.r.t. Pinit, let Uiniv be any set of k centers that is robust and mazximally £-stable.
Let V be any set of k centers such that Cost (V, Piniy) < 18 - Cost (Uinit, Pinit). LThen, there is a
set of k centers W*, such that [W* @ Uipnit| < 50+ 5 and Cost (W*, Ptina1) < 3 - Cost (V, Ptina1)-

The algorithm works in O(l) many phases, where each phase consists of a sequence of consecutive
updates (only insertions) such that the optimal objective value, given by OPTy(P), does not
increase by more than a factor of 18 within any given phase. The algorithm restarts whenever one
phase terminates and the next phase begins, and computes a new k-median solution to the current
input from scratch. Within each phase, the algorithm incurs O(n) total recourse, and this implies
the amortized recourse guarantee of O(l) Each phase is further partitioned into epochs, as follows.

SHere, the notation @ denotes the symmetric difference between two sets.



By induction hypothesis, we start an epoch with an 100-approximate k-median solution Uiy;+
that is robust and also maximally ¢-stable, for some ¢ € [0,k], w.r.t. the current input Pipis.
Let Ainit := OPTg(Pinit) denote the optimal objective value at this point in time. We then
compute a subset U C Uiy of (k — £) centers, such that Cost (U, Pinit) < ¢ - Cost (Uinit, Pinit) <
100¢ - OP Tk (Pinit) = 100c¢ - Aipit. The epoch lasts for the next (¢ + 1) updates.

The algorithm lazily handles the first £ updates in the epoch, incurring a worst-case recourse
of one per update: Whenever a point p gets inserted into P, it sets U < U U {p}. Since initially
U] = k — £, the set U never grows large enough to contain more than k centers. Further, the
objective of the maintained solution U does not increase due to these ¢ updates, and remains

Cost (U, P) < 100¢ - Ainit < 200c - OPTy(P), (1)

where the last inequality holds because OPT(P) is almost monotone as P undergoes point-
insertions (more precisely, it can decrease by at most a factor of 2).

While handling the last (i.e., (¢ + 1)) update in the epoch, our goal is to come up with a
k-median solution Usinay such that: (i) the induction hypothesis holds w.r.t. Usina1 and Prinal
(where Prinay is the state of the input at the end of the epoch), and (ii) the recourse remains small,
ie., [Usinal ® Uinit| = O(0 4+ 1). We can assume that OP Ty (Prina1) < 18 - Ainit, for otherwise we
would initiate a new phase at this point in time.

We find the set Usiqa1 as follows. Let V be an optimal k-median solution w.r.t. Pgiga1, so that:

Cost (V, Pinit) < Cost (V, Psina1) = OPTk(Prina1) < 18 - OPTy(Pinit) < 18 - Cost (Uinit, Pinit) -
(2)

Applying Lemma 2.3, we find a set of k centers W* such that
|W* b L{init| < 5¢ 4+ 5 and Cost (W*, Pfj_na]_) < 3 - Cost (V, Pfina]_) =3 OPTk(Pfj_nal). (3)

Next, we call a subroutine ROBUSTIFY (WW*) which returns a set of k robust centers Usina1 such that
Cost (Ufinal,Pfinal) < (3/2) - Cost (W*,Pfj_nal) = (9/2) . OPTk(Pfinal) <100 - OPTk(Pfj_nal) (See
Lemma 3.7). This restores the induction hypothesis for the next epoch, w.r.t. Usina1 and Prinai-
We can show that the subroutine ROBUSTIFY works in such a manner that the step where we
transition from W* to Usina1 incurs at most O(l) recourse, amortized over the entire sequence of

updates within a phase (spanning across multiple epochs). This implies Theorem 2.2.

2.3 Our Approach

At a high level, we achieve our result in two parts. First, we generalize the framework of [FLNS21]
to achieve O(1)-approximation and O(1) recourse in the fully dynamic setting. Second, we use the
randomized local search procedure to implement our algorithm in O(k‘) update time. In addition,
both these parts require us to come up with important and new technical insights of our own.
Below, we explain three significant challenges and outline how we overcome them. Challenge I and
Challenge IT refers to the first part (approximation and recourse guarantees), whereas Challenge
III refers to the third part (update time guarantee).

2.3.1 Challenge I: Double-sided Stability

In Section 2.2, we crucially relied on the observation that the optimal k-median objective is (almost)
monotonically increasing as more and more points get inserted into P. This allowed us to derive
Equation (1), which guarantees that the maintained solution I remains O(1)-approximate while
we lazily handle the first ¢ updates within the epoch. This guarantee, however, breaks down in



the fully dynamic setting: If points can get deleted from P, then within an epoch we might end
up in a situation where OPT(P) < Ainit. To address this issue, we derive a new double-sided
stability property in the fully dynamic setting (see Lemma 4.1). Informally, this implies that
if OPTg_p(Pinit) = O(1) - OPTg(Pinit) (which follows from the hypothesis at the start of an
epoch), then for some ©(¢) = r < ¢ we have OP T, (Pinit) = O(1) - OPTx(Pipit). Furthermore,
we have |P @ Pinit| < 7 throughout the first » updates in the epoch, which gives us: OPTy(P) >
OPTgir(Pinit) (see Lemma 3.11). It follows that for the first » updates in the epoch, we have
OPTk(P) > OPTyir(Pinit) = O(1) - OPTk(Pinit) = O(1) - Ainit- Accordingly, we truncate the
epoch to last for only 7 + 1 updates, and now we can rule out the scenario where OPTy(P) drops
significantly below Aipi¢ during the epoch. But since r = Q(¢), the epoch remains sufficiently long,
so that we can still manage to generalize the recourse analysis from Section 2.2.

2.3.2 Challenge II: Getting Rid of the Phases

To derive Equation (2), we need to have OPT(Ptina1) < 18 - OPTy(Pinit). This is precisely the
reason why the algorithm in [FLNS21] works in phases, so that OPTy(P) increases by at most a
O(1) factor within each phase. Further, the analysis in [FLNS21] crucially relies on showing that
we incur O(n) total recourse within a phase. This, combined with the fact that there are O(1)
phases overall in the incremental setting, implies the amortized recourse guarantee.

From the preceding discussion, it becomes apparent that we cannot hope to extend such an
argument in the fully dynamic setting, because it is not possible to argue that we have at most
O(1) phases when the value of OPT(P) can fluctuate in either direction (go up or down) over
a sequence of fully dynamic updates. To circumvent this obstacle, we make the following subtle
but important change to the framework of [FLNS21]. Recall Equation (3). Note that we can find
the set W* by solving the following computational task:® Compute the set W* of k centers, which
minimizes the k-median objective w.r.t. Psina1, subject to the constraint that it can be obtained
by adding/removing ©(¢ + 1) points in Uiyiy. Informally, in our algorithm, we replace this task by
three separate (and new) tasks, which we perform one after another (see Step 4 in Section 5.1).

e Task (i). Find a set of k + ©(¢ + 1) centers U*, which minimizes the (k + ¢ + 1)-median
objective w.r.t. Pinit, such that U* is obtained by adding O(¢ + 1) many centers to Uipit.

e Task (li) Set V* «+— U* U (Pfj_na]_ \Pinit)-

e Task (iii). Find a set of k centers W*, which minimizes the k-median objective w.r.t. Peina1,
such that W* is obtained by removing O(¢ + 1) many centers from V*.

Thus, while adding centers in Task (i), we optimize the (k + ¢ 4+ 1)-median objective w.r.t. Pipi¢.
On the other hand, while removing centers in Task (iii), we optimize the k-median objective
w.r.t. Prina1- This is in sharp contrast to the approach in [FLNS21], where we need to opti-
mize the k-median objective w.r.t. Psina1, both while adding centers and while removing centers.
Strikingly, we show that this modification allows us to get rid of the concept of phases altogether. In
particular, our algorithm can be cast in the classical periodic recomputation framework: We work in
epochs. Within an epoch we handle the updates lazily, and at the end of the epoch we reinitialize
our maintained solution so that we get ready to handle the next epoch. See Section 5.3 for details.

SFor now, we ignore any consideration about keeping the update time of our algorithm low, or even polynomial.



2.3.3 Challenge III: Achieving Fast Update Time

As mentioned previously, the update time of the algorithm in [FLNS21] is prohibitively large. This
occurs because of the following computationally expensive steps at the start and at the end of
an epoch.” (1) At the start of an epoch, [FLNS21] computes the value of ¢, by solving an LP
for the (k — s)-median problem with potential centers Uiy;y, for each s € [0,k — 1]. (2) Next, to
initialize the subset U C Uipiy of (k — £) centers at the start of the epoch, [FLNS21] again invokes
an algorithm for the (k — ¢)-median problem from scratch. (3) At the end of the epoch, [FLNS21]
solves another LP and applies a rounding procedure, to get an approximation of the desired set
W* (see Equation (3)). (4) Finally, at the end of the epoch, the call to the ROBUSTIFY subroutine
also takes a prohibitively long time for our purpose.

In contrast, we take alternative approaches while performing the above steps. At the start of an
epoch, we implement Steps (1) and (2) via randomized local search (see Section 2.1.2). For Step (3),
we compute (an approximation) of the set W* by solving the three tasks outlined in Section 2.3.2.
One of our contributions is to design a new algorithm for Task (i) that runs in O(n - (£ 4 1)) time,
assuming it has access to some auxiliary data structures (see Lemma 6.2). It is trivial to perform
Task (ii). For Task (iii), we again invoke the randomized local search procedure (see Section 2.1.2).

Finally, for step (4), we need to efficiently implement the calls to ROBUSTIFY(:). See Sec-
tion 6.2.1 for a more detailed discussion on this challenge, and how we overcome it (we defer
the discussion to Section 6.2.1 because it requires an understanding of the inner workings of the
ROBUSTIFY(+) subroutine, which we have not described until now).

3 Preliminaries

We now define some basic notations, and recall some relevant results from the existing literature.
For the sake of completeness, we provide self-contained proofs for most of the lemmas stated in this
section, but defer those proofs (since we do not take any credit for them) to Section 8.

Consider a set of points P and a distance function d : P x P — R that together form a metric
space. The input to our dynamic algorithm is a subset P C P, which changes by means of updates.
Let n be an upper bound on the maximum size of P throughout these updates. Each update either
inserts a point p € P\ P into P, or deletes a point p € P from P. At all times, we have to maintain
a set U C P of at most k “centers”, so as to minimize the objective function

Cost (U, P) := E d(p,U), where d(p,U) := Hgg{l d(p, q) is the distance from p to the set U.
q
peEP

We will refer to this as the dynamic improper k-median problem. Our goal is to design an
algorithm for this problem that has: (1) good approximation ratio, (2) small update time, which
is the time it takes to process an update in P, and (3) small recourse, which is the number of
changes (point insertions/deletions) in the maintained solution U per update. What makes this
setting distinct from the standard k-median problem is this: Here, we are allowed to open centers
at locations that are not part of the current input, i.e., we can have N (P\P) # (). Nevertheless, in
a black-box manner we can convert any dynamic algorithm for improper k-median into a dynamic
algorithm for k-median, with essentially the same guarantees (see Lemma 3.1). Accordingly, for the
rest of this paper, we focus on designing a dynamic algorithm for improper k-median.

"Note that it is straightforward to lazily handle the updates within the epoch.



Lemma 3.1 ([BCGT24]). Given an a-approzimation algorithm for dynamic improper k-median,
we can get a 2a-approzimation algorithm for dynamic k-median, with an extra O(1) multiplicative
factor overhead in the recourse, and an extra O(n) additive factor overhead in the update time.

Remark. At this point, the reader might get alarmed by the fact that Lemma 3.1 incurs an
additive overhead of O(n) update time. To assuage this concern, in Section 6.3, we explain how to
bring down the update time from O(n) to O(k), using standard sparsification techniques.

3.1 Basic Notations

By a simple scaling, we can assume that all of the distances in the metric space lie in the range
[1,A], where A is the aspect ratio. Throughout the paper, we use the symbol P to denote the
underlying metric space with distance function d : P x P — R2%, and P C P to denote the current
input. For simplicity, for each set S and element p, we denote SU{p} and S\ {p} by S+pand S—p
respectively. For two sets of points S and S’, we use S @ S’ to denote their symmetric difference.

For each S C P, we define 7g : P — S to be the projection function onto S, i.e., mg(z) :=
arg mingeg d(x, s), breaking the ties arbitrarily. For each &« C P and S C P, we also define

Cost(U,S) D _pesdp,U) > ,csmingey d(p,q)

AverageCost (U, S) := 5] = 5] — 5

Consider any subset of points C C P. For every k > 1, we let OPT%(P) denote the cost of the
optimum k-median solution for P C P, where we can only open centers from C. Thus, we have

OPTY(P) = in Cost(U,P).
1 (P) i ost (U, P)

When C = P, we slightly abuse the notation and write OPT,(P) instead of OPT{(P). Next, for
eachd C P and u € U, we define C,, (U, P) := {p € P | mu(p) = u} to be the set of points in P that
are “assigned to” the center u in the solution U (breaking ties arbitrarily). For each point p € P
and value r > 0, let Ball” (p) := {g € P | d(p,q) < r} denote the ball of radius r around p. Note
that if p € P\ P, then p itself is not part of the ball Ballz) (p). Finally, throughout the paper we
use a sufficiently large constant parameter v = 4000.

3.2 Robust Centers

We will use the notion of robust centers [FLNS21]. Morally, a point p € P is t-robust for an integer
t > 1 iff it satisfies the following condition for all i € [1,¢]: Let B; = Ball],,(p), and consider any
point ¢ € P with d(p,q) < 10, i.e., q is sufficiently close to p compared to the radius of B;. Then
Cost (p,S) < O(1) - Cost (¢, S) for all B; C S C P. In words, the point p is a good approximate
1-median solution, compared to any other nearby point, at every “distance scale” up to 10

The above definition, however, is too strong, in the sense that there might not exist any t-
robust point under this definition.® Instead, the actual definition that we will use is stated below
(see Definition 3.2), along with the relevant properties that follow from it (see Lemma 3.3 and
Lemma 3.4). Conceptually, here the key difference from the idealized definition is that the balls
{B;}; are centered around different points {p;};, with pg = p and d(p, p;) < 10? for all i € [1,¢].

8For instance, it might be the case that there are (say) A many points in B;, and all of them (except p) are in the
exact same location as g, i.e., d(p’,q) = 0 for all p’ € B; — p. Then, the condition Cost (p, B;) < O(1) - Cost (¢, B;)
clearly does not hold, since the LHS is (A — 1) - d(p, q), whereas the RHS is only d(p, q).



Definition 3.2. Let (po,p1,...,pt) be a sequence of t + 1 points in P, and let B; = Ballﬁ)i (pi) for
each i € [0,t]. We refer to (po,p1,-..,pt) as a t-robust sequence iff for every i € [1,t]:

p; if AverageCost (p;, B;) > 10t /5;

qi otherwise, where ¢; = arg min Cost (q, B;).
qEB;+p;

bi-1 =

We say that a point p € P is t-robust iff there exists a t-robust sequence (po,p1, ... ,pt) with pg = p.

Lemma 3.3 ([FLNS21]). Let (po,p1,...,pt) be a t-robust sequence and let B; = Balll,,(p;) for all

i €[0,t]. Then, for all i € [1,t], we have d(p;_1,p;) < 10°/2, B;_1 C B; and d(po,p;) < 10%/2.

Lemma 3.4 ([FLNS21]). Let (po,p1,--.,pt) be a t-robust sequence and let B; = Ballﬁ)i (pi) for all
i €10,t]. Then, for everyi € [0,t] and every B; C S C P, we have Cost (pg, S) < (3/2)-Cost (p;, S).

We next define the concept of a robust collection of centers.

Definition 3.5. A set of centers W C P is robust iff the following holds for every w € W:
w is t-robust, where t is the smallest integer satisfying 10° > d(w, W — w)/200. (4)

Suppose that we have a set of centers YW C P that is not robust. A natural way to convert
them into a robust set of centers is to call the subroutine ROBUSTIFY (W), as described below.

Algorithm 1: ROBUSTIFY (W)

1 while there exist a w € W wiolating (4) do

t < Smallest integer satisfying 10° > d(w, W — w)/100.
wp <— MAKE-ROBUST(w, t).

W+ W —w+ wg.

=W N

Algorithm 2: MAKE-ROBUST(p, t)

1 Pt < p.

2 for i =t down to 1 do

3 | B; <« Balll,(p).

4 if AverageCost (p;, B;) > 10"/5 then
5

6

7

‘ Pi—1 < Pi-
else
‘ pi—1 < arg min Cost (¢, B;).
q€B;+p;
8 return pg.

During a call to MAKE-ROBUST(p, t), we simply apply the rule from Definition 3.2 to obtain a
t-robust sequence (po,p1,...,p:) with p, = p, and then return the point py. Further, Line 2 of the
subroutine ROBUSTIFY (W) considers the inequality 10' > d(w, W — w)/100, whereas (4) refers to
the inequality 10° > d(w, W — w)/200. This discrepancy in the constants on the right hand side
(100 vs 200) of these two inequalities is intentional, and plays a crucial role in deriving Lemma 3.6.

Lemma 3.6 ([FLNS21]). Consider any call to ROBUSTIFY(W), and suppose that it sets wy <
MAKE-ROBUST(w, t) during some iteration of the while loop. Then in subsequent iterations of the
while loop in the same call to ROBUSTIFY (W), we will not make any call to MAKE-ROBUST(wo, -).

Lemma 3.7 ([FLNS21]). IfU is the output of ROBUSTIFY(W), then Cost (U, P) < 3-Cost (W, P).



3.3 Well-Separated Pairs

We will also use the notion of a well-separated pair of points [FLNS21], defined as follows.

Definition 3.8. Consider any U,V C P. A pair (u,v) € U x V is well-separated w.r.t. (U,V) iff
d(u,U —u) >~ -d(u,v) and d(v,V —v) > - d(u,v).

Using triangle inequality, it is easy to verify that each point u € U either forms a well-separated
pair with a unique v € V, or it does not form a well-separated pair with any v € V. The next
lemma implies that if ¢/ is robust, then we can replace every center v € V that is well-separated by
its counterpart in U, and this will increase the cost of the solution V by at most a constant factor.

Lemma 3.9 ([FLNS21]). Consider any two sets of centers U,V C P such that U is robust. Then,
for every well-separated pair (u,v) € U x V, we have Cost (u, C,(V,P)) < 3 - Cost (v, Cy,(V, P)).

3.4 Projection Lemma and Lazy-Updates Lemma

We conclude by recalling two lemmas that are folklore in the literature on clustering [BCG™24].

Intuitively, the projection lemma says that if we have a set U of more than k centers, then the
cost of the best possible k-median solution, subject to the constraint that all of the k centers must
be picked from U, is not too large compared to Cost (U, P).

Lemma 3.10 (Projection Lemma [BCG"24]). Consider any set of centers U C P of size |U| > k,
where k is a positive integer. Then we have OPTY(P) < Cost (U, P) + 2 - OPT(P).

The lazy updates lemma, stated below, is derived from the following observation. Suppose that
whenever a new point gets inserted into P, we create a center at the position of the newly inserted
point; and whenever a point gets deleted from P, we do not make any changes to the set of centers.
Then this lazy rule for handling updates ensures that the cost of the solution we maintain does not
increase over time (although the solution might consist of more than k centers).

Lemma 3.11 (Lazy-Updates Lemma [BCG"24]). Consider any two sets of input points P, P’ C P
such that |P ® P'| < s. Then for every k > 1, we have OPTy14(P") < OPTy(P).

4 Two Key Lemmas

We now state two key lemmas that will be used in the design and analysis of our dynamic algorithm.
We defer the formal proofs of these two lemmas to Section 7.

Lemma 4.1 (Double-Sided Stability Lemma). Consider any r € [0,k — 1] and any n > 1. If
OPTy—(P) <n-OPTw(P), then we must have OPTy(P) < 4- OPTyy|r 120 (P)-

To interpret Lemma 4.1, first note that OPTy(P) is a monotonically non-increasing function
of k, since the objective value can only drop if we open extra centers. Now, suppose there is a
sufficiently large integer r € [0, k — 1] such that OPT_,.(P) < O(1) - OPT(P). Then, Lemma 4.1
guarantees that OPT(P) < O(1) - OP Ty, (P) for some integer 7' = O(r). In other words, if
the optimal objective remains stable as we decrease the number of centers by some additive r,
then it also remains stable as we increase the number of centers by roughly the same amount.
Conceptually, this holds because of two reasons: (i) the optimal objective of the fractional version
of the k-median problem (encoded by its standard LP-relaxation) is convex as a function of k, and
(ii) the concerned LP-relaxation has ©(1)-integrality gap.
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Lemma 4.2 (Generalization of Lemma 7.3 in the arXiv version of [FLNS21]). Let r > 0 and
m € [0,k]. Consider any two sets of centers U,V C P such that U| =k and |V| =k +r. If the
number of well-separated pairs w.r.t. (U,V) is k — m, then there exists a subset U C U of size at

most k — [(m —r)/4] such that Cost (Z;{,P) < 6v - (Cost (U, P) + Cost (V,P)).

Intuitively, think of I/ as the k-median solution maintained by our algorithm, and let V be
another set of k + r centers such that Cost (V,P) < O(1) - OPT(P). The above lemma implies
that if m > r (i.e., the number of well-separated pairs w.r.t. (i,V) is sufficiently small), then
we can delete [(m — r)/4| = Q(r) centers from U without significantly increasing the objective
Cost (U, P).

5 Achieving O(1) Approximation Ratio and O(log” A) Recourse

In this section, we focus only on achieving good approximation ratio and recourse bounds. We prove
the following theorem, without any concern for the update time of the algorithm. In particular, to
keep the exposition as simple as possible, we present an algorithm with exponential update time.

Theorem 5.1. There is a deterministic O(1)-approximation algorithm for dynamic metric k-
median with O(log? A) recourse.

5.1 Description of the Algorithm

Our algorithm works in epochs; each epoch lasts for some consecutive updates in P. Let Y C P
denote the maintained solution (set of k centers). We satisfy the following invariant.

Invariant 5.2. At the start of an epoch, the set U is robust and Cost (U, P) < 8- OPTy(P).

We now describe how our dynamic algorithm works in a given epoch, in four steps.

Step 1: Determining the length of the epoch. At the start of an epoch, we compute the
maximum ¢* > 0 such that OPTy_4«(P) < 547 - OPT,(P),” and set £ < [£*/(12 - 54v)]. Since
¢ < ¢, it follows that OPTy_4(P) < OPTg_g(P). Thus, by setting n = 54y and r = £* in
Lemma 4.1, at the start of the epoch we have:

OPT}_((P)

51y < OPTy(P) <4-OPTyie(P). (5)

The epoch will last for the next £+1 updates.!’ From now on, we will use the superscript t € [0, £+1]
to denote the status of some object after our algorithm has finished processing the " update in
the epoch. For example, at the start of the epoch we have P = PO,

Step 2: Preprocessing at the start of the epoch. Let Uiyir < U be the solution maintained
by the algorithm after it finished processing the last update in the previous epoch. Before handling
the very first update in the current epoch, we initialize the maintained solution by setting

© i Cost (U, P©)).
u %argu'gumflzlﬁ}m:k—z 0s (U,P ) (6)

Thus, at this point in time, we have Cost (U, P(©)) = OP T (PO)) < Cost (Uinis, P©) +2-
OPTy—¢ (P) < 8- OPTy (PO) +2- OPTy— (PV) < (324 4327) - OP Ty (P0)), where the

9Recall « from Section 3.1
ONote that we might very well have £ = 0.
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first inequality follows from Lemma 3.10, the second inequality follows from Invariant 5.2, and the
last inequality follows from (5). To summarize, we get:

Cost (u<0>, 7><°>) < (32 +4327) - OP Ty s <P<0>) and ‘u@)( <k-o (7)

In words, before we deal with the very first update in the epoch, the maintained solution U ©) is a
(32 4 4327) = ©(1)-approximation of OPT,(P)), and consists of at most (k — ) centers. Both
these properties will be crucially exploited while handling the updates within the epoch.

Step 3: Handling the updates within the epoch. Consider the t** update in the epoch, for

t € [1,/+41]. We handle this update in a lazy manner, as follows. If the update involves the deletion
of a point from P, then we do not change our maintained solution, and set U t)  yt=1), (The
maintained solution remains valid, since we are considering the improper k-median problem). In
contrast, if the update involves the insertion of a point p into P, then we set U® + YT 4 p.

It is easy to verify that this lazy way of dealing with an update does not increase the objective,
and increases the number of centers in the maintained solution by at most one. Thus, we have
Cost (Z/l(t),P(t)) < Cost (Z/l(t_l),?(t_l)) and |U(t)‘ < |U(t_1)‘ + 1. From (7), we now derive that

Cost <u<t>,7><t>) < Cost (U™, P} and (u@‘ <k 0+t forallte[l,e+1] ®)

Step 4: Post-processing at the end of the epoch. By (8), the set U®Y remains a valid
solution for the improper k-median problem, for all ¢ € [1,¢]. After the very last update in the
epoch, however, the set /1) might have more than k centers. At this point in time, we do some
post-processing, and compute another set Usina1 C P of at most k centers (i.e., |[Usina1| < k) that
satisfies Invariant 5.2. We then initiate the next epoch, with U < Usina1 being the current solution.
The post-processing is done as follows.

We first add O(¢ + 1) extra centers to the set Uinit, while minimizing the cost of the resulting
solution w.r.t. P(©). This gives us the set of centers U*. Note that [U*| = k + O£ + 1).

F* < arg min Cost (L{init + F, 77(0)> , and U* < Uipie + F. (9)
FCP:| F|<2700-(£+1)

We next add the newly inserted points within the epoch to the set of centers, so as to obtain
the set V*. Since the epoch lasts for £ + 1 updates, we have |V*| = k+ O(¢ 4+ 1). Next, we identify
the subset W* C V* of k centers that minimizes the k-median objective w.r.t. P+,

Ve U+ (79““) - 79<0>) ,and W* ¢ arg _min  Cost (W,P(“l)) . (10)
WCV*: | W=k

Finally, we call ROBUSTIFY (W*) and let Usina1 be the set of k centers returned by this subrou-

tine. Before starting the next epoch, we set U < Usinal-

Usina1 < ROBUSTIFY(W™). (11)

It is easy to verify that we always maintain a set 4 C P of k centers. In Section 5.2, we show
that U = Usina1 satisfies Invariant 5.2 at the end of Step 4, and analyze the approximation ratio of
the overall algorithm. Finally, Section 5.3 bounds the recourse of the algorithm. We conclude this
section with a corollary that will play an important role in our recourse analysis.

Corollary 5.3. We have |W* @ Uipit| = O£+ 1).

Proof. From (9) and (10), we infer that |V* @ Uinit| < [V @ U*|+ [U* D Uinit| < |7>(f+1) - 7)(0)‘ +
|F*| < (27007 (£+1))+(£4+1) = O(£+1). Next, recall that |[V*| = k+O(¢+1), and W* is a subset of
V* of size k. Thus, we get: [W* @ Uinit| < IW* @ V*|+|V* ® Uinit| = OU+1)+0(l+1) = O((+1).
This concludes the proof. O
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5.2 Analyzing the Approximation Ratio
Consider any ¢ € [0,¢], and note that ‘P(t) &) 77(0)| <t < (. Thus, by Lemma 3.11, we have:

OPTy, (P©) < OPT, (PY). (12)
From (7), (8) and (12), we now infer that:
Cost (u@),P(”) < (32 +4327) - OPTy, (7?@)) and ‘u@( <k forallte[0,f.  (13)

In other words, at all times within an epoch, the set &) maintained by our algorithm remains a
valid ©(1)-approximate solution to the improper k-median problem on the current input PO Tt
remains to show that the algorithm successfully restores Invariant 5.2 when the epoch terminates
after the (¢4 1) update. Accordingly, we devote the rest of this section to the proof of Lemma 5.4.

Lemma 5.4. At the end of Step 4 in Section 5.1, the set U = Usina1 Satisfies Invariant 5.2.
The claim below bounds the cost of the solution /* w.r.t. the point-set P©).
Claim 5.5. We have Cost (U*,PV)) < 3- OPTjip41 (P?).

Before proving Claim 5.5, we explain how it implies Lemma 5.4. Towards this end, note that:

Cost (Ursnaa, PV < g'Cost (W*,PW)):;OPT};* Gas) (14)
< g~Cost (v*,7><4+1>)+3-0PTk (79““)) (15)
< ;-Cost<u*,P(0))+3-OPTk (P(“”) (16)
< g-OPTW+1 (P(O))+3-OPTk (79““)) (17)
< g-OPTk (P<f+1>)+3-0PTk <P(£+1)) (18)
< 8.OPT, (79(“1)). (19)

In the above derivation, the first step (14) follows from (10), (11) and Lemma 3.7. The second
step (15) follows from Lemma 3.10. The third step (16) follows from (10). The fourth step (17)
follows from Claim 5.5. The fifth step (18) follows from Lemma 3.11 and the observation that
|77(Z+1) 6977(0)‘ < ¢+ 1. From (19), we infer that at the start of the next epoch Cost (U, P) <
8- OPTg(P), and the set U is robust because of (11). This implies Lemma 5.4.

5.2.1 Proof of Claim 5.5

Let V C P be an optimal improper (k 4 ¢ + 1)-median solution for the point-set P, ie., |V| =
k+ ¢+ 1 and Cost (V,P(O)) = OPTyir11 (77(0)). Let m € [0, k] be the unique integer such that
there are (k —m) well-separated pairs w.r.t. (Uinit, V). Let {(u1,v1), (u2,v2), ..., (Ug—m, Vk—m)} C
Uinit X V denote the collection of (k — m) well-separated pairs w.r.t. (Uinit, V). Define the set

F =V \{v1,...,0_m} It is easy to verify that:

(ﬁ(:|V|—(k:—m):m+e+1. (20)
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Claim 5.6. We have m < 26007y - (£ + 1).
Claim 5.7. We have Cost (Usns + 7, P¥) <3+ OPTy sy (P©).

By (20), Claim 5.6 and Claim 5.7, there exists a set F C P of m + £ + 1 < 2700y - (£ + 1)
centers such that Cost (Z/linit + F ,77(0)) < 3-0PTgripi1 (77(0)). Accordingly, from (9), we get
Cost (Z/linit + .7:*,77(0)) < Cost (Z/linit + F, 77(0)) <3-0OPTkip11 (77(0)), which implies Claim 5.5.

It now remains to prove Claim 5.6 and Claim 5.7.

Proof of Claim 5.6

We apply Lemma 4.2, by setting r = £ + 1, U = Uiniy and P = PO This implies the existence of
a set U C Uipniy of at most (k — b) centers, with b = |(m — £ — 1)/4], such that

IN

Cost (. PO) < 67+ (Cost (Ui, P?) + Cost (v, P0))

6 - (8 .OPT}, (P(O)) + OPThyrin (P(O))> < 54~ - OPT (P<0>) .

IN

In the above derivation, the second inequality follows from Invariant 5.2, and the last inequality
holds because OPTg 441 (P(O)) < OPTk(P(O)). Since OPTy_, (73(0)) < Cost (Z:{,P(O)>, we get

OPT}_, <P(0)) < 54~y - OPT (P<0>> . (21)

Recall the way we defined ¢, ¢* at Step 1 in Section 5.1. From (21), it follows that b < ¢*. Since

bzm_TH—lzm_THandﬁzﬁ—l, wegetm_TH‘§12-54’y-(€+1), and hence m <

(25927 + 1)(£ 4+ 1) +4 < 26007 - (£ + 1). This concludes the proof of the claim.

Proof of Claim 5.7

We define assignment o : P©) — Uinis + F, as follows.!! Consider any point p € PO,
o IfpeC,, (V,P(O)) for some i € [1,k — m], then o(p) := u;.
e Otherwise, o(p) := mp(p).

In words, for every well-separated pair (u;,v;) € Uinir X V all the points in the cluster of v; get
reassigned to the center wu;, and the assignment of all other points remain unchanged (note that
their assigned centers are present in Uipniy + F as well as V). Now, recall that the set of centers
Uinit is Tobust (see Invariant 5.2). Hence, by applying Lemma 3.9, we infer that

Cost (Usnss + 7, P®) < 3" d(p,o(p) <3 Cost (¥, PV}
peP ()

The claim follows since Cost (V, 77(0)) = OPTyi011 (77(0)) by definition.

H"Recall the notations Cy (U, P) and my(p) from Section 3.1.
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5.3 Analyzing the Recourse

Recall the description of our algorithm from Section 5.1, and consider a given epoch (say) &£ of
length (¢ 4 1). The total recourse incurred by the algorithm during this epoch is

/41

Re < \Uinit @U(O)‘ + (Z ‘U(t) @U(t_l)D + ‘U(H—l) @D Usinal | - (22)
t=1

We will now bound each term on the right hand side of (22). Towards this end, recall that /(%)
is obtained by deleting ¢ centers from Uinir, and hence we have ‘Z/{init @U(O)| = (. Next, it is
easy to verify that in Step 3 (see Section 5.1) we incur a worst-case recourse of at most one per
update. Specifically, we have |Z/l(t) @U“‘W <1 for all t € [1,£+ 1], and hence |U(£+1) @Uinit| <
!L{(ZH) EBZ/[(O)| + ‘Z/I(O) @® Uinie| < (0 +1) + £ =20+ 1. Thus, from (22) we get:

Re

IN

(04 1) + U © Usson

< + [Uinit D Usinai |
< (4@ + 2) + ’Z/[init D W*‘ + ‘W* ® ufinal’
= O(+1)+ |W* @ Usina |- (23)

< 20+1)+ ‘u““) & Usns

In the above derivation, the last step follows from Corollary 5.3.

Since the epoch lasts for /+1 updates, the O(¢+1) term in the right hand side of (23) contributes
an amortized recourse of O(1). Moreover, the term |[W* @ Usina1| is proportional to the number
of MAKE-ROBUST(-, ) calls made while computing Usina1 < ROBUSTIFY (W*). So, the recourse
of our algorithm is dominated by the number of calls made to the MAKE-ROBUST(-, -) subroutine,
and Lemma 5.8 implies that our algorithm has an amortized recourse of O(log? A).

Lemma 5.8. The dynamic algorithm from Section 5.1 makes at most O(log? A) many calls to
MAKE-ROBUST(-, ), amortized over the entire sequence of updates (spanning multiple epochs).

We devote the rest of this section towards proving Lemma 5.8.

Contaminated vs Clean Centers. Focus on the scenario at the start of a given epoch (see
Section 5.1). By Invariant 5.2, the set Ujpiy is robust w.r.t. PO, For each center u € Uinit, We
maintain an integer t[u] such that: (i) u is t[u] robust w.r.t. P©) and (i) 10" > d(u, Usnst —u)/200.
The existence of t[u] is guaranteed by Definition 3.5."% Let (po(u), p1(u), ..., pyy(u)) be the t[u)-
robust sequence w.r.t. PO corresponding to u (i.e., u = po(u)), and for each i € [1,t[u]], let
Bi(u) = Ballfo(f) (pi(u)). Recall that by Lemma 3.3, we have Bi(u) C Ba(u) C -+ C Byp(u).

Now, consider any j € [1,£ + 1], and let ¢; € P denote the point being inserted/deleted in
P during the j** update in the epoch, i.e., PO @ pU-1) = {g;}. We say that this 4t update
contaminates a center u € Uinsy iff d(q;, pypy(u)) < 1014 Intuitively, this means that if this j*
update were taken into account while defining the balls {B;(u)}; at the start of the epoch, then it
might have impacted our decision to classify u as being t[u]-robust at that time. Furthermore, we
say that the center u € Uip;y is clean at the end of the epoch if no update j € [1, ¢+1] contaminated
it (i.e. Byjy)(u) and accordingly all of the balls B;(u) remain intact during the updates in this epoch);
otherwise we say that the center u is contaminated at the end of the epoch.

In the two claims below, we summarize a few key properties of clean and contaminated centers.
We defer the proof of Claim 5.10 to Section 5.3.1.

12We use t[u] only for the sake of analyzing recourse. Here, the actual algorithm remains the same as in Section 5.1.
But, we make use of these integers in Section 6 to get fast update time.
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Claim 5.9. If u € Uiy 1s clean at the end of the epoch, then u is t[u]-robust w.r.t. ple+1)

Proof. Let u € Uiyir be a clean center at the end of the epoch. So, during the epoch no point was
inserted into/deleted from Byp,. As Bi(u) C Ba(u) C --+ C By, (u) by Lemma 3.3, this implies that
during the epoch no point was inserted into/deleted from any of the balls By(u), Ba(u), ..., By (u).

Thus, we have Ballfo(f) (pi(u)) = Ballﬁ)(fﬂ) (pi(u)) for all i € [0,£ + 1].
The claim now follows from Definition 3.2. O

Claim 5.10. Fach update during the epoch contaminates at most O(log A) centers in Uipiy-

At the end of the epoch, we set Usina1 < ROBUSTIFY (W*). By Lemma 3.6, the subroutine
ROBUSTIFY (W*) makes at most one call to MAKE-ROBUST(w, -) for each point w € W*, and zero
call to MAKE-ROBUST(w, -) for each point w € P\ W*. Accordingly, we can partition the calls to
MAKE-ROBUST(-, -) that are made by ROBUSTIFY (W*) into the following three types.

Type I. A call to MAKE-ROBUST(w, -) for some w € W* \ Uipir. The total number of such calls
is at most |W* \ Uinit| < IW* @ Uinit] = O + 1) (see Corollary 5.3). Since the epoch lasts for
(¢4 1) updates, the amortized number of Type I calls to MAKE-ROBUST(-, -), per update, is O(1).

Type II. A call to MAKE-ROBUST(w, -) for some w € W* MUy that is contaminated at the end
of the epoch. By Claim 5.10, the amortized number of such Type II MAKE-ROBUST(-, ) calls, per
update, is O(log A).

Type III. A call to MAKE-ROBUST(w, -) for some w € W* N Uip;i that is clean at the end of
the epoch. Recall that the center w was t[w]-robust w.r.t. PO) at the start of the epoch, and
by Claim 5.9 it remains t[w]-robust w.r.t. PUHD at the end of the epoch. Furthermore, note
that if a center is t’-robust, then it is also t”-robust for all t < #/. Thus, at the end of the
epoch, the call to MAKE-ROBUST(w, t) could have been made for only one reason: The subroutine
ROBUSTIFY (W*) wanted to ensure that w was t-robust w.r.t. P+ for some ¢ > t[w], but it was
not the case. Suppose that w' <+ MAKE-ROBUST(w,t) was the center returned by this call to
MAKE-ROBUST(-, -). Then at the end of this call, we set t[w'] + t. Clearly, we have t[w'] > t[w].

To bound the amortized number of Type III calls, we need to invoke a more “global” argument,
that spans across multiple epochs. Consider a maximal “chain” of j many Type III calls (possibly
spanning across multiple different epochs), in increasing order of time:

wy < MAKE-ROBUST(wp, t[w1]), we + MAKE-ROBUST(w1, t[ws)),
..., wj < MAKE-ROBUST(wj_1, t{w;]).

Note that the calls in the above chain can be interspersed with other Type I, Type II or Type II1
calls that are not part of the chain. Still, from the above discussion, we get 0 < t{wg] < tfwi] < --- <
tlw;] < [log A]. So, the chain has length at most O(log A). Also, for the chain to start in the first
place, we must have had a Type I or Type II call to MAKE-ROBUST(-, -) which returned the center
wg. We can thus “charge” the length (total number of Type III calls) in this chain to the Type I
or Type II call that triggered it (by returning the center wy). In other words, the total number of
Type III calls ever made is at most O(log A) times the total number of Type I plus Type II calls.
Since the amortized number of Type I and Type II calls per update is O(log A), the amortized
number of Type III calls per update is O(log2 A). This concludes the proof of Lemma 5.8.
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5.3.1 Proof of Claim 5.10

Assume p € PO @ PEHD is an updated point during the epoch. Let u € Uinit be contaminated by
P 1e., d(papt[u] (u)) < 10°1], According to Lemma 3.3, d(pt[u} (’LL),U) = d(pt[u} (u)7p0(u)) < 10t[U}/27
which concludes

d(p,u) < d(p, Py () + d(pyp (w), w) < 101 + 10 /2 < 2 10 (24)

Let {uq,us,... ,uu} C Uipit be all centers contaminated by p ordered in decreasing order by the
time they were added to the main solution via a call to MAKE-ROBUST(:, -). So, when w; is added
to the main solution U, u;y; was already present in U, which concludes 10tu] < d(u;,uit+1)/10, for
every i € [1,u — 1] (by the choice of t[u;] in MAKE-ROBUST at that time). Hence,

1001 > d(p,uig1) /2 > (d(ui, uipr) — d(p, ug))/2 > 5 - 1010 — 10t = 4. 10wl

The first and last inequalities hold by (24) for v = w;11,u;. Finally, this concludes t[u,] > --- >
tlug] > t[uy]. Since distances between any two point in the space is between 1 and A, we know
0 < tlu;] < [log A] for each i € [1, u], which concludes = O(log A).

6 Achieving O(k) Update Time

We first outline how to implement the algorithm from Section 5.1 in O(n) update time, by incurring
only a O(1) multiplicative overhead in approximation ratio and recourse (n is an upper bound on
the size of the input P C P, throughout the sequence of updates). In Section 6.3, we show how to
further improve the update time from O(n) to O(k) using standard sparsification techniques.

Disclaimer. In this section, we often use asymptotic notations and informal arguments without
proofs. The reader can find the correct values of the parameters together with complete formal
proofs for the statements of this section in Part III (full version).

6.1 Auxiliary Data Structure and Randomized Local Search

Recall that & C P is the solution (set of k centers) maintained by our algorithm, and P C P
denotes the current input. For each point p € P UU, we maintain a BST (balanced search tree)
7, that stores the centers U/ in increasing order of their distances to p. Note that after every
change (insertion/deletion of a center) in the set U, we can update all these BSTs in O(|P| +
l]) = O(n + k) = O(n) time. Similarly, after the insertion/deletion of a point p € P, we can
construct /destroy the relevant BST T, in O(|U|) = O(k) = O(n) time. In other words, if the
algorithm from Section 5.1 incurs a total recourse of 7 while handling a sequence of u updates,
then we spend O(n - (T + p)) total time on maintaining this auxiliary data structure (collection of
BSTs) over the same update-sequence. Since 7 = O(u - log? A) (see Section 5.3), this incurs an
amortized update time of O(n), which is within our budget.

We will use the randomized local search algorithm, developed in [BCG"24] and summarized in
the lemma below, as a crucial subroutine.

Lemma 6.1 (Randomized Local Search [BCG'24]). Suppose that we have access to the auwxiliary
data structure described above. Then, given any integer s € [0,k — 1], in O(ns) time we can find a
subset U* C U of (k — s) centers such that Cost (U*,P) < O(1) - OPTY__ (P).
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6.2 Implementing Our Dynamic Algorithm

Henceforth, we focus on a given epoch of our dynamic algorithm that lasts for (¢ + 1) updates
(see Section 5.1), and outline how to implement the algorithm in such a manner that it spends
O(n-(£41)) total time during the whole epoch, except the call to ROBUSTIFY (see Equation (11)).
For ROBUSTIFY, we provide an implementation that takes an amortized time of O(n), over the
entire sequence of updates (spanning multiple epochs). This implies an overall amortized update
time of O(n) Below, we first show how to implement each of Steps 1 - 4, as described in Section 5.1,

one after another. Then, we provide the implementation of ROBUSTIFY in Section 6.2.1.

Implementing Step 1.

Our task here is to compute an estimate of the value of ¢*. For each i € [0,log, k] define s; := 2t
and let s_; := 0. We now run a for loop, as described below.

Algorithm 3: Computing an estimate 7 of the value of ¢*.

1 for ¢+ =0 to logy k do

Using Lemma 6.1, in O(ns,) time compute a subset U} C Uipiy of (k — s;) centers,
that is a O(1)-approximation to OPT%T; (P(O)).

if Cost (U, P() > O(7) - Cost (Usinit, P(?)) then

[, S VU V)

‘ return { := s;_1.

After finding ?, we set the length of the epoch to be ¢ + 1 where ¢ « {#@J With some

extra calculations, we can show that £+ 1 = Q(f + 1) = Q(¢* + 1) and

OPT,_o(P©)

< OPTL(PO)<4.0PT Oy,
o0 < OPTy(PY) <4-OPTyp(P™)

The running time of this for loop is O (n Z;-;O sj> = ON(ns,-*), where i* is the index s.t. sj«_; = /.
Thus, we have s;+ = O(f) = O(£ + 1), and hence we can implement Step 1 in O(n - (£ + 1)) time.

Implementing Step 2.

Instead of finding the optimum set of (k — ¢) centers within Ujpiy, we approximate it using
Lemma 6.1: We compute a set of (k — £) centers U C Uipie such that Cost (U(O),P(O)) <
O(1) - OPT4=¢(P)). With the same arguments as before, we get Cost Uu©, POy < 0(1) -
OPT.(P©). Note that the running time for this step is also O(n - (£ + 1)).

Implementing Step 3.

Trivially, we can implement each of these updates in constant time.

Implementing Step 4.

We first need to add O(¢+ 1) centers to Usnit, while minimizing the cost of the solution w.r.t. PO
We compute an approximation of U*, by setting U = Uinir, P = PO and s = O(y- (£ + 1)) in

Lemma 6.2 below (see Equation (9)). This also takes O(n - (£+1)) time. We defer the proof sketch
of Lemma 6.2 to Section 6.2.2.
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Lemma 6.2. Suppose that we have access to the aumiliary data structure described above (see
Section 6.1). Then, given any integer s > 1, in O(ns) time we can find a superset U* O U of

(k+ s) centers such that Cost (U*,P) < O(1)- min Cost (U + F,P).
FCP:|F|<s

At this stage, we compute V* := U* + (P(ZH) - 77(0)) as in Equation (10), in only O(¢ + 1)
time. Next, we compute an approximation of W* (see Equation (10)) using Lemma 6.1, which
again takes O(n - (¢ + 1)) time. It follows that Cost (W*,P(”l)) < 0(1) - OPT,(PUHD). Finally,
we explain below how we implement the call to ROBUSTIFY(W?*) (see Equation (11)).

6.2.1 Implementing the calls to Robustify(-) subroutine

Recall Algorithm 1 and Algorithm 2 from Section 3.2. In the static setting, there are known O(1)-
approximation algorithms for 1-median with O(n) runtime [MP02]. Using any such 1-median algo-
rithm, it is relatively straightforward to (approximately) implement a call to MAKE-ROBUST(: , )
in O(n) time (see Line 3 in Algorithm 1). Using the auxiliary data structure (see Section 6.1),
it is easy to implement each invocation of Line 2 in Algorithm 1 in O(1) time, whereas Line 4 in
Algorithm 1 trivially takes O(l) time. By Lemma 5.8, our dynamic algorithm makes O(l) many
amortized calls to MAKE-ROBUST(-, -), per update. Thus, it follows that we spend O(n) amortized
time per update on implementing Lines 2 to 4 in Algorithm 1.

There remains a significant challenge: We might have to iterate over |[WW| = k centers in Line 1 in
Algorithm 1, before we find a center w € W that violates Equation (4). Let us refer to this operation
as “testing a center w”; this occurs when we check whether w violates Equation (4). In other words,
we need to perform O(k) many such tests in Line 1, before we execute a MAKE-ROBUST(-, -) call in
Line 3 in Algorithm 1. Note that because of Lemma 5.8, we perform O(k:) many tests, on average,
per update. Thus, if we could hypothetically perform each test in O(l) time, then we would incur
an additive overhead of O(k:) in our amortized update time, and everything would be fine.

The issue, however, is that testing a center can be prohibitively expensive. This is because
Equation (4) consists of two conditions. The second condition (which finds the value of t) requires
us to know the value of d(w,W — w), and this can indeed be implemented in O(1) time using
our auxiliary data structure (see Section 6.1). The first condition asks us to check whether w is
t-robust, and there does not seem to be any efficient way in which we can implement this check
(see Definition 3.2). To address this significant challenge, we modify the execution of a call to
ROBUSTIFY(W*) at the end of an epoch, as described below.

Modified version of the call to Robustify(W*).

At the end of an epoch, the call to ROBUSTIFY(W*) is supposed to return the set Usina1 (see
Equation (11)). We replace this call to ROBUSTIFY(W*) by the procedure in Algorithm 4 below.

To appreciate what Algorithm 4 does, recall the recourse analysis in Section 5.3; in particular,
the distinction between contaminated vs clean centers in Uiyit, and the three types of calls to the
MAKE-ROBUST(-, -) subroutine. Note that in Lines 1 to 3 in Algorithm 4, the sets W, W and W;
respectively correspond to those centers w that might potentially be the sources of Type I, Type I1
and Type III calls to MAKE-ROBUST(w, -). We refer to the centers in W, Wy and Wi respectively
as Type I, Type II and Type III centers.

The key difference between Algorithm 4 and the previous version of ROBUSTIFY(W?*) is this:
In Algorithm 4, we proactively make calls to MAKE-ROBUST(w , -) without even checking the first
condition in Equation (4), which was the main bottleneck in achieving efficient update time. To be
more specific, we proactively call MAKE-ROBUST(w, -) for every Type I and Type II center w (see
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Line 7). In contrast, for a Type III center w, we call MAKE-ROBUST(w, -) whenever we observe that
t > t{w], where t is the smallest integer satisfying 10! > d(w, W — w)/200 (see Lines 12 and 15).
Note that if ¢t < t[w] in Line 13, then by Claim 5.9 the center w does not violate Equation (4).

Algorithm 4: Modified version of the call to ROBUSTIFY(W*) at the end of an epoch.
1 Wl — W* \L{init
2 Wy < {w € W* N Uipir : w is contaminated }
3 Wi < {w € W* NUipit : w is clean}
// The set W* is partitioned into the subsets Wi, Wo, Ws

a W+ W
5 for each center w € W; UWs, do
6 t + Smallest integer satisfying 10* > d(w, W — w)/100
7 wp <— MAKE-ROBUST(w, )
8 W W —w+ wy
9 Save t[wo] <t and pyj,,)(wo) <= w (see Section 5.3) together with wg
10 while true do
11 for each center w € W3 do
12 t «+ Smallest integer satisfying 10" > d(w, W — w)/200
13 if ¢ > t[w] then
14 ' < Smallest integer satisfying 10° > d(w, W — w)/100
15 wp  MAKE-ROBUST(w, t')
16 W W —w+ wy
17 Save tlwo] <= t" and pyp,)(wo) < w (see Section 5.3) together with wg
18 go back to Line 10.
19 return Usipay < W .

Lemma 6.3 (Informal). Lemma 5.8 continues to hold even after the call to ROBUSTIFY(W?*) at
the end of every epoch is replaced by the procedure in Algorithm 4.

Proof. (Sketch) The lemma holds because the procedure in Algorithm 4 is perfectly aligned with
the recourse analysis in Section 5.3. In other words, the recourse analysis accounts for the scenario
where we make proactive calls to MAKE-ROBUST(-, -), precisely in the manner specified by Algo-
rithm 4. For example, the recourse analysis bounds the number of Type I and Type II calls to
MAKE-ROBUST(-, -), by pretending that every Type I or Type II center makes such a call, regardless
of whether or not it violates Equation (4). O

Bounding the Update Time. First, note that we can implement each invocation of Lines 1 to 4
in Algorithm 4 in O(k - (£ 4 1)) time, which gets amortized over the length of the epoch, as an
epoch lasts for (¢ 4+ 1) updates. Specifically, to compute the sets Wo and Ws, we iterate over all
w € W* NUinie and ¢ € PO @ PED | and check whether the update involving ¢ contaminates w,
using the value ¢[w] and the point pyj,(w). Moreover, Lines 1 and 4 trivially take O(k) time.
Using the auxiliary data structure (see Section 6.1), we can implement each invocation of Lines 6,
12 and 14 in O(1) time. Next, say that an iteration of the for loop in Line 11 is uninterrupted if
we find that ¢ < ¢[w] in Line 13 (and accordingly do not execute any line within the if block) and
interrupted otherwise. Each uninterrupted iteration of the for loop takes O(1) time. Furthermore,
there can be at most [Ws| = O(k) many consecutive uninterrupted iterations of the for loop in
Line 11: Any such chain of uninterrupted iterations is broken (i) either by an interrupted iteration,
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which involves a call to MAKE-ROBUST(w, ') in Line 15, (ii) or by the termination of the procedure
in Line 19 (this can happen only once in an epoch).

From the preceding discussion, it follows that total time spent on the remaining lines in Al-
gorithm 4 is dominated by the time spent on the calls to MAKE-ROBUST(-, ). Recall that at the
start of Section 6.2.1, we have already explained that we spend O(n) time to implement each call
to MAKE-ROBUST(-, ). Finally, Lemmas 5.8 and 6.3 imply that we make O(1) amortized calls to
MAKE-ROBUST(-, -), per update. This gives us an overall amortized update time of O(n)

6.2.2 Algorithm for Lemma 6.2

Since we have a set of fixed k centers U that must be contained in U*, if we can treat these fixed
centers as a single center instead of a set of k centers, we might be able to reduce the problem to a
(s + 1)-median problem. So, we contract all of the points U to a single point u* and define a new
space P’ = (P —U) 4+ u* with a new metric d’ as follows.
d'(x,u*) :=d(z,U) Ve P (25)
d'(z,y) = min{d (z,u*) + d'(y,u*),d(z,y)} Va,y€P

This function d’ defines a metric on P’. A simple way to verify this is that d’ is the metric derived
from the shortest path in a complete graph where weight of edges between any two nodes in U is
zero and the weight of the other edges is the d distance of their endpoints (you can find a complete
proof in Claim 11.2). We also define weights for each = € P’. We define the weight of all x € P’ —u*
to be 1 and the weight of u* to be very large denoted by oo to enforce any constant approximate
solution for (s + 1)-median in P’ to open center u*.

In order to have access to metric d’, we can simply construct an oracle D’ to compute it. This
is because we have access to sorted distances of any p € P to U through 7, in our auxiliary data
structure. Combining with the definition of d’, it is easy to see that we can compute d'(x,y) in
O(1) time for each z,y € P’.

Next, we run the algorithm of [MP02] for (s + 1)-median problem on P’ w.r.t. metric d’ to
find a F of size at most (s + 1) which is a constant approximation for OPT41(P’) in a total of
O(|P'|-(s+1)) = O(n- (£+41)) time. Finally, we let U* < U+ (F — u*). Note that F —u* C P and
its size is at most s since u* € F. This set U + (F — u*) is going to be a good solution w.r.t. metric
d as well as d' (see Lemma 11.3).

Algorithm 5: Computing an approximation of the optimum U* 2 U of size (k + s).

P (P—-U)+u.

w(u*) < 0o, w(z) + 1 Vo € P/ —u*.

Consider D’ as an oracle to the metric d’ defined in Equation (25).

Compute any O(1) approximate solution F C P’ for (s + 1)-median problem on weighted

W N =

metric space P’ in O(|P’| - (s + 1)) time using [MP02] with access to distance oracle D',
return < U + (F —u*).

(S}

6.3 Improving the Update Time to O(k)

Extension to Weighted Case. First, we argue that our algorithm can be extended to the
weighted case defined as follows. We have a metric space P with positive weights w(p) for each
p € P and distance function d. Denote this weighted space by (P, w,d). The cost of a collection U
of k centers is defined as Cost (U, P) = >_ cp w(p) - d(p,U) and subsequently AverageCost (U, 5) =
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Cost (U, S) /(>_,esw(p)) for all S CP. We can extend our algorithm and all of the arguments for
weighted case.

Sparsification. Note that parameter n in our algorithm is the maximum size of the space at any
time during the total sequence of updates (it is not the size of the underlying ground metric space
P). As a result, if we make sure that the size of the space P is at most O(k‘) at any point in time,
then the amortized running time of the algorithm would be O(k) as desired.

We use the result of [BCLP23] to sparsify the input. A simple generalization of this result is
presented in Section 10 of [BCG™24] which extends this sparsifier to weighted metric spaces. The
authors provided an algorithm to sparsify the space to O(k‘) weighted points. More precisely, given
a dynamic metric space (P,w,d) and parameter k € N, there is an algorithm that maintains a
dynamic metric space (P, w’,d) in O(k) amortized update time such that the following holds.

e P’ C P and the size of P’ at any time is O(k).
e A sequence of T updates in (P, w,d), leads to a sequence of O(T) updates in (P',w’,d).!?

e Every a approximate solution to the k-median problem in the metric space (P, w’, d) is also
a O(a) approximate solution to the k-median problem in the metric space (P, w,d) with
probability at least 1 — O(1/n).

Now, suppose that we are given a sequence of updates o1,09,...,07 in a dynamic metric space
(P,w,d). Instead of feeding the metric space (P, w, d) directly to our algorithm, we can perform this
dynamic sparsification to obtain a sequence of updates o/, 05, ..., 07, for a metric space (P',w’,d),

where 77 = O(T'), and feed the metric space (P’,w’, d) to our dynamic algorithm instead. Since our
algorithm maintains a O(1) approximate solution U to the k-median problem in (P, w’, d), then U
is also a O(1) approximate solution for the k-median problem in (P, w,d) with high probability.
Since the length of the stream is multiplied by O(1), we would have a multiplicative overhead
of O(1) in the amortized update time and recourse (amortized w.r.t. the original input stream).

7 Missing Proofs From Section 4

7.1 Proof of Lemma 4.1: Double-Sided Stability Lemma

Consider the LP relaxation for improper k-median problem on P for each k as follows.

min Z Z d(e,p) - Tep

pEP ceP
st. zep < Ye YVeeP,peP
> a1 VpeP

ceP

>y <k

ceP
Zep,Ye > 0 Yee P,peP

Denote the cost of the optimal fractional solution for this LP by FOPT}. Since space P is fixed
here, we denote OPT(P) by OPTy. It is known that the integrality gap of this relaxation is at

13This guarantee follows from a slightly more refined analysis of the recourse of this sparsifier which is presented
in [BCLP24] (see Lemma 3.4 of [BCLP24]).
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most 3 [CS11]. So, for every k we have
FOPTy, < OPTy <3:-FOPTy. (26)
Claim 7.1. For every ky, ko and 0 < a, 8 < 1 such that o+ =1, we have
FOPT ok 48k, < a- FOPTy, + 8- FOPTY,.

Proof. Assume optimal fractional solutions (z7,y]) and (x3, y5) to be an optimal solution for above
LP for fractional k; and ks-median problems respectively. It is easy to verify that their convex
combination (ax] + Bz3, ay; + By;) is a feasible solution for LP relaxation of (ak; + Bk2)-median
problem whose cost is « FOPT}, + 8 FOPT}, which concludes the claim. O

Now, plug k1 =k —r, ke =k +71/(12n), « =1/(12n) and 5 = 1 — « in the claim. We have

1 1 r r
ok + Bl = 75, r”( 12n> (“ 12n> (120 =

As aresult, FOPT), < FOPT 4k, 48k, < @ FOPTy, +5 FOPT},. Together with Equation (26), we
have OPTj, < 3a- OPTy, + 38 - OPTy,. We also have the assumption that OPTy, = OPTy_, <
1 - OPT}, which implies OPTy < 3an - OPTy, 4 35 - OPTy,. Finally,

3p

1—3an

OPT, < < > -OPTy, <4-OPTy, <4-OPThy |r/(12y))-

The second inequality holds since

38 3 3

< = =4.
1-3an ~1—-3an 1-1/4

7.2 Proof of Lemma 4.2

Consider the standard LP relaxation for the weighted k-median problem as follows.

min Z Z d(u,p) - Typ

pEP ueld
st up <y YuelU,peP

D a1 VpeP
uel

Zyugk‘—(m—r)/él

uel

Tup, Yu > 0 Yuel,peP

We consider the set of potential centers to open is U, and we want to open at most k — (m — r)/4
many centers. Since the integrality gap of this LP is known to be at most 3 [CS11], it suffices to
show the existence of a fractional solution whose cost is at most 2 - (Cost (U, P) + Cost (V, P)) and
this solution opens at most k — (m — r)/4 centers. Now, we explain how to construct a fractional
solution for this LP.

Fractional Opening of Centers. Consider the projection my; : V — U function. Assume
U = U; + U is a partition of U where U contains those centers u € U satisfying at least one of
the following conditions:
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e y forms a well-separated pair with one center in V.
° ]W&l(u)\ > 2.

For every u € Uy, set y,, = 1 and for every u € Up set y,, = 1/2. Each center u € Y that forms a
well-separated pair with a center v € V has |, '(u)] > 1 since u must be the closest center to v in
U. Since the number of well-separated pairs is kK — m, we have

==Yl )] = Y g )] = 1 (k—m) +2- (] — (k —m)).

uel ueUs

Hence, [U;| < W = k — ™=, Finally, we conclude

— 1
Zyu:Zyu+Zyu§1-<k—m2r>+§. LA

uel ueUr ueEUR

Fractional Assignment of Points. For every p € P, assume v, = my(p) is the closest center to
pin V and u, = my(vp) is the closest center in U to v,. We have three cases:

o If y,, = 1, then set x,,, = 1. The cost of this assignment would be d(u,,p).

e If y,, = 1/2 and there is a center u;, € U — uy, such that d(up,u;,) < - d(up,vp), then set
Tuyp = Tupp = 1/2. Note that u;, # u, which means this solution is feasible to the LP. The
cost of this assignment would be

N —

’ (d(p, up) + d(p, ujln)) < : (d(p, up) + d(p, up) + d(uzlm up))

< d(p,up) + % “d(up, vp).

N —

o If y,, = 1/2 and the previous case does not hold, then since (uyp,v,) is not a well-separated
pair, there is a center v, € V — v, such that d(vy,v,) < 7 - d(up,vp). Let u, = my(v,) and
set Ty,p = Turp = 1/2. First, we show that Ufn # up. Since y,, = 1/2, we have u, € Up
which concludes |, Y(up)| < 1. We also know that my(v,) = u,. So, v, is the only center in
V mapped to u, which implies m(v;,) # up or uy, # u, (note that v, # v,). So, point p is
assigned one unit to centers. The cost of this assignment would be

N =

. (d(p, up) + d(p, u;,)) < % . (d(p, up) + d(p, up) + d(up, v;,) + d(v;,, u;))
1

9 (d(pv up) + d(p, up) + d(u;m U;z) + d(U;n up))
d(p, up) + d(up, U;;)

d(p, up) + d(up, vp) + d(vp, U;;)

d(p,up) + (v + 1) - d(up, vp).

VANVAN

The second inequality is because of the choice of u;, = m,(v},) and the last inequality is because
d(vp,v,) < v - d(up, vp).

Bounding the Cost. Assume uy = my(p) for each p € P. We have

d(up,vp) < d(up,vp) < d(uy, p) +d(p,vp).

24



The first inequality is by the choice of u, = my(v,). As a result,

> d(up,vp) <Y (d(u,p) + d(p,vp)) = Cost (U, P) + Cost (V, P). (27)
peEP peEP

In each of the cases of fractional assignments of points to centers, the cost of assigning a point
p € Cy(V,P) is at most d(p,up) + (y+1) - d(up,vp). As a result, the total cost of this assignment
is upper bounded by

Z (d(p,up) + (v + 1) - d(up, vp)) Z (d(p,vp) + (v +2) - d(up, vp))
peP peP

Cost (W, P) + (v + 2) - (Cost (U, P) + Cost (V,P))
27 - (Cost (U, P) + Cost (V,P)) .

IN

<
<

The second inequality follows by Equation (27).
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Part 1T
Proofs That Follow From Prior Work

8 Missing Proofs From Section 3

8.1 Proof of Lemma 3.3

The lemma is obvious if AverageCost (p;, Bj) > 107 /5, because p; = p;j_1 which means d(pj_1,p;) =
0. Now, assume AverageCost (p;, B;) < 107 /5. By the definition of a ¢-robust sequence, we know
Cost (p;—1, Bj) < Cost (p;, Bj). Hence,

doypim) = g7 3 dlpgpi) € |;| S (@dpj.p) + d(pi-1,p))

pEBj
= AverageCost (p;, B;j) + AverageCost (pj_1, B;)

2 .
< 2- AverageCost (p;, Bj) < 5 107.

For every p € Bj_;1 we have d(p,p;) < d(p,pj—1)+d(pj—1,pj) < 10971+ % 107 < 107, which implies
Bj—l - Bj. Finally,

] .
2 2 10/t —2 '
vapj E pz—l,pz S 5 E 102 g * T S 103/2

8.2 Proof of Lemma 3.4
Since (po, p1,--.,pt) is t-robust, for every 1 < j <t, we know
Cost (pj, B;j) = Cost (pj-1, Bj) - (28)

Assume ¢ € P\ B;. Then, by Lemma 3.3, d(g,p;) > 10/ > 2 - d(po,p;). Hence,

3 1
= -d(q,pj) = d(q,pj) + 5

5 5 - (@ pj) = d(q,p;) + d(po, pj) = d(g,po),

which means
~d(q,po)- (29)

we can apply Equation (28) and Equation (29)

[V

d(q,pj) >

Finally, Since B; C --- € B; € S (by Lemma 3.3
repeatedly to get

~—

2
Cost (p;, §) = Cost (p;, B;) + Cost (p;, S\ B;) > Cost (p;i—1, Bi) + 3 Cost (po, S\ B;)

= Cost (pi—h Bi—l) + Cost (pi—h B; \ Bi—l) + — - Cost (p(), S \ Bz)

Ll I

2
> Cost (pi_g, Bi—l) + g Cost (p(), B; \ Bi_l) +

2
= Cost (pi_g, Bi—l) + g - Cost (po, S \ Bi—l)

- Cost (po, S'\ By)

v

Cost (po, B1) + = - Cost (po, S \ By) > = - Cost (po, S) .

OJI[\')
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8.3 Proof of Lemma 3.6

Assume a MAKE-ROBUST call to a center w € W is made and it is replaced by wg. Let Wy be
the set of centers just before this call to MAKE-ROBUST is made on w. At this point of time,
t[wo] is the smallest integer satisfying 1010l > d(w, W, — w)/100 (note that t[wg] > 0, otherwise
the algorithm should not have called MAKE-ROBUST duo to line 10 in the ROBUSTIFY). For the
sake of contradiction, assume that another call to MAKE-ROBUST is made on wy. We assume
that this pair w, wq is the first pair for which this occurs. Let w’' = my,_(w) which means
d(w, Wy — w) = d(w,w'). Then, 10t > d(w,w")/100 and 1010l < d(w,w’)/10 by definition of
t{wp]. So, by Lemma 10.3, we have

d(wo, w) < 1010) /2 < d(w, w')/20. (30)

Assume W» is the set of centers just after the call to MAKE-ROBUST is made on wg. Since we
assumed w, wy is the first pair that another call to MAKE-ROBUST on wy is made, we have one of
the two following cases.

e w' € Ws. In this case, we have

21
d(wo, Wa — wp) < d(wp,w') < d(wp, w) + d(w,w') < 20 d(w,w") <2 d(w,w").

The last inequality holds by Equation (30). This is in contradiction with the assumption
that a call to MAKE-ROBUST on wy is made, because wy is t[wg]-robust where 10twol >
d(w,w")/100 > d(wp, W2 — wp)/200. So, wy must not be selected to be added to S in
ROBUSTIFY.

e There is w(, € W, that replaced w’ by a single call to MAKE-ROBUST. When MAKE-ROBUST is
called on w', the algorithm picks integer t[w}] that satisfies 10**0] < d(w’,wg)/10 (otherwise,
it should have picked ¢[w(] — 1 instead of ¢[wy]). Hence,

d(wh,w') < 1010 /2 < d(w',wp) /20 < (d(wo, w) + d(w,w')) /20 < d(w,w')/10.  (31)
The first inequality holds by Lemma 10.3 and the last inequality is Equation (30). As a result,
d(w07 Wy — ZU(]) < d(w07 ZU6) < d(ZU(], ’LU) + d(w7 w/) + d(w/v wé))

< d(w,w")/20 + d(w,w") + d(w,w")/10

23 , ,

The last inequality holds by Equation (30) and Equation (31). This leads to the same con-
tradiction.
8.4 Proof of Lemma 3.7

By Lemma 3.6, ROBUSTIFY calls MAKE-ROBUST on each center at most once. Let r be the number

of centers in W for which a call to MAKE-ROBUST has happened. Assume W = {wy,...,w} is
an ordering by the time that MAKE-ROBUST is called on the centers wi,ws,...,w, and the last
elements are ordered arbitrarily. Assume also that U = {w],...,w}} where w] is obtained by the

call MAKE-ROBUST on w; for each 1 <14 <r and w, = w; for each r +1 < i < k.
For every 1 < j < r, integer t[w;] is the smallest integer satisfying

10'w3) > d(w;, {wf, ... ,w3_1,wj+17 .-, wi})/100.
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Hence, ,
103 < d(w;, wl)/10 Vi < j (32)

and ,
10" < d(wj, wi)/10 Vi > j. (33)

Now, for every 1 <14 < j < r, we conclude
11
10 - 1015 < d(w}, w;) < d(wy, w;) + d(ws, wh) < d(ws, w;) + 1008 /2 < 15 dwi, wy).

The first inequality holds by Equation (32), the third one holds by Lemma 3.3 (note that w] =
MAKE-ROBUST(w;)) and the last one holds by Equation (33) (by exchanging i and j in this equation
since ¢ < j). This concludes for each i < j, we have d(w;,w;) > 2 - 10, The same inequality
holds for each ¢ > j by Equation (33). As a result, d(w;, w;) > 2- 1013 for all i # j. This concludes

Ball” ./, (w;) € Cu, W, P),
10 3
for every 1 < j < r. Then, we can apply Lemma 3.4, we have
Cost (w), C, (W, P)) < = - Cost (wj, C,(W,P)) V1< j<r (34)

Finally, since C,;(W,P) for 1 < j < k form a partition of P, we conclude

k
Cost (U, P) = ZCost U,Cop;(W,P)) Z ost (w}, Cu, (W, P))
j=1 J=1

r k
= ) Cost (), Coy;(W,P)) + > Cost (w}, Cuy; (W, P))

j=r+1
. k
< ;-ZCost (w5, Cuoy OV, P)) + 3 Cost (), Cu; (W, P))
= j=r+1
3 K
< 3 Z_: ost (wj, Co; (W, P)) = -Cost(W,P)-

The second inequality holds by Equation (34).

8.5 Proof of Lemma 3.9

Since, the point-set P is fixed, denote C,(V,P) by C, for simplicity. If d(u,v) = 0, the statement
is trivial. Now assume d(u,v) > 1. Since U is robust, then wu is t-robust where ¢ is the smallest
integer such that 10° > d(u,U — u)/200 > (v/200) - d(u,v) = 20 - d(u,v). The second inequality is
because (u,v) is well-separated pair and the equality is because v = 4000. Assume ¢* is the integer
satisfying

20 - d(u,v) < 10" < 10-20 - d(u,v). (35)

Note that ¢t* > 1. Since t* <t and w is t-robust, then it is also t*-robust which means there is a
t*-robust sequence (po,pi,...,p) such that pg = u. For Simplicity, assume B; = Ballﬁ)i (pi) for
0<i<th,
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Claim 8.1. For each 0 <i < t*, we have B; C C,,.

Proof. Assume ¢ € B;. Then,

d(q,pi) + d(pi,u) + d(u,v) = d(q,p;) + d(pi, po) + d(u,v)
10" +107/2 + 10" /20 < 2- 10",

d(qg,v) <
<

For the second inequality, we used ¢ € B;, Lemma 3.3 and Equation (35). Now, for every v/ € V —v
we have d(v,v") > d(v,V —v) > 4-10% - d(u,v) > 10"+ > 2. d(q,v). The second inequality is
by (u,v) being well-separated (and v = 4000), the third one is by Equation (35). This concludes
d(q,v") > d(v,v") — d(q,v) > d(g,v) which means v is the closest center to ¢ in V. So, ¢ € B; and
finally B; C C,. O

Now, according to the definition of ¢-robust sequence we have two cases.
Case 1: AverageCost (py+, By+) > 10t /5. In this case, we have p_; = pp= and

d(v7pt*) = d(vvpt*—l) < d(’U,po) + d(p(]vpt*—l) = d(’U,U) + d(p07pt*—1)
< 10 /20 + 10" ~1/2 = 10" /10.

The second inequality holds by Lemma 3.3 and Equation (35). So,
d(v, pg=) < 108 /10. (36)

For every q € C, — By+, we have d(q,v) > d(ps,q) — d(v,pp) > 107 — d(v,pp) > d(v,pg). The
second inequality follows by ¢ € C, — By~ and the last inequality follows by Equation (36). So,
d(q,v) = (d(g,v) + d(v,p+))/2 = d(q,pe+)/2, which implies

COSt (pt*, Cv — Bt*)

Cost (v,Cyy — Byx) > 5 . (37)

We also have
AverageCost (pp, By+) > 101 /5 > 2 d(v, py+ ), (38)

by the assumption of this case and Equation (36). Now, we conclude

Cost (v,C,) = Cost(v,B=) + Cost (v, C,, — By)
| B+ | - AverageCost (v, By=) + Cost (v, C, — By+)

> | By+| - (AverageCost (py=, Byx) — d(v, py+)) + Cost (v, Cy — By )
A Cost (pg=, By
> | By - verage O; (pr-, Bre) + Cost (v, Cyy — By+)
Cost (py+, By+)

5 + Cost (v, Cyy — By*)

Cost (pg=, Bi«) ~ Cost (pg=,Cy — By=)  Cost (pg=, Cy)
= 5 + 3 = 5 .

The first inequality is triangle inequality, the second inequality holds by Equation (38) and the last
inequality holds by Equation (37). Finally, since By« C C, (by Claim 8.1), we can apply Lemma 3.4
to get

Cost (u, C,) = Cost (pg, Cy) < g - Cost (pg=, Cy) < = -2+ Cost (v, Cy) = 3 - Cost (v, C,) .

N w
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Case 2: AverageCost (ps+, By+) < 10t /5. In this case, for every q € C, — By,
d(q, pr=—1) > d(q, p=) — d(p=, pr=—1) > 10" — 10" /2 = 10" /2.
The second inequality holds by ¢ € C, — By= and Lemma 3.3. So,
d(q, pr-—1) > 10" /2. (39)
We also have
d(v, pe—1) < d(v,u) + d(u, pe_1) = d(v,u) + d(po, pe-—1) < 10° /20 4+ 10 ~1/2 = 10" /10.
The second inequality holds by Equation (35) and Lemma 3.3. So,

d(v, ppe—1) < 10" /10. (40)
Combining Equation (39) and Equation (40), we have
(v, pr 1) <107 /10 = £ 107 /2 < - dla,pi ),
which concludes
d(g,pr—1) _ d(g, p=—1) < d(g, p=—1) _5ja<2

d(g,v) = d(g,pe—1) — d(pr—1,v) = d(q,p—1) — % - d(q, pr—1)
So, we have d(q,ps=—1) < 2-d(q,v). Using this inequality for all ¢ € C\, — By~, we conclude
Cost (pg+—1,Cy — By=) <2 - Cost (v, Cyy — By) . (41)
We also have
Cost (p_1, Byr) = OPTP TP (B,.) < 2. OPTy(By-) < 2- Cost (v, By+) . (42)

The equality holds by the definition of p;«_1 in a t*-robust sequence, the first inequality holds by
Lemma 3.10 and Cost (B + pg+, Bi+) = 0 (we need this argument since we do not know if v is
inside the current space P). Hence,

Cost (pp+—1,Cy) = Cost (pg=—1, By+) + Cost (pp=—1,Cyy — Byx)
< 2-Cost (v, Bp) + 2 - Cost (v,C,, — By=) = 2 - Cost (v, C) .

The equality holds since By« C C), (by Claim 8.1) and the first inequality holds by Equation (41)
and Equation (42). Finally, applying Lemma 3.4 implies

Cost (u, C,) = Cost (pg, Cyy) < g - Cost (pgr—1,Cy) < g -2 - Cost (v, Cy) = 3 - Cost (u, C,) .

In both cases, we showed that Cost (u,C),) < 3 - Cost (v, C,,) which completes the proof.

8.6 Proof of Lemma 3.10

Let V* C P be of size k such that Cost (V*,P) = OPT(P). Assume V = my(V*). Obviously V is
of size at most k and OPTY(P) < Cost (V,P). For each p € P, let v, and u, be the projection of

p onto V* and U respectively. Also assume v, = my(vy). Hence, d(p,v,) < d(p,vy) + d(vy,vp) <

d(p,vy) + d(vy, up) < d(p,vy) + d(vy, p) + d(p,up) = d(p,U) + 2 - d(p, V*). Now, assign each p to v,
in solution V, which concludes

Cost (V,P) < Y d(p,V) <Y (d(p,U) +2-d(p,V*)) = Cost (U, P) + 2 - Cost (V*,P).

pEP peEP

Hence, OPTY(P) < Cost (V,P) < Cost (U, P) +2- OPTy(P).
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8.7 Proof of Lemma 3.11

Assume U C P of size at most k is such that Cost (U, P) = OPTy(P). Define ' =U + (P & P’).
Obviously, U’ is a feasible solution for the (k + s)-median problem on P’ and since U’ contains
P @ P, we conclude

OPT},o(P') < Cost (U, P') = Cost (U + (P & P),P') < Cost (U, P) = OPT.(P).

9 Proof of Lemma 2.3

Assume the number of well-separated pairs w.r.t. (Uinit, V) is k — m for some m € [0, k]. We call
a u € Uipiy good if

e y forms a well-separated pair with a v € V; and

e v is not the closest center to any inserted point in the epoch, i.e., all of the points assigned
to v in Prina1 (denoted by Cy,(V, Ptina1)) are in Pipis.

Assume we have g many good centers in Uip;y and consider orderings Uiniy = {u1, ug, ..., ux} and
V = {v1,v9,...,vt}, such that for all ¢ € [1,g], the center u; is good and v; is such that (u;,v;) is
a well-separated pair. Since |Psina1 @ Pinit| < £ + 1, there are at most £ + 1 many centers v such
that C,(V, Ptina1) € Pinit. S0, we have at most m + £ + 1 centers in Uiyiy that are not good.

Now, assume W* = {u1,...,ug, Vg41,...,Vx} is derived by swapping at most k —g < m+/{+1
many centers in Uipiy. According to Lemma 3.9 for P = Pipir and U = Uiy, we have

k
Cost (u;, Cp(V, Ptina1)) + Z Cost (v, Cy(V, Ptina1))
1 i=g+1

M=

COSt (W*y Pfinal) S

.
Il

k
3 - Cost (Ui7 CU(V, Pﬁnal)) + Z Cost (’UZ', CU(V, Pfinal))
1 i=g+1
< 3 Cost (V, Pﬁnal)

M)

<

<.
I

As a result, there exist a set of k centers W* such that Cost (W*, Pgina1) < 3 - Cost (V, Psina1) and
IW* ®Uinit| < m+L+1. In order to complete the proof of lemma, it suffices to show m < 4-(0+1).
According to Lemma 4.2 for P = Pinit, U = Uinit and 7 = 0, there exist a U C Uipip of

size at most k — [m/4| such that Cost <L~{ , Pinit) < 6 - (Cost (Uinit, Pinit) + Cost (V, Pinit)). By
hypothesis we have Cost (V, Pinit) < 18 - Cost (Uinit, Pinit). Hence,

COSt (Z/{/, Pinit) 6’7 . (COSt (L{init, Pinit) + COSt (V, Pinit))
6’7 . (1 -+ 18) - Cost (L{init, Pinit)

= 456000 - Cost (Z/[inita Pinit) .

<
<

Finally, since we assumed that Uipiy is maximally ¢-stable, we conclude that |m/4| < ¢ which
shows m <4 - (£ +1).
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Part II1
Full Version

10 Preliminaries

10.1 Problem Setting

Assume we have a ground metric space P with distance function d together with a subset P C P
which contains the current present weighted points. In the k-median problem on P, we want to
find & C P of size k (called centers) so as to minimize the objective function > . w(p) - d(p,U),
where w(p) > 0 is the weight of p and d(p,U) = mingey d(p, q) is the distance of p to ¢. In the
dynamic setting, the current space P is changing. Each update is either deleting a point of P, or
inserting a points of P — P into P and assign a weight to it. The aim is to maintain a set f C P
of k centers that is a good approximation of the optimum k-median in the current space P at each
point in time.

We consider the improper dynamic k-median problem, which means even if a point is not
present in P, we can pick it as a center in our main solution (i.e. open it as a center). In order to
have an algorithm for the proper k-median problem that opens centers only present in the current
set of points P at any time, we use the following result of [BCG™24].

Lemma 10.1 (Lemma 9.1 in [BCGT24]). Given any fully dynamic (k, p)-clustering algorithm that
maintains an a-approximate improper solution, we can maintaz;n a 2a-approrimate proper solution
while incurring a O(1) factor in the recourse and an additive O(n) factor in the update time.

In [BCGT24], the authors achieved this result by providing a projection scheme that for every
set of improper centers U returns a proper subset of current set of points. We refer the reader to
Section 9 of [BCGT24] to see the complete procedure.

10.2 Notations

By a simple scaling, we can assume that all of the distances in the metric space are between 1 and
a parameter A. We use P for the points of the ground metric space and P for the set of current
present points. For simplicity, for each set S and element p, we denote SU{p} and S\ {p} by S+p
and S — p respectively. Each p € P has a weight denoted by w(p) and for every S C P, we define

peS

For two point sets P and P’, we use P ® P’ for their symmetric difference. Note that if a point p is
present in both P and P’, but its weight is different in these two sets, we also consider p € P & P'.
We assume the same for P — P’. For each S C P, we define 7g : P — S to be the projection
function onto S. For each p € P and S C P, we define d(p, S) := d(p, 7s(p)). For each U C P and
S C P, we use

Cost (U, S) := Y w(p) d(p,U).

peS

We also define
Cost (U, S)

AverageCost (U, S) = 5
w
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Assume P,C C P. For any integer m > 0, we denote the cost of the optimum m-median solution
for P where we can only open centers from C, by OPT¢, (P), i.e.

C _ .
OPT;,(P) = Zl;ngléa Cost (U, P) .
[U|<m
Whenever we do not use the superscript C, we consider C is the underlying ground metric space P,
i.e.
OPT,,(P) = Jnin Cost (U, P) .
[U|<m

Note that I/ is a subset of the ground set P, but its cost is computed w.r.t. P.
For each Y C P and u € U, we define

CuU,P) :={p € P | mu(p) = u}

to be the points of P assigned to the center u in the solution U (breaking ties arbitrarily). For each
point p € P and value r > 0, we define Ballz) (p) to be the points in P whose distances from p are
at most r, i.e.

Ball (p) := {g € P | d(p,q) < r}.
Note that p itself might not be in Ball” (p) since we only consider points of P in this ball.

10.2.1 Constant Parameters

Throughout the paper we use constant parameters 3,7~ and C' for convenience. 8 = O(}) is the
constant approximation of the algorithm for static k-median on P in [MP02] that runs in O(|P|- k)
time. The final values of v and C' are as follows.

v = 4000, and C' =12 -3 - 105432

10.3 Robustness

In this section we describe the notion of robustness. This notion is first defined in [FLNS21]. We
change the definition in order to be able to get linear update time while the main good properties
derived from the previous definition remain correct up to a constant overhead in approximation
parts.

Definition 10.2 (t-robust sequence). Assume (pg,p1,...,pt) 1S a sequence of t + 1 points. Let
PCP and B; = Ballﬁ)i (pi) for each 0 < i <t. We call this sequence, t-robust w.r.t. P if for every
1<i<t,

pi; if AverageCost (p;, B;) > 10/5
Pi-1 = .
q; Otherwise

where ¢; € B; + p; must satisfy

Cost (¢;, B;) < min{3 OPT(B;), Cost (p;, B;)}."*

14; might be equal to p; itself.
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Note that in this definition, points p; need not necessarily be inside P. But, the balls B; =
Ball?oi (p;) are considered as a subset of current P. Also note that g; is picked from B; + p;, but its
cost is compared to the optimum improper solution for 1-median problem in B;, i.e. OPT(B;).

Lemma 10.3. Let (po,p1,-..,p:) be a t-robust sequence and assume Bj = Balﬂfoj (pj). Then, for

every 1 < j <t, we have
d(pj—1,p;) <10//2, B;_1 CB; and d(po,p;) < 107/2.

Proof. The first part is trivial if AverageCost (pj, Bj) > 10?/5 since p; = pj_1. Now, assume
AverageCost (pj, Bj) < 107 /5. By the definition of a t-robust sequence, we know Cost (pj_1, B;) <
Cost (p;, Bj). Hence,

d(pj,pj-1) = Z%d@j’pg’—l)
pPEB; J

> D) (1. p) + dpj1.p))

et w(B;)

AverageCost (p;, Bj) + AverageCost (p;_1, Bj)
2 AverageCost (p;, Bj)

2

Z.107.
5

IN

VAR

IN

For the second part, if p € B;_1, we have
. 2 . .
d(p,pj) < d(p,pj—1) +d(pj—1,p;) < 1007 + 510 <10,
which implies Bj_1 C B;. For the last part,

4 2~ 2 1t
d(po,p;) <Y d(pi-1,pi) < 5210 =g —3 — <10 /2.
i=1

i=1
O

Lemma 10.4. Let (po,p1,-..,p:) be a t-robust sequence and assume Bj = Ball?oj (pj). Then, for
every 0 < i <t and every S C P containing B; (i.e. B; C S), we have

Cost (po, S) < g Cost (p;, S)
Proof. Since (po,p1,-..,pt) is t-robust, for every 1 < j < t, we know
Cost (p;, Bj) > Cost (p;—1, Bj) . (43)
Assume g € P\ B;. Then, using Lemma 10.3,

d(g,pj) > 107 > 2 d(po, p;)-

Hence,

N W

1
d(q,p;) = d(q,p;) + 3 d(q,p;) = d(q,p;) + d(po, p;) > d(q,po),
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which means 5
d(q,p;) > 3 d(q,po)- (44)

Finally, Since By C --- C B; C S (by Lemma 10.3) we can apply Equation (43) and Equation (44)
repeatedly to get

Cost (p;, S) = Cost (p;, Bi) + Cost (p;, S\ B;)

> Cost (pi-1, Bi) + 5 Cost (po, S\ By)

= Cost (pj—1,Bi—1) + Cost (pi—1, B; \ Bi—1) + ; Cost (pg, S\ By)
> Cost (pij—2, Bi—1) + g Cost (po, B; \ Bi—1) + g Cost (po, S'\ B;)
= Cost (pi—2, Bi—1) + g Cost (pg, S\ Bi—1)

> Cost (pg, B1) + § Cost (po, S\ B1)

> g Cost (po, S) .

O

Definition 10.5 (¢-robust point). We say p is t-robust w.r.t. P whenever there exist a t-robust
sequence (po,pi,--.,pt) w.r.t. P such that py = p.

Definition 10.6 (robust solution). Assume U is a set of centers. We call it robust w.r.t. P, if for
every u € U, the following condition holds.

o u is t-robust w.r.t. P, where t is the smallest integer satisfying 10t > d(u,U — u)/200.

10.4 Well-Separated Pairs

Definition 10.7 (well-separated pair). Suppose U and V are two sets of centers. For u € U and
v eV, we call (u,v) a well-separated pair with respect to (U,V), whenever the following inequalities
hold.

d(u,U —u)
d(v,V —v)

v d(u,v)
v d(u,v)

AV

It is easy to see that each point u € U either forms a well-separated pair with a unique v € V,
or it does not form a well-separated pair with any center in V. This can be shown by a simple
argument using triangle inequality (assuming the value of ~ is large enough).

10.5 Relation Between Improper and Proper Optimum Values

For some technical reasons, in some part of our algorithm, we look for proper solutions and for
some parts we look for improper solutions. Here, we provide a relation between the cost of an
improper and a proper solution, which we will use in our analyses.
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Lemma 10.8. Assume P is the underlying ground metric space and P C P. Then, we have
OPT.(P) < OPTL(P) < 2 OPT.(P).

Proof. The left inequality is obvious since every proper solution can be considered as an improper
solution as well. For the right inequality, assume V* is the optimum improper solution for k-median
on P. Consider the projection function 7mp : V¥ — P. Let U = wp(V*). We show that U is a 2
approximate solution for the proper k-median problem on P. Note that I/ is a proper feasible
solution. Assume v* € V* is projected to mp(v*) = v € U. For each p € Cy« (V*,P), we have

d(p,v) < d(p,v") +d(v",v) <2 d(p,v").

The last inequality is because p € P and mp(v*) = v. By summing up this inequality for each
p € Cy=(V*, P) (considering weights w(p)), we conclude

Cost (v, Cypx (V*,P)) < 2 Cost (v*, Cyp« (V*, P)) .
Since v € U, this means
Cost (U, C«(V*,P)) <2 Cost (v, Cpx(V*,P)) .
Finally, by summing up these inequalities for each v* € V*, we have
Cost (U, P) < 2 Cost (V*,P) =2 OPTy(P),
which concludes the right inequality since

OPTZL (P) < Cost (U, P) <2 OPTL(P).

10.6 Key Lemmas Used Throughout The Paper
In this section, we provide the key lemmas that we use in the analysis of our algorithm.

Lemma 10.9 (Lazy Updates Lemma, Lemma 3.3 in [BCGT24]). Assume P and P’ are two sets
of points such that |P & P'| < 1. Then for every k > 0 we have

OPTj4i(P') < OPTk(P).

Proof. Assume U C P of size at most k is such that Cost (U,P) = OPTy(P). Define U’ =
U+ (P @®P'). Obviously, U’ is a feasible solution for the (k + [)-median problem on P’ and since
U’ contains P & P’, we conclude

OPT}y(P') < Cost (U, P') = Cost (U + (P & P'),P') < Cost (U, P) = OPT4(P).
O

Lemma 10.10 (Double-Sided Stability Lemma). Assume for a point set P and values k, n and
0 <r <k we have
OPTy_,(P) <n OPTy(P).

Then, the following inequality holds.
OPTy(P) <4 OPTyy |y a120) (P)

36



Proof. Consider the LP relaxation for the k-median problem on P for each k as follows.

min Z Z(w(p) ~d(c,p))xep

pEP ceC
st Zep < ye YeelC,pe P
D wgp>1 VpeP

ceC

>y <k

ceC

Zeps Yo > 0 YeelC,peP

Note that C is the set of potential centers to open. We assume C is the underlying ground set
of points P. This is because we considered the definition of OPT}(P) for the improper case.

Denote the cost of the optimal fractional solution for this LP by FOPT}. Since the space P is
fixed here, we denote OPTy(P) by OPTy. It is known that the integrality gap of this relaxation
is at most 3 [CS11]. So, for every k we have

FOPT, < OPT, <3 FOPTYy. (45)
Claim 10.11. For every ki, ko and 0 < o, 8 < 1 such that a4+ B = 1, we have
FOPTakl-i-Bkg <« FOPTkl + B FOPTkZ.

Proof. Assume optimal fractional solutions (z7,y;) and (23, y3) for above LP relaxation of k3 and
ko-median problems respectively. It is easy to verify that (az]+px%, ayi+Bys) is a feasible solution
for fractional (aky + Sk2)-median problem whose cost is « FOPTy, + 8 FOPT},, which concludes
the claim. O

Now, plug ky =k —r, ko =k +r/(12n), « = 1/(12n) and f = 1 — « in the claim. We have

1 1
ak‘1+5k’2:m(k‘—r)+<l—m> (k—l—L): - <k

As a result,
FOPT, < FOPTak1+ﬁk2 < FOPTkl + 5 FOPTkQ.

Together with Equation (45), we have
OPTj < 3a OPTy, + 38 OPTy,.

We also have the assumption that OPTy, = OPTy_, <n OPTy, which implies
OPT) <3an OPTy + 38 OPTy,.

Finally
36

1—3an

OPTy < ( > OPTk2 <4 OP‘Tk2 <4 OPTk+|_r/(127])J'

The second inequality follows from

38 < 3 3

= =4.
1-3an ~1—-3an 1-1/4
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Lemma 10.12 (variation of Lemma 7.4 in [FLNS21]). IfU and V are two set of centers and P is a
set of points such that U is robust w.r.t. P. Then, for every well-separated pair (u,v) w.r.t. (U,V),
we have

Cost (u, C,,(V,P)) <5 Cost (v,Cy,(V,P)) .

Proof. Since, the point set P is fixed, denote C,(V,P) by C, for simplicity. If d(u,v) = 0, the
statement is trivial. Now assume d(u,v) > 1. Since U is robust, then u is t-robust where ¢ is the
smallest integer such that

10" > d(u, U — u)/200 > (7/200) d(u,v) = 20 d(u,v) (46)

The second inequality is because (u, v) is well-separated pair and the equality is because v = 4000.
Assume t* is the integer satisfying

20 d(u,v) < 10" < 10-20 d(u,v). (47)

Note that ¢t* > 1. Since t* <t and w is t-robust, then it is also t*-robust which means there is a
t*-robust sequence (pg,pi,-..,pw) such that pg = u. For Simplicity, assume B; = Ball?oi (p;) for
0 <<t~

Claim 10.13. For each 0 < i < t*, we have B; C C,.

Proof. Assume g € B;. Then,

d(g,v) < d(g,pi) + d(pi,u) + d(u,v)
10° 4 107/2 + 10'" /20

<
< 2.10".

For the second inequality, we used ¢ € B;, Lemma 10.3 and Equation (47). Now, for every ' € V—uv
we have

d(v,v") > d(v,V —v) > 4-10% d(u,v) > 10" 71 > 2 d(q,v).

)
The second inequality is by (u,v) being well-separated (and vy = 4000), the third one is by Equa-
tion (47). This concludes d(q,v") > d(v,v") — d(q,v) > d(g,v) which means v is the closest center
to ¢ in V. So, ¢ € B; and finally B; C C,. O

Now, we according to the definition of t-robust sequence we have two cases.
Case 1: AverageCost (ps<, By=) > 10t /5. In this case we have p;«_1 = py= and

d(%pt*—l)

< d(v,po) + d(po, pr-—1)
= d(v,u) +d(po, pr=—1)
< 10" /20 4 10" 71/2

= 10" /10.

d(?), pt*)

The second inequality holds by Lemma 10.3 and Equation (47). So,

d(v, pp) < 10 /10. (48)
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For every ¢ € C, — By~ we have
d(q,v) > d(pe=.q) — d(v,p) > 10" — d(v,p=) > d(v, pi=).
The second inequality follows by ¢ € C, — By» and the last inequality follows by Equation (48). So,

d(Q7 U) 2 (d(Q7 U) + d(v7pt*))/2 2 d(Q7pt*)/27
which implies
Cost (pgx, Cy — Byx)

Cost (v,Cy — B=) > 5

We also have
AverageCost (py-, Be=) > 108 /5 > 2 d(v, py+), (50)

by the assumption of this case and Equation (48). Now, we conclude

Cost (v,Cy) = Cost (v, By+) + Cost (v, C,, — By+)
= w(By) - AverageCost (v, By«) + Cost (v, Cyy — By+)

> w(By) - (AverageCost (py+, By ) — d(v, p=)) + Cost (v, Cyy — By+)
A Cost (pg=, By
> ’u)(Bt*) ] verage O; (pt s Dt ) + Cost (’U, Cv - Bt*)
Cost (pg=, By
= w + Cost (’U, Cv — Bt*)
> Cost (pt* R Bt*) n Cost (pt* ,Cy — Bt*)
- 2 2
~ Cost (pi+,Cy)
—

The first inequality is triangle inequality, the second inequality holds by Equation (50) and the
last inequality holds by Equation (49). Finally, since B~ C C, (by Claim 10.13), we can apply
Lemma 10.4 to get

Cost (u, Cy) = Cost (po, Cy) < g - Cost (pg=, Cy) <

N w

-2 Cost (v, Cy) = 3 Cost (v, Cy) .
Case 2: AverageCost (ps+, B+ ) < 10° /5. In this case, for every ¢ € C,, — By,
d(q,pr--1) = d(g,p+) — d(pe-, pp—1) = 107 — 107 /2 = 10" /2.
The second inequality holds by g € C,, — By» and Lemma 10.3. So,
d(q, pr-—1) > 10" /2. (51)

We also have

IN

d(v,u) + d(u, pp—1)
d(v,u) + d(po, prr—1)
10" /20 + 10" 71 /2
= 10" /10.

d('U, pt*—l)

IN

The second inequality holds by Equation (47) and Lemma 10.3. So,

d(v, pe_1) < 10" /10. (52)
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Combining Equation (51) and Equation (52), we have

* 1 . 1
d(vvpt*—l) é 10t /10 = g : 10t /2 é g : d(vat*—l)v
which concludes
d(g,pr—1) _ d(g, pr—1) < d(g, pr—1) _5/4<3
d(g,v) = d(g,pr—1) — d(pr—1,v) = d(q, pr—1) — & - d(q,pr=—1)
So, we have
d(vat*—l) < 3 d(q,U)
Using this inequality for all ¢ € C, — By, we conclude
Cost (pgx—1,Cy — B+) < 3 Cost (v,C,, — By+) . (53)

Hence,

Cost (pp<—1,Cy) Cost (pi=—1, By+) + Cost (py=—1, Cy — By+)
3 OPT1(By+) + Cost (pgx—1,Cyy — By+)
3 Cost (v, By+) + Cost (pp+—1,Cyy — By=) .
3 Cost (v, By+) + 3 Cost (v, Cyy — By+) .

3 Cost (v,C,) .

VAN VAN VAN

The equalities hold since By« C C, (by Claim 10.13), the first inequality holds by the definition
of t*-robust sequence, the second inequality holds since v € By« (by Equation (47)) and the last
inequality holds by Equation (53). Finally, applying Lemma 10.4 implies

Cost (u, C,) = Cost (pg, Cy) < g - Cost (pgr—1,Cy) < g -3 Cost (v, Cy) < 5 Cost (u, Cy) .

In both cases, we showed that Cost (u,C,) < 5 Cost (v, C,) which completes the proof.
U

Lemma 10.14 (generalization of Lemma 7.3 in [FLNS21]). Suppose P is a set of points, U is a
set of k centers and V is a set of at most k + 1 centers. If the number of well-separated pairs with
respect to (U, V) is k —m, then there exist a U C U of size at most k — [(m — r)/4] such that

Cost (U, P) < 67 (Cost (U, P) + Cost (V,P)).

Proof. Consider the standard LP relaxation for the weighted k-median problem. We consider the
set of potential centers to open U, and we want to open at most k — (m — r)/4 many centers. So,
we have the following LP.

min » > " (w(p) - d(u, p))2up
pEP ueld

st zup <Yy Yueld,peP
D a1 Vp e P

uel

Y yu <k —(m—r)/4

uel
Tup, Yu > 0 Yueld,peP
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Now, we explain how to construct a fractional solution for this LP.

Fractional Opening of Centers. Consider the projection my; : V — U function. Assume
U = U; + U is a partition of U where U contains those centers u € U satisfying at least one of
the following conditions:

e u forms a well-separated pair with one center in V.
o |myt(w)] > 2.

For every u € Uy, set y,, = 1 and for every u € Up set y,, = 1/2. First, we show that

Zyugk—(m—r)/él.

ueU

Each center u € U that forms a well-separated pair with a center v € V has |m;, "(u)] > 1 since
u must be the closest center to v in Y. Since the number of well-separated pairs is k — m, we have

Ear>V =3 @) > Y w w)] >k —m 2 (U] - (k- m)).

ueU uEUr

Hence,

Finally, we conclude

ueU ueUr ueEUR
< k_m—r l'm—r
- 2 2 2
m-—r
— k-
4

Fractional Assignment of Points. For every p € P, assume v, = my(p) is the closest center to
pin V and up, = my(vp) is the closest center in U to v,. We have three cases:

e If y,, = 1, then set x,,, = 1. The cost of this assignment would be w(p) - d(uy, p).

e If y,, = 1/2 and there is a center uj, € U — u, such that d(up,u;,) < v - d(uy,vp), then set
Tuyp = Tupp = 1 /2. Note that u;, # u, which means point p is assigned one unit to centers.
The cost of this assignment would be

Sulp) (dp, ) +d(p, ) < () (dlpup) + dp,uy) + duy 1)

w(p) <d(p, up) + % . d(up,vp)> .

IN

o If y,, = 1/2 and the previous case does not hold, then since (uy,v,) is not a well-separated
pair, there is a center v, € V — v, such that d(vp,v,) < v - d(up,vp). Let u, = my(v,) and
set Ty,p = Tyrp = 1/2. First, we show that Ufn # up. Since y,, = 1/2, we have u, € Up

which concludes |, Y(up)| < 1. We also know that my(v,) = u,. So, v, is the only center in
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V mapped to u, which implies m(v;,) # up or uy, # u, (note that v, # v,). So, point p is
assigned one unit to centers. The cost of this assignment would be

%W(p) (d(p, up) + d(p,up)) < % ) (d(p, up) + d(p, up) + d(uy, v,) + d(vy, uj,))
< %w(p) (d D, up + d p7 up) + d(upv U;;) + d(vzlw up))
= w(p) (d(p up + d(up, v p))
< w(p) (d(p, up) + dlup, vp) + d(vp, v}))
< w(p) (d(p,up) + (v + 1) d(up,vp))-

The second inequality is because of the choice of u;, = my(v,,) and the last inequality is because
d(vpu ) S ’Y d(u]hvp)

Bounding the Cost. Assume uy = my(p) for each p € P. We have
d(up,vp) < d(up,vp) < d(uy, p) +d(p,vp).

The first inequality is by the choice of u, = my(v,). As a result,

> w(p) dlup,vp) <Y w(p) (d(u),p) + d(p,v,)) = Cost (U, P) + Cost (V,P). (54)

peEP peEP

In each of the cases of fractional assignments of points to centers, the cost of assigning a point
p € Cy,(V,P) is at most w(p) (d(p,up) + (v +1) d(up,vp)). As a result, the total cost of this
assignment is upper bounded by

> " w(p) (dlp,up) + (v + 1) d(up, vp)) Y " w(p) (dlp,vp) + (v +2) d(up,vp))
peEP pEP
Cost (V,P) + (v +2) (Cost (U, P) + Cost (V,P))

27 (Cost (U, P) + Cost (V,P)) .

IN

<
<

The second inequality follows by Equation (54).
Finally, note that the integrality gap of the LP relaxation is known to be at most 3 [CS11]. As
a result, there exist an integral solution whose cost is at most 67 (Cost (U, P) + Cost (V,P)) and

this solution opens at most k — | ™" ] centers which completes the proof.

O

11 Useful Subroutines of Our Algorithm

In this section, we provide useful static subroutines that we are going to use in our main algorithm.

11.1 Rand-Local-Search

This algorithm is first introduced in [BCG'24]. Given a set of points P, a set of k centers U and
a number s < k, the aim is to find a good subset of centers U of size k — s. The algorithm starts
with an arbitrary U* C U of size k — s and tries to improve this subset by random local swaps for
©(s) many iterations.
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Algorithm 6: (Algorithm 3 in [BCG™24]), RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH(P, U, s)
1 U* < arbitrary subset of U of size k — s.

2 for O(s) iterations do

3 Sample v € U — U* independently and uniformly at random.

4 2* 4= arg min, ey« { Cost (U* + v — z,P) — Cost (U*, P)}.

5 U —U*—z*+w.

6 return U*.

We have the following lemma which shows the subset derived from RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH is
actually a good subset w.h.p.

Lemma 11.1 (Lemma 3.18 in [BCGT24)). If U* is returned by RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH(P,U, s),
then with high probability,

Cost (U*,P) <2 Cost (U, P)+ 12 OPTy_s(P).

11.2 Develop-Centers

Given a set of points P, a set of centers U/ and an integer s > 1, the aim of this subroutine is to
extend U to U by adding s centers which is a good approximation to the best solution that adds s
centers to U, i.e. the algorithm finds &/ such that

~ < . 15
Cost (L{,P) <A ]1%1% Cost (U + F,P).
|F|<s

The algorithm defines a new metric space and runs a standard (s + 1)-median static algorithm

on this space. The high level idea behind this subroutine is that we have a set of fixed k centers U

that must be contained in U. So, if we can treat these fixed centers as a single center instead of a

set of k centers, we might be able to reduce the problem to (s + 1)-median. So, we contract all of

the points U to a single point u* and define a new space P’ = (P —U) + u* with a new metric d’
as follows.

! *\ .
{d (x,u*) :=d(x,U) Vr € P (55)

d'(x,y) := min{d'(z, u") + d'(y, "), d(z,y)} Va,y P

We define the weight of a point z € P/ — u* the same weight of x in P. Finally, we set w(u*) to be
very large say w(u*) = fnWA, where W is the maximum weight of points in P. This makes any
[ approximate solution for (s 4+ 1)-median problem on P’ to contain u* by force.

Claim 11.2. (P',d') is a metric space.

Proof. Intuitively, we can derive d’ by the metric of shortest path in the following graph. For each
p € P we have a node. The weight of the edge pq for p,q € U is 0 and the weight of any other
two point is their d distance. Now, d’ exactly equals to the metric derived by the shortest in this
graph, which is well-known to be a metric. By the way, we provide another proof here that does
not depend in this fact and is self-contained.

Now, we proceed with the formal proof. The only non trivial property about d’ is the triangle
inequality. We need to show that for every x,y, z € P/, we have

d(z,y) <d(z,2)+d(y,z).

SRecall § from Section 10.2.1
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If at least two of x,y and z are equal, the inequality is trivial. Otherwise, by symmetry between x
and y, we have one of the following three cases.
Case 1: z =u* and z,y # u*.

This case is trivial by the definition of d’ since

d'(x,y) = min{d (z,v*) + d'(y,u*),d(z,y)} < d'(z,v*) +d (y,u*) = d'(z,2) + d'(y, 2).

Case 2: y =u* and z,z # u*.

Assume uz,u, € U are the projection of x and z on U respectively with respect to metric d.
So, d(xz,U) = d(x,uy), d(z,U) = d(z,u,) and d(z,u;) < d(x,u,). Note that d'(x,y) = d'(z,u*) =
d(z,U) = d(z,uz) and d'(z,y) = d'(z,u*) = d(z,U) = d(z,u;). As a result,

d'(z,y)

IN AN
QU
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The first inequality is because of the choice of u,, in U and the second inequality is triangle inequality
for metric d. So, we have the following

d(z,y) <d(z,2) + d(2,y). (56)
Since d' is non negative, we also have
d(z,y) =d (z,u*) < (d'(z,u") +d'(z,u%)) + d'(2,y) (57)
Combining Equation (56) and Equation (57) we have
d'(z,y) < min{d (x,u*) + d'(z,u*),d(z,2)} + d'(2,y) = d'(x,2) + d'(z,y).

Case 3: z,y,z # u*.
According to the definition of d’ we have one of the following sub cases.

o d'(y,2) =d(y,u") +d(z,u").

By the second case that we have already proved, we know that

d(zv,u*) < d(x,2) +d(z,u").
Hence,
d(z,y) = min{d (z,v*)+d (y,u*),d(z,y)}

d'(z,u") +d'(y, u")
d(z,2) +d(z,u*) +d (y,u")
d'(z,2) + d'(y, 2).

VANVAN

o d(x,2) =d(x,u*)+d(z,u*).

By symmetry between z and y, this sub case is similar to the previous sub case.
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o d'(y,2) #d(y,u*) +d(z,u*) and d'(x,2) # d'(z,u*) + d'(z,u*).
According to the definition of d'(x,z) and d'(y,z2) we have d'(x,z) = d(x, z) and d'(y,z) =
d(y,z). Then, be triangle inequality for d we have

d'(z,y)

min{d' (z,u*) + d'(y,u*),d(z,y)}
d(z,y)

d(z,z) +d(y, z)

= d'(z,2)+d(y,z).

VANV

In all cases, we proved d'(z,y) < d'(x, z) +d'(y, z) which concludes (P’,d’) is a metric space. [

Next, we run any algorithm for (s 4+ 1)-median problem on P’ w.r.t. metric d’ to find a F of
size at most (s + 1) which is a 8 approximation for OPT,1(P’). Finally, we let U = U 4 (F — u*).
Note that all of the points of F — u* are present in P and also the size of U is at most k -+ s since
u* e F.

Algorithm 7: DEVELOP-CENTERS(P,U, s)

1P« (P—-U)+u"

2 w(u*) < pnWA. // W is maximum weight of points in P and [ is defined in
Section 10.2.1

3 Consider D’ as an oracle to the metric d’ defined in Equation (55).

4 F « any 3 approximate solution for OPT,1(P’) with access to distance oracle D’.

5 U+ U+ (F—ub).

6 return /.

It is not obvious how the cost of a set w.r.t. metrics d and d’' relate to each other. But, we will
show that solution F w.r.t. metric d’ is going to be a good solution for our purpose w.r.t. metric d
as well. So, we show the following guarantee for this subroutine.

Lemma 11.3. IfU is returned by DEVELOP-CENTERS(P,U, s), then we have

Cost (L?,P) < B min Cost (U + F,P).16
FCP,
|Fl<s
Proof. First, we show how the objective function of two solutions with respect to metrics d and
d' relate to each other. Denote Cost? (X,P) to be the cost of X with respect to metric d on P,

ie. Y ,cpw(p)d(p, X), and Cost? (X,P’) to be the cost of X with respect to metric d’ on P/,
ie. Y ep w(p)d'(p,X). The following claim relates metrics d and d'.

Claim 11.4. Assume F C P. Then, the following holds.
Cost? (F +U,P) = Cost? (F +u*,P').

Proof. Note that P’ = (P —U) + u*. Since d'(v*, F + u*) = 0 and d(u, F + U) = 0 for every
u € U, it suffices to show that for each x € P — U, we have d(z, F +U) = d'(z,F + u*). Since
d(z, F +U) = min{d(z, F),d(x,U)}, we have one of the following two cases.

Case 1: d(z,U) < d(z,F). This means d'(z,u*) < d(z,F). As a result, for every f € F we have

d'(z,u*) <d(z, f) (58)

6Recall 8 from Section 10.2.1
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We also have the following since d’ is non negative.
d(z,u*) < d'(x,u*) +d(f,u") (59)
Combining Equation (58) and Equation (59), for every f € F, we have
d (z,u*) < min{d'(z,u*) + d'(f,u*),d(z, f)} = d'(z, f).
Hence, d'(z, F + u*) = d'(x,u*) implying that
d(z, F +u*) =d(z,u*) = d(z,U) = d(z, F + U).

The last equality is because of the assumption of this case.
Case 2: d(z,U) > d(z,F). Assume f, € F is the projection of x onto F with respect to metric d.

We are going to show that f, is also the projection of x onto F + u* with respect to metric d’.
We have d(z, f,) = d(x, F) < d(z,U) = d'(z,u*). So,

d(z, fe) < d'(z,u”) (60)
By non negativity of d’, we have
(60)
d(z, fz) < d(z,u*) < d(x,u*) +d(fz,u"),
which concludes d(z, f;) = min{d'(z,u*) + d'(fz,u*),d(z, fz)} = d'(z, fz). So,

d(@, fz) = d'(z, fz)- (61)
Now, assume f € F is arbitrary. We have
(61) O ey < oy g
d(z, fp) =" d(x, f) < d(z,0") < d(2,u") +d(fu), (62)
as well as
a0, f) D dla, ) < da, f). (63)

The inequality in Equation (63) is because of the choice of f,. Combining Equation (62) and
Equation (63), we have

d (z, f) < min{d'(z,v*) + d'(f,u*),d(z, f)} = d(z, f).
As a result, for every f € F, we have d'(z, f,) < d'(z, f). Combining with d'(z, f,) < d'(z,u")
(because of Equation (60) and Equation (61)), we conclude d'(z, F + u*) = d'(«, f,). Hence,
dz, F+U) =d(z, F) = d(z, fx) d/(a: fz) = d'(x, F +u*).

The first equality is because of the assumption of this case that d(z,U) > d(z, F).
Objective Function: In each case, we showed d(z, F + U) = d'(x, F + u*) which concludes the
lemma as follows.

Cost!(F+U,P) = > w(x) -d(z,F +U)

zeP

= Z w(x) - d(z, F+U)
xeP-U

= Z w(x) - d(z, F +u")
xeP-U

= Z w(z) - d (v, F +u*)
ze(P-U)+u*

= Cost? (F+u",P).
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Note that we used d'(u*, F + u*) =0 and d(z, F +U) =0 for all x € U.

Now, assume F is the 8 approximate solution found by DEVELOP-CENTERS in line 4. Let

Fr= argf{pgl%{Cost (F+U,P)}.
Fl<s

We have

Cost (F +U,P)

Cost® (F+u*, P

= Cost? (f , 73/)

B OPTY,,(P)

B Cost? (F* +u*, P
B Cost? (F* +U,P),

[VARVAN

where OPT?;l(P’ ) is the optimum (s + 1)-median w.r.t. metric d’ in space P’. The first and the
last equalities follow from Claim 11.4. The second equality follows from u* € F (since w(u*) is too
large and since F is fS-approximate it should contain this point). The first inequality follows from
the approximation ratio of solution F. The last inequality follows from the fact that F* 4+ u* is a
set of size at most s + 1. Then we have the following as desired.

Cost (z),P) = Cost! (F +U,P) < B Cost! (F* + U, P) = 8 min Cost (U + F.P).
|Fl<s

11.3 Fast-One-Median

The aim of this algorithm is to solve the 1-median problem on a set B as fast as possible. In order
to find a single center which is a 3 approximate of OPT;(B), we sample a set S of ©(logn) points
from B independently. The sampling distribution is such that every p € B is sampled proportional
to its weight, i.e. with probability w(p)/w(B). Then, we find the best center between these sampled
points. So, we have the following algorithm.

Algorithm 8: FAST-ONE-MEDIAN(B)

1 B« {b1,b2,...,bp} an arbitrary ordering.
S <+ 0.

2
3 for O(logn) iterations do

4 7 <— [0, 1] uniformly at random.

5 i* < smallest index such that Z;zl w(b;) > - w(B).
6 S S+ bjx.

7 q < argmin{s € S | Cost (s, B)}.

8 return q.

We show the following guarantee of this algorithm.

Lemma 11.5. If q is returned by FAST-ONE-MEDIAN(B), then with high probability,

Cost (¢, B) <3 OPT(B).
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Note that in this algorithm, ¢ is a proper solution for 1-median problem on B, but in this lemma
OPT(B) stands for the optimum improper solution. So, the solution of the algorithm is compared
with the best improper solution, although it returns a proper solution.

Proof. Let m = |B| and z* be the optimal solution to the improper 1-median problem in B. If y
is sampled from the distribution where the probability of choosing p is w(p)/w(B), then we have

E[Cost(y,B)] = % Cost (y,B) = » wiy) > w(x)-d(z,y)

yeB yeB w(B) rz€B

_ Eé§§:§:w@ymm-amm

yeB xeB

IN

ﬁ Z Z w(y)w(x) - (d(z, 2*) +d(z*,y))

yeB xeB

- ﬁ Z w(y) - Z w(z) - d(x,2") + Z w(z) - Z w(y) - d(y, 2*)

yeDB r€EB rEB yeDB
= Y w(@)-d@,z") + Y wly) - d(y, =)
rEB yeB
— 2 OPT{(B).

Thus, the expected approximation ratio of the 1-median solution y is at most 2. Hence, by Markov’s
inequality, the probability that the approximation ratio of sample y is bigger than 3, is at most
2/3. Finally, since FAST-ONE-MEDIAN samples a set S of O(logn) points from B independently,
the probability that all of these samples fail to have approximation ratio less than 3 is at most
(2/3)151 = 1/n®MW) " As aresult, with high probability there exists some y € S such that Cost (y, B) <
3 OPTy(B).

O

12 Description of the Algorithm

In this section, we provide description of the algorithm as well as the main ideas and arguments on
why the algorithm works correctly and how we achieve approximation, recourse and running time
bounds.

The algorithm divides the input stream into some epochs on the fly. At the beginning of each
epoch we have a solution () of k centers for the current space P(?). The solution is 508 = O(1)'7
approximate and is robust with respect to P©). Throughout the epoch we always maintain a
O(B) = O(1) approximate solution. Then, at the end of the epoch we build a solution using only
the initial solution U(® of this epoch. So, this new solution is independent from the solutions
maintained during the epoch. This new solution is going to be 508 approximate and robust with
respect to the new space and this is going to be the starting point of the next epoch. Now, we
explain the algorithm on each epoch.

At the beginning of the epoch we find a value [ such that

Q(1) OPTy(P?) < OPT,(PY) < O(1) OPTyyy(PY).

"Recall 8 from Section 10.2.1
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Note that the value of I could be zero. Next, we will find a subset of (¥ of size k — [ like U’ whose
cost is at most O(1) OPT,(P®). We call this part of the algorithm REMOVE-CENTERS. So, after
this part, we have [ and U’ C U of size k — | with above guarantees.

Next, for [ many iterations, we do lazy updates on U’ as follows. If a point gets inserted, we
add it to U’, and if a point gets deleted we do nothing (since we are dealing with the improper case,
we can maintain a center in our main solution even if it gets deleted from the space). Obviously,
during these updates the size of I’ is at most k& which means our solution is valid. We will prove for
[ many iterations, this solution is a constant approximation for the value of OPT}j on the current
space. We call this part of the algorithm LAZY-UPDATES.

Then, we do one more update to get the final space PU+D) in this epoch. Now, we find a 103
approximate solution () for OPTj ;11 (P©) by adding O(l + 1) many centers to U(?). Note
that the solution might have more than k£ + [ 4+ 1 centers, although our goal is to compete with
OPT k+l+1(73(0)). This is not obvious why such a solution exists. But, we show that it is possible
and actually, the subroutine DEVELOP-CENTERS introduced in Section 11.2 finds such a solution
for this part.

Next, we add all of the inserted points during these [+ 1 updates to U je v =UO+ (P(l+1) -
73(0)). This is because we want a good solution for the new set of points PU*+1) and newly added
points might be costly for Z/(%). Note that if the weight of a point p € P© N PU+D is changed
(i.e. it gets deleted and then inserted with another weight), we consider it in P+ _pO) Next, we
reduce the size of V to get a subset of k centers W that is going to be a 3283 approximate solution
for OPT,(PU*tY). We do this part by calling subroutine RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH introduced in
Section 11.1.

So far, we have a solution W for the new set of point P‘+1) that satisfies |[W @ U | = O +1)
and is 328 approximate for OPT(PU+1). Next, we make solution W robust w.r.t. the new space
PUD and argue that it is actually a 503 approximate solution. We call this part of the algorithm
RoBusTIFY. Finally, we can start the next epoch with this new solution of k centers, since it is
508 approximate and robust w.r.t. the new space.

So, we have the following pseudo-code for what we do in an epoch in a high level. P® in line
3 denotes the space after [ updates in this epoch.

Algorithm 9: MaiN-Epocu(P©,¢/(©)

1 (U',1) + REMOVE-CENTERS(U()).

2 Lazy-UppATES(U',1).

3 PUFD « PO 4+ p1y. // read the (14 1)" update.

4 U « DeVELOP-CENTERS(PO), 140 (8C' 4 2)(1 +1)). // C =12-3-10°v32.
5V« UO 4 (pltD) — p0)),

6 W < RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH(V, |V| — k).

7 UHD  RopusTiry (PO, PU+D 14O W),

12.1 Remove-Centers

Assume
I* = arg max {o <l<k ( OPT;_;(P©) < 40073 OPTk(P(O))} . (64)

Note that OPT} is considered in the improper case. We will find a value I’ such that I’ = Q(I*)
and
OPT;_y(P©) <3-10°v8% OPT,(P©). (65)

49



Let R = {0,2°,21,22 ... ,2“0ng}. We iterate over r € R in increasing order starting from 0,
and call RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH(U (D), ) introduced in Section 11.1. If the cost of the subset
returned by this subroutine is less than 14 - 400v5 Cost (L{ (0),77(0)), we take the next r € R and
repeat the process. We do this until reaching the maximum r’ such that U,_,» = RAND-LOCAL-
SEARCH(U), ') satisfies

Cost (uk_r/, 7><0>) < 14 - 40073Cost (u<°>, 7><0>) .

Then, we let I’ = ' (note that for simplicity, we have written this in the pseudo-code in a different
way). Later, we will show that this [’ satisfies Equation (65) and I’ > [*/2 with high probability.
Next, we let [ = [I’/C] where C is 12-4007Sa? and is determined using the Double-Sided Stability
Lemma 10.10. Note that [+1 = Q' +1) = Q(I* + 1) since C' is a constant. We will prove that for
this value of [ we have the following guarantee.

1

3. 105732 OPT,_(P®) < OPT(P©) < 4 OPT)1y(PY).

Next, we find a subset U’ C U of size k — I such that
Cost (u’,7><0>> < 2107732 OPTy(PO). (66)

We do this by calling RAND—LOCAL—SEARCH(P(O),Z/I(O), [). So, we have the following algorithm for
REMOVE-CENTERS.
Algorithm 10: REMOVE-CENTERS(U)

R« {0,20,21,22 . allogkly,

1

2 for r € R do

3 | Up_, < RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH(P®), (O 1),

4 | if Cost (Up—r, P©) > 1440073 Cost (U, P®) then
5 ‘ break for loop.

6 '+ |r/2].

7 1+ |I'/C]| where C = 12-3-10°y32.

8 U’ < RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH(U, ).

9 return (U',1).

12.2 Lazy-Updates

So far, we have U’ of size k — [. Now we perform [ many updates in the input stream as follows.
Whenever a point p gets inserted to space, we add it to U’ and if a point p gets deleted, we keep
U’ unchanged. Note that since we deal with the improper dynamic k-median, we can maintain a
center even if it gets deleted from the space. In order to prove this solution is actually a constant
approximation of OPTy(P), where P is the current space during these lazy updates, we combine
the guarantee in Equation (66) and Lazy Updates Lemma 10.9. This concludes our solution is
always a constant approximation of OPTy(P) for the current space P during the next [ updates.

Algorithm 11: LAzy-UPDATES(U’, 1)

1 fori=1tol do

2 Read an update in the input stream.
3 if this update is insertion of p then
4 | U <+~ U +p.
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12.3 Develop-Centers

This part starts after the (I + 1)’th update in the input stream. So, we have the final set of points
P We will add at most (8C 4 2)(1 +1) = O(l + 1) centers to U to find a set U such that

Cost (L?<0>,7><0>> <108 OPTyy141 (PO, (67)

We do this by calling DEVELOP-CENTERS(P(®), /()] (8C +2)(I + 1)) introduced in Section 11.2.
According to the guarantee of this subroutine, we get a (9 such that

Cost (Z:[(O)ap(o)) <p min Cost (Z/{(O) + F, P(O)) .
FCpO),
| FI<(8C+2)(1+1)

In order to show that this 2(?) actually satisfies Equation (67), it suffices to show that there exist
F C PO of size at most (8C + 2)(I + 1) such that Cost (U(O) + F,P©) <10 OPTj4s41(P©). We
conclude this existential analysis by constructing  using an optimum solution V; ;. for (k-+1+1)-
median problem on P(®). We show that it suffices to add (8C + 2)(I + 1) many centers of V} gl
to U to get a constant approximation of OPTg4i41- These centers are elements of Vi, ; that
does not form well-separated pair with any center in ¢(©).

After termination of DEVELOP-CENTERS(P), (0 (8C +2)(1+1)), we let V = YO + (PU+D) —
73(0)). Note that we also consider points whose weight is changed. This concludes that V is a good
set of centers in the new space Pt as well as the initial space P(©). The eventual conclusion is
that

Cost (V,P(l“)) <108 OPT,(PU+D).

Next, we reduce the size of V to k in order to provide a feasible solution for OPT(PU+1). This
part of the algorithm is done by calling RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH on V to find a subset W C V of size
k. Since we know that the cost of V on PU+1 is at most 106 OPTy(PU+D), with the guarantee
of RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH, we conclude that the cost of W on PU*1) is at most 328 OPTy(PU+1)
with high probability.

12.4 Robustify

So far we have a solution W which is 323 approximate for OPTk(P(lH)). The aim of this part of
the algorithm is to make W, robust w.r.t. the new space PU+1) . Before we explain ROBUSTIFY, we
define an integer t(u) for every center u. Throughout the algorithm, if ¢/ is our main solution, we
always have an integer t(u) together with center u which indicates that u is ¢(u)-robust w.r.t. the
current space. So, at the beginning of the epoch we know that every u € U is t(u)-robust
w.r.t. PO,

Now, we explain how we make a robust solution w.r.t. P¢+t1) by changing W. Recall from
Definition 10.6 that W is robust w.r.t. PUtY  whenever for all w € W, we have the following
condition

u is t-robust w.r.t. P where t is the smallest integer satisfying 10° > d(u, W — u)/200. (68)

In this subroutine, we have a set S that helps us keep track of which elements violate Condition 68.
First of all, we find some centers in WV that might not satisfy this condition and put them into set
S. We do this by calling FIND-SUSPECTS. Centers detected by FIND-SUSPECTS are going to be all
centers u € Y that u might not be ¢(u)-robust w.r.t. the new space PU+D) e, if a center u € W
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is not detected by FIND-SUSPECTS, then we are sure that u is ¢(u)-robust w.r.t. P¢+D. Note that
these centers found by FIND-SUSPECTS are not necessarily all of the centers violating Condition 68.

Then, we make all of the centers in S robust, by calling EMPTY-S. In this subroutine, for every
w € S, we determine the smallest integer ¢ such that 10° > d(w, W —w)/100 '® and replace w by a
center wy via a call to MAKE-ROBUST(w, t). Now, this wq satisfies Condition 68. We also remove
w from S, define t(wp) =t and save this integer with center wy.

At this point, we are sure that every u € W is t(u)-robust w.r.t. PU+D - So, in order to figure
out if a center u € W violates Condition 68, we make use of the integer ¢(u). If ¢ is the smallest
integer satisfying 10° > d(u, W — u)/200 and ¢ < t(u), then u definitely satisfies Condition 68.

Note that since W is changing, for every w € W, the value of d(w,W — w)/200 is changing
as well. As a result, after each change in VW, we should check whether or not any center in W
violates Condition 68. If such a center exists, we add it to S. We keep adding new elements to
S and removing elements from S (by EMPTY-S), until all of the centers in the current W satisfy
Condition 68 and S in turn is empty. So, we have the following algorithm.

Algorithm 12: RoBusTiry (PO P+ W 14(0))

1 S + FIND-SuspECTs(PO), PU+D W 14(0)),
2 while true do

3 if S =0 then

4 ‘ return

5 | EMPTY-S(S, W, PU+D),
6 for v € W do
7

8

9

t < [log (d(u, W — u)/200)].
if ¢t > t(u) then
| S+ S+u.

It is not obvious why this algorithm terminates. But, we show that ROBUSTIFY calls MAKE-
ROBUST on each center w € W at most once during a single call to ROBUSTIFY.
Algorithm 13: EMpTY-S(S, W, P+1)
pick w arbitrarily from S.
S+—S—w.
t < [log (d(w, W —w)/100)].
if £ > 0 then
| wo + Make-RoBusT(PUHD w, ¢).
else
wo < W.
t < 0.
W+ W —w+ wg.
t(ZU(]) — 1.

© 00 N O Uk W -

1

o

In order to analyse the recourse, we show that the number of points added to S by calling
FIND-SUSPECTS in the beginning of ROBUSTIFY is at most O(l + 1). Then, we proceed by proving
that the total recourse of the algorithm is O(l) in amortization. Note that during a single call to
ROBUSTIFY the recourse might be as large as k, although we show the amortized recourse is O(l)
throughout the total run of the algorithm (not just one epoch).

In order to analyse why the final solution is 508 approximate, we show that the cost of the

18Note that the denominator is 100 (not 200 as in Condition 68), this is because we want to prevent multiple calls
to MAKE-ROBUST for a center. We use this in Lemma 13.1.
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solution W is not going to increase by more than a factor of 3/2 by calling ROBUSTIFY.
As a result, we get the final solution of this epoch & which is robust and is also 323 x % <508
approximate for OP T, (P¢+1).

12.4.1 Find-Suspects

In this subroutine, we find all centers w € W that might not be ¢(w)-robust w.r.t. the new space
P+ What we are looking for are the following centers.

e New centers u added to U (i.e. ue W —uU©).

e Centers u € U® N W whose neighborhood of radius 2 - 104 has changed during this epoch

. (0) (1+1)
(i.e. Ball?lot(u) (u) # Ball?lot(u) (u)).

Note that in both cases, we also consider the weight of the points. For instance, there might be
a point p which is present in both Ballg(loo)t(u) (u) and Ballg(lloji) (u), but its weight has changed. In
this case, we consider center u satisfying the second condition. So, we find all of the centers u € W

satisfying at least one of the above conditions and add them to set S.
Algorithm 14: FIND-SuspEcTs(P©), PU+D W) 14(0))
1 S+W-u.
2 for p € P+ @ PO do
3 for u e U9 N W do
4 if d(u,p) < 2-10“*) then
5 ‘ S+ S+u.
6 return S.

Note that in line 2, we also consider points p € PO NPU+D) whose weight have changed. Accord-
ing to the definition of (u), we know that u € U© is t(u)-robust w.r.t. P(). We will show that if
a center u is not detected by FIND-SUSPECTS, i.e. does not satisfy any of the two above conditions,
then it remains ¢(u)-robust with respect to the new space PUFD | This fact helps us argue that
when the ROBUSTIFY subroutine is terminated, the solution 2/ = RoBusTIFY (P, PU+D W 14(0))
is robust.

12.4.2 Make-Robust

In this subroutine, we get a center w together with a non-negative integer ¢t and return a center wy,
such that there exist a t-robust sequence like (wg, w1, ..., w;) where w; = w. To do this, we simply
use the definition of ¢-robust sequence. Iterating over ¢ from ¢ to 1, assume that we have found the
point w; (initially w; = w). First, we check whether

AverageCost (wi,Ballﬁ]i (w;)) > 10"/5.

If this inequality holds, we simply let w;_1; = w;. Otherwise, we find a 3 approximate solution g; for
1-median problem on Ballﬁ)i (w;) using FAST-ONE-MEDIAN algorithm introduced in Section 11.3.
Then, we let w;_1 = g; if

Cost (g;, Ballfoi (w;)) < Cost (wj, Ballfoi (w;)) .

Otherwise, we let w;_1 = w;. With guarantees of FAST-ONE-MEDIAN algorithm, we prove that we
achieve a t-robust sequence at the end of MAKE-ROBUST. So, we have the following algorithm.
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Algorithm 15: MAKE-ROBUST(P, w, t)

1 wy < w.
2 for 1 =t down to 1 do

3 | B; < Balll),(w).

4 z < AverageCost (w;, B;).

5 if 2 > 10°/5 then

6 ‘ Wi—1 < Wj.

7 else

8 q; < FAST-ONE-MEDIAN(B;, w;).

9 if Cost (w;, B;) < Cost (¢;, B;) then
10 ‘ Wi—1 < W;.

11 else

12 ‘ Wi—1 < q;.

13 return wy.

Remark 12.1. Instead of FAST-ONE-MEDIAN, we can use the algorithm of [MP02] to find a
B-approximate solution q; for 1-median problem on B;.'Y. But, if we do this, we lose another
multiplicative factor of 5 on the approrimation ratio in our final algorithm. We can prevent it by
performing this simple FAST-ONE-MEDIAN subroutine instead of [MP02].

13 Correctness of the Algorithm

Assume we have U(© at the beginning of an epoch where ¢#(©) is 508 approximate and it is also
robust. The subroutine REMOVE-CENTERS, reduces the size of the solution to k — [, which means
during the LAZY-UPDATES, we always maintain a solution of size at most k which is feasible. The
approximation guarantee of RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH in Lemma 11.1 holds with high probability.
But, since we call REMOVE-CENTERS at most 1" times during any T’ updates of input stream, we
conclude that (by a simple union bound) with high probability all of these guarantees hold.

Next, the (14 1)’th update occurs. Then, algorithm adds some centers to U (©) and later reduces
the size to k to get W which is feasible for the new space P+,

13.1 Robustify Calls Make-Robust Once for Each Center
First, we show that ROBUSTIFY always terminates.

Lemma 13.1 (Lemma 6.1 in [FLNS21]). If ROBUSTIFY(W) calls a MAKE-ROBUST for a center
w € W and replaces it with wg, then it will not call MAKE-ROBUST on wqg until the end of the
ROBUSTIFY subroutine.

Proof. Assume a MAKE-ROBUST call to a center w € W is made and it is replaced by wg. Let
Wi be the set of centers just before this call to MAKE-ROBUST is made on w. At this point of
time, t(wp) is the smallest integer satisfying 101%0) > d(w, W; — w)/100 (note that t(wg) > 0,
otherwise the algorithm should not have called MAKE-ROBUST duo to line 10 in the ROBUSTIFY).
For the sake of contradiction, assume that another call to MAKE-ROBUST is made on wg. We
assume that this pair w, wy is the first pair for which this occurs. Let w’ = myy, _(w) which means

19Recall B from Section 10.2.1
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d(w, Wi — w) = d(w,w'). Then, 104%0) > d(w,w’)/100 and 10**°) < d(w,w’)/10 by definition of
t(wp). So, by Lemma 10.3, we have

d(wo, w) < 10%%0) /2 < d(w, w')/20. (69)

Assume W» is the set of centers just after the call to MAKE-ROBUST is made on wg. Since we
assumed w, wy is the first pair that another call to MAKE-ROBUST on wq is made, we have one of
the two following cases.

e w' € Ws. In this case, we have

21
d(wo, Wa — wp) < d(wp,w’) < d(wg,w) + d(w,w’) < 20 d(w,w’) <2 d(w,w").

The last inequality holds by Equation (69). This is in contradiction with the assumption
that a call to MAKE-ROBUST on wy is made, because wy is t(wg)-robust where 10t(wo) >
d(w,w")/100 > d(wp, Wa — wp)/200. So, wy must not be selected to be added to S in
ROBUSTIFY.

e There is w(, € W, that replaced w’ by a single call to MAKE-ROBUST. When MAKE-ROBUST is
called on w’, the algorithm picks integer ¢(w}) that satisfies 10Y*0) < d(w’,wp)/10 (otherwise,
it should have picked ¢(w()) — 1 instead of ¢(wy)). Hence,

d(wh,w') < 101%0) /2 < d(w',wg) /20 < (d(wo, w) + d(w,w")) /20 < d(w,w")/10. (70)
The first inequality holds by Lemma 10.3 and the last inequality is Equation (69). As a result,

d(wo, Wa — wo) d(wo, wp)

d(wo,w) + d(w,w") + d(w', wf)
d(w,w") /20 + d(w,w") + d(w,w")/10
23 ,

= 35 d(w,w")

2 d(w,w').

ININ A

IN

The last inequality holds by Equation (69) and Equation (70). This leads to the same con-
tradiction.

O

13.2 Correctness of Robustify

Consider a call to ROBUSTIFY occurs on W. First, in FIND-SUSPECTS, all of the centers u € W
satisfying u e W —U© or d(p,u) <2- 101 for at least one p € PO @ PU+D are added to S. We
know that each center u € W NUWO is t(u)-robust w.r.t. P(O) at the beginning of epoch. We now
prove the following.

Lemma 13.2. Assume u € U is t(u)-robust w.r.t. PO and S is returned by FIND-SUSPECTS.
Ifu¢ S, then u is t(u)-robust w.r.t. P as well.

Proof. Let (po,...,pyu)) be a t(u)-robust sequence w.r.t. PO where pyg = u. According to
Lemma 10.3, d(po, Py(u)) < 101 /2 which concludes

(0) (0)
Ballfot(u) (pt(u)) C Ball?lot(u) (u).
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Because, the ball around u of radius 2 - 104%) is not changed (i.e. Ball?_(l(gt(u) (u) = Ball;?(ll(;zi) (u)
considering points by their weight), we conclude that ball around py(,) of radius 101 is also not

changed. Finally, with the definition of #(u)-robust sequence we conclude that (po, . ..,Ds)) is
t(u)-robust w.r.t. PUHD) as well. So, po = u is t(u)-robust w.r.t. pl+1) 0

Assume U = ROBUSTIFY(P(O),P(HI),W,Z/I(O)) is the final solution of the algorithm for P(+1).
According to above lemma and description of the algorithm, we show that I/ is robust.

By Lemma 13.1 we know that ROBUSTIFY calls MAKE-ROBUST on each u € W at most once.
According to the proof of this lemma, if a center u € U is returned by a call to MAKE-ROBUST
on center v/ € W, then u does not violate Condition 68. Now, assume no call to MAKE-ROBUST
was made on v € W. Hence, u was not found by FIND-SUSPECTS, and by Lemma 13.2, we
conclude u is t(u)-robust w.r.t. the new set of points PUt1D. Let ¢ be the smallest integer such
that 10° > d(u,U — u)/200. Since u was not added to S, we conclude that t(u) > t (See Line 8
of ROBUSTIFY). So, u is t-robust w.r.t. PU*1) which means u does not violate Condition 68 for
current U. As a result, the final &/ returned by ROBUSTIFY is robust.

Later, in Section 15.2, we show that it is also 508 approximate. This means that the final
solution of the algorithm at the end of the epoch satisfies the conditions needed as the initial
solution of the next epoch.

13.3 Correctness of Make-Robust

Assume a call to MAKE-ROBUST on (P, w, t). In order to show that the returned value wy is actually
a t-robust point w.r.t. P, we check the definition of t-robust sequence. According to the subroutine
MAKE-ROBUST and the definition of ¢t-robust sequence, we only need to show that for every 1 <
i < t, the returned point ¢; by FAST-ONE-MEDIAN(B;, w;) satisfies Cost (¢;, B;) < 3 OPT(B;).
This is also the guarantee of FAST-ONE-MEDIAN in Lemma 11.5.

Later, in Section 14, we show that the total number of times that we call MAKE-ROBUST
throughout the first T" updates of the input stream is O(T) Hence, with high probability all of
these independent calls to MAKE-ROBUST return correctly.

14 Recourse Analysis

In this section, we provide the recourse analysis of the algorithm. We show the following lemma.

Lemma 14.1. The Total recourse of the algorithm throughout the first T' updates is at most

O(T(log A)?).

14.1 Difference Between U/(©) and W

In DEVELOP-CENTERS, we are adding at most (8C 4 2)(I + 1) centers to U® to make &), Then,
we add PUTD —PO) to get V. As a result, the size of V is at most k + (8C + 3)(I 4+ 1). Next, we
reduce the size of this set to k by calling RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH on V. Since both of /(0 and W
are subsets of size k of set V, we conclude that

Wau®| <2-((8C +3)(1+1)) <20C(1+1).
So, we have the following lemma.

Lemma 14.2. For every epoch of length | + 1, we have [W @& U | < 20C (1 + 1).
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14.2 Number of Centers Detected by Find-Suspects

At the beginning of FIND-SUSPECTS, the algorithm sets S = W —U(?). As a result, the size of this
initial S is at most 20C(I + 1) by Lemma 14.2. Next, for every point p that has gone through an
update (either insertion or deletion) in this epoch (i.e. p € PO @ PU+D) the algorithm finds all
centers u € W NU® such that d(u,p) < 2- 10", We claim that for a fix p € PO @ P+ there
are at most O(log A) many centers u that satisfy this property.

Lemma 14.3. For each p € PO @ PUHD | the number of u € WNUWO) satisfying d(p,u) <2- 104w
is at most O(log A).

Proof. Assume p € PO @ PU+D) Let 4 be the number of centers u € W N U that satisfy
d(p,u) <2- 104 For each of these centers like u, there is a ' that was added to S and a call to
MAKE-ROBUST was made on u' which returned w. Assume {u;,us,...,u,} is the set of centers u
satisfying d(p,u) < 2- 101%) ordered in decreasing order by the time they replaced u; via a call to
MAKE-ROBUST. So, when wu; is added to the main solution, center u;; was already present in the
main solution which concludes

1040%) < d(u;, uiqq)/10,

by the definition of ¢(u;) at that time for every 1 <i <y — 1. Hence,
101 0+1) > d(p, uip1)/2 > (d(ug, wigr) — d(p, ug))/2 > 5-101) — 101) = 4. 108,

The first and last inequality holds by the assumption that d(p,u) < 2 - 101" for every u €
{u1,...,u,}. Finally, this concludes t(u,) > --- > t(ug) > t(uy). Since we assumed the dis-
tances between any two point in the space is between 1 and A, we know 0 < t(u;) < [log A] for
each 1 < i < p and so, pu < (log A) +2 = O(log A).

U

A quick corollary of this lemma is the following.

Corollary 14.4. The size of final S returned by FIND-SUSPECTS in an epoch of length | + 1 is at
most O((l + 1) log A).

Proof. By Lemma 14.2 and Lemma 14.3, we have

S| <10C(1 4+ 1) + [PO o PED] . Olog A) = O((I + 1) log A).

14.3 Total Recourse

Assume the sequence of first T" updates in the input stream. We show the total recourse of the
algorithm during these T updates is at most O(T (log A)?). Consider that the algorithm performs

FE epochs in total. For every 1 < e < F, let [ + 1, Z/{e(o) and W, be the length of, initial solution
and the set of centers returned by RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH just before calling ROBUSTIFY in epoch

e respectively. For every 1 < e < F and every 1 <i <[, + 1, let Z/{e(i) be the main solution of the
algorithm after the i’th update in epoch e. As a result, the total recourse of the algorithm equals.

EEj Elj (ZSa 7K

e=1 i=0
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The recourse after each lazy update is at most 1, which concludes for every 1 < e < E, we have

le
S —UO| <l et — 340
i=0
le+ U —UO | 4+ Ul — Ul
2, + [UO — et

Hence,

E . E E
ST —u <> (215 + U — gyltet) y) <27+ > Ul —ylt).

e=1 i=0 e=

—_

e=1

So, it suffices to prove

> U — Ul = O(T(log A)?).
e=1

Recall Lemma 13.1. This lemma states that the ROBUSTIFY calls a MAKE-ROBUST on every
center w € W at most once. So, if a center u is added to S in ROBUSTIFY, it is not going to
be added to S in this call to ROBUSTIFY again. According to the ROBUSTIFY, it is obvious that
SE \Z/{e(o) — L{e(leﬂ)\ is at most the number of times that elements are added to S.

Now, we create a graph during the run of the algorithm as follows. The graph is a union of
disjoint directed paths. Each node of the graph is alive or dead. At any time, every center in the
main solution of the algorithm is corresponding to an alive node in this graph. A center might be
corresponding to several nodes in the graph (since it can be added to S several times during the
total run of the algorithm), but it is corresponding to only one alive node.

Initially, the graph consists of k alive nodes corresponding to the initial solution of k centers
at the very beginning of the algorithm. Now, we explain how we change the graph during the
algorithm. At the end of the epoch, we mark all of the nodes corresponding to centers U(®) — W as
dead. Assume a center u € W at the end of an epoch. We have the following cases.

e udlU (), In this case, we know that there is no alive node in the graph corresponding to w.
We add a new alive node to the graph corresponding to u. This would be the starting node
of a new path in the graph.

o u el and u is detected by FIND-SUSPECTS. In this case, we know that u is corresponding
to an alive node V, in the graph. We mark this node V,, dead and add a new alive node
corresponding to u in the graph. This is also the starting node of a new path in the graph.

o u € U and uis not detected by FIND-SUSPECTS, but u is added to S during the ROBUSTIFY.
In this case, we know that u is corresponding to an alive node V,, in the graph and also u
is going to be replaced by ug by a call to MAKE-ROBUST. We mark V,, as dead, add a new
node V,,, corresponding to ug in the graph and draw a directed edge from V;, to V.

e u € U9 and u is not detected by FIND-SUSPECTS, and u is not added to S during the
RoOBUSTIFY. In this case, we do not change the graph.

According to this construction of the graph, the total number of paths in the graph is equal
to the total number of centers detected by FIND-SUSPECTS and the total number of nodes in the
graph is equal to the total number of elements added to & during the entire run of the algorithm.
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Figure 1: The constructed graph looks like this. If a center is detected by FIND-SUSPECTS, it
would be the end of the path. If a MAKE-ROBUST is called on a center, the path ending in the
node corresponding to this center is extended.

Make-Robust Make-Robust Make-Robust
djad iad iad ..->.':ead
Make-Robust Make-Robust Make-Robus‘.t"': Make-Robust
%\)s@ecﬁ
e

dead dead alive

By Corollary 14.4, the number of centers detected by FIND-SUSPECTS at the end of epoch e is
at most O((l. + 1)log A). As a result, the total number of centers detected by FIND-SUSPECTS,
during the run of the algorithm for the first 7" updates of the input stream is at most O(7'log A).
This concludes the number of paths of the graph is O(T log A).

Now, we show that the length of each path in the graph is at most O(log A). This completes
the analysis. Consider centers uj,ug, ..., u, corresponding to the directed path V,,,,V,,,...,V,, in
this graph. First, note that for every 1 < i < r — 1, center u; is not detected by FIND-SUSPECTS
during the algorithm. Otherwise, we would have marked V,,, as dead and V,,, would have been the
end of the path. The only reason that u; is added to S is that 104%) < d(u;,U — u;)/200. In this
case, the algorithm picks the smallest integer t satisfying 10° > d(u;,U — u;)/100, replaces u; with
u;4+1 by a call to MAKE-ROBUST(u;,t) and sets t(u;+1) = t. As a result, we have

101) < d(us, U — ;) /200 < d(ug, U — u;) /100 < 10H0+1)

for every 1 < i < r — 1. Hence, t(u1) < t(ug) < --- < t(u,). Since, we assumed the maximum
distance between any two points in the metric space is at most A, we conclude that ¢(u;) < [log A]
for every 1 < ¢ < r. Together with ¢(u;) < t(u2) < --- < t(u,), we conclude that r < [logA]+1 =
O(log A).

Putting everything together, the number of paths in the graph is at most O(7"'log A) and the
length of each path is at most O(log A), which concludes the total number of nodes in the created
graph is at most O(T (log A)?). Hence, the total number of elements added to S during the run of
the algorithm is at most O(T (log A)?). Finally, this implies

E
> — Ul = O (log AY?),
e=1
which completes the analysis of recourse.

15 Approximation Ratio Analysis

In this section we prove that the approximation ratio of the algorithm is constant.
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Important note: Since, subroutines RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH and FAST-ONE-MEDIAN are ran-
domised and their approximation guarantee hold with high probability, some of the lemmas in
this section occur with high probability. But, we omit repeating this phrase over and over and
provide the statements without it. Assume T many updates in the input stream. According to the
algorithm, we call RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH at most O(T') times. According to the recourse analysis
in Section 14, we call FAST-ONE-MEDIAN at most O(T') times. As a result, we can conclude that
all of these subroutines simultaneously return correctly with high probability. So, we omit using
w.h.p. in the analysis in this section.

Assume that U©) at the beginning of an epoch has approximation ratio 5083. We will prove
during the epoch, approximation ratio of our solution at any time is at most 2 - 107v/3%. Then, we
prove that the approximation ratio of final I/ at the end of epoch is 503 which is the starting point
of the next epoch. Since the approximation ratio of the algorithm would be very large even if we
optimize the parameters, we do not bother to use tight inequalities in the proofs.

15.1 Analysis of Remove-Centers and Lazy-Updates
We start by analyzing REMOVE-CENTERS. Assume R = {0,20,2',22, ... 2llegkl} anq
[* = argmax {0 <1<k|OPT,_(P©) < 4003 OPTk(P(O))} .

According to REMOVE-CENTERS, the value of I is the maximum number in R such that

Cost (Z/lk_l/,P(O)> < 14 - 40073 Cost (u<°>,7><0>> .
Next, the algorithm sets [ = [I'/C'|. Now, we show good properties of this choice of [.
Lemma 15.1. We have

OPTy_p(PV) < 3-10°v82 OPT(PY).

Proof. According to the definition of I, we have

OPT,_#(P®) < Cost (uk_l,,P@))

< 14-400~83 Cost (u“)),P(O))

508 - 14 - 40078 OPT(PY)
3-10°v3% OPT,(PO).

VANVAN

Lemma 15.2. We have [+1 > (I* +1)/(2C).
Proof. First, we show that I’ > [* /2. We have three cases:

e [* = 0. The inequality is obvious.

e [*>1and !’ =0. In this case, the value of I” =1 € R (which is bigger than ') also satisfies

Cost (uk_l,,,P“))) < 2 Cost <u<0> P(0>> 12 OPTy_p(PO)

< 2 cost( ) +12 OPTy_p(P©)
< 2 Cost (U@, P™) +12- 40098 OPT,(P)
< (14 -40078) Cost (u )
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The first inequality holds by the guarantee of RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH in Lemma 11.1, the
second one holds since I” > [*, and the third one holds by the definition of I*. This is in
contradiction with the choice of I’ € R in the algorithm, since I” > I and the algorithm must
have picked " instead of I’.

e [* > 1and !’ > 1. In this case if we have I’ < [*/2, then the above argument works for
I = 20" € R which leads to the same contradiction (note that since [*/2 < k/2, then " < k
must be in R).

So, we have I’ > [*/2. Since both of I" and C' are integers, we have [ +1 > I'/C + 1/C. Hence,
I+1>'+1)/C>(*+1)/(20).
U

Lemma 15.3. We have

1

10755 OPTent(PY) < OPTH(P®) < 4 OP T, (P).

Proof. Using Double-Sided Stability Lemma 10.10, we easily conclude that the algorithm picks an
| with the property that both of OPT;_;(P(®) and OPT;;(P) are within a constant factor of
OPTk(P(O)) as desired. More precisely, let = 3 -10°v3% and r = I’ in Double-Sided Stability
Lemma 10.10. Note that

lr/(12n)] = [I'/(12-3-10>8%)] = [I'/C] = L.
According to Lemma 15.1, we have OPTj,_.(P(©) < OPT,(P©). Hence,
OPT,(PW) <4 OPTyi|r/qa29) (P?V) = 4 OP T4y (P©).
Since I’ > I, Lemma 15.1 concludes

OPTy_(PY) < OPT4_y(P) < 3-10°95% OPTL(P).

U
Next, we bound the cost of &’ returned by Rand-Local-Search(¢4(),1).
Lemma 15.4. We have
Cost (u’,7><0>) < 2107742 OPT,(PO).
Proof. According to Lemma 11.1 and Lemma 15.3,
Cost (U',P(O)) < 2 Cost (Z/{(O),P(O)) +12 OPT}_(P©)
< 2-(508) OPTR(P®) 412 (3-10°v58%) OPT,(P©)
< 4-10598%2 OPT,(PY)
< 4-(4-10°98%) OPTyp(PQ)
< 2-107982 OPTy (P©).
U
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Finally, we show that the maintained solution during the lazy updates is a constant approxima-
tion of OPT}, on the current space. Assume that 1 < ¢ < [ updates has happened to P(© and we
have the current set of points P, According to the algorithm, the solution for this set of points
is UM such that U’ + (P(i) — 73(0)) C U™ . Note that there might be some point p that has been
added during these i updates and then deleted. So, p is not present in P — PO but it is present
in our solution ™. As a result, LAZY-UPDATES Lemma 10.9 and Lemma 15.4 conclude

Cost <Z/{(i),73(i)> < Cost (Z,{’ + (PO —pO)), p(i))

< Cost (u’,P<0>)
< 2:10798% OP Ty (P©)
< 2-107y8%2 OPTL(PW).

So, we have the following.

Corollary 15.5. The approzimation ratio of algorithm during LAZY-UPDATES is at most 2-107v[32.

15.2 Analysis of Develop-Centers

In this section, we show U(?) returned by Develop-Centers is 108 approximate for OPTk+l+1(77(0)).
We start by proving that it is possible to add at most O(l + 1) points to U ©) to obtain a set of
centers U which is 10 approximate of OPTkJrH_l(P( )) Then, we show DEVELOP-CENTERS finds
U that is 103 approximate of OP T}, 141 (P). Assume V; 4141 18 the optimum proper solution
of size k+1+1 for (k+1+1)-median problem on PO (we will use the assumption that this is a proper
solution in Lemma 15.8). Note that OPT} ;41 (P(?) stands for the optimum improper solution.
According to Lemma 10.8, V.| is a 2 approximate solution for the improper (k + [ + 1)-median

on PO ie
Cost <V;§+l+1,7?(0)) <2 OPThyrs (PO). (71)

Lemma 15.6. If the number of well-separated pairs with respect to (U(O),V,’;HH) is k —m, then
there exists V' C Viyi41 of size at most m + 1+ 1 such that

Cost (U + V', PO <10 OPT4114(PO).

Proof. Consider orderings U = {uj,ug,...,u;} and Vier = {v1,v2,. .., Vkqi41} such that
(u;,v;) are all k —m well-separated pairs w.r.t. (U(O),V};HH) for 1 <1i <k —m. Define

/
V' = {01 Vk—mt2, - -+ Vkti1}

of size m + 1 + 1. For simplicity, denote C,, (V,:HH,P(O)) by C,, for each 1 <i <k + 1+ 1. Note
that these sets give a partition of P(9). Now, consider /(¥ +1’. We show how to assign points of
PO to centers in U + ). For every 1 <1 < k —m, we assign all of the points of C,, to u; which
is present in 2/(®) + 1. This gives us,

Z Cost ( +V.C ) Z Cost (u;, Gy, Z 5 Cost (v, Cy,) - (72)
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The last inequality is by Lemma 10.12 for P = PO ¢ = ¢4,y = Vigip and every 1 <i < k—m.
For each k —m +1 < ¢ < k+ 1+ 1, we assign all of the points of C,, to v; which is present in
U© 1+ V', This gives us,

k+1+1 k+1+1
Y Cost <u<0> V.0, ) <Y Cost(0i,Cu). (73)
i=k—m+1 i=k—m+1
As a result,
k+1+1
Cost (U® +1V/,PO) = 3 Cost (U + V.,
i=1
k—m k+l+1
= 3 Cost (U0 +V,C )+ Y Cost (U@ V0,
i=1 i=k—m+1
k—m k+1+1
< 5 Cost (v, Cy,) + Z Cost (v;, Cy,)
i=1 i=k—m-+1
k+I1+1

< 5 Z Cost (vj, Cy,)
i=1

= 5 Cost <V,’§+l+1,73(0))
< 10 OPTyq41(P©).

The first inequality holds by Equation (72) and Equation (73) and the last inequality holds by
Equation (71). O

Next, we show that the number of well-separated pairs w.r.t. (U ), Vi) is large.
Lemma 15.7. m < (8C' +1)(1 + 1).
Proof. Let b= [(m — (I+1))/4]. By plugging ? = PO, U =0, v=V; ,  andr=1+1in
Lemma 10.14, there exist a Uf C U (0) of size at most k — b such that
Cost (L_{,P(O)) < 6y (Cost (U(O),P(O)> + Cost (V;;HH,P(O))) .

We also have
Cost <u<0>,7><0>) < 508 OPT,(P©)

and
Cost <V1:+1+1,77(0)) <2 OPTyy 1 (PO) <2 OPTL(PO).

Combining these three inequalities together, we have

OPT;_y(P©)

IN

Cost (Z/_{, 77(0))

IN

o G (197 o 1,107
67 (508 OPT,(P®) + 2 OPT(P))

(67) - (528) OPT(PY)
40078 OPT(PO).

IN

VANVAN
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Now, with the maximality in the definition of I* in Equation (64), we have LWJ =b<I*
which concludes
m <4l +1)+ (I +1).

Together with Lemma 15.2, we have m < (8C' + 1)(I + 1). O

Lemma 15.8. Let s = (8C' 4+ 2)(I +1). We have

min Cost (U0 + F,P0) <10 OPTyy141(PY).
FCPO,
|F|<s

Proof. According to Lemma 15.6, there exist a V' C V} 4141 Of size at most m + 1 + 1 such that
Cost (u<0> + v’,7><°>> <10 OPTjyria (PO).

Note that V' C V} 141 PO) gince V141 1 a proper solution. We also have
V|<m+1+1<8C+2)(1+1)=s,
where the last inequality holds by Lemma 15.7. This concludes the lemma. O

Lemma 15.9. Assume U0 is returned by DEVELOP-CENTERS(P(O),Z/{(O),8). Then,
Cost (U®, PO <108 OPTyy141(P).

Proof. According to Lemma 15.8 and the guarantee of DEVELOP-CENTERS in Lemma 11.3, we
have

Cost (U, PO) <8 min Cost (U + F, PO) <108 OPTyy141(P?).
FCpO,
[Fl<s

15.3 Analysis of Cost of W

After termination of DEVELOP-CENTERS, the algorithm lets V = /(0 + (P(+1) — P0)) and calls
RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH(V, |V| — k) to get W.

Lemma 15.10. We have,
Cost <V,P(l+1)) <108 OPT, (P,
Proof. According to Lemma 15.9,
Cost (V,PIFD) = Cost (U + (PUFD) — ) pli+1))
Cost (Z/N{(O), P(O))

108 OPTyp141(PY)
108 OPT, (P,

IN

IN A
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Lemma 15.11. We have
Cost (W, PIHD) < 328 OPT,(PIHD).
Proof. With guarantee of RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH in Lemma 11.1, and with Lemma 15.10, we have

Cost (W, 7><l+1>)

IN

2 Cost <V,P(l+1)> 112 OPT,(PY)

208 OPT(PUHY) + 12 OPT,(PUHY)

<
< 328 OPT,(PUHY)

15.4 Analysis of Cost of Robustify

Finally, we analyze the cost of ROBUSTIFY on W.

Lemma 15.12 (Lemma 7.5 in [FLNS21]). Assume W is a set of k centers. If U is the output of
ROBUSTIFY on W, then

Cost <L{,P(l+1)> < g Cost <W,P(l+1)> .

Proof. By Lemma 13.1, ROBUSTIFY calls MAKE-ROBUST on each center at most once. Let r be

the number of centers in W for which a call to MAKE-ROBUST has happened. Assume W =

{w1,...,wr} is an ordering by the time that MAKE-ROBUST is called on the centers wy,ws, ..., w,

and the last elements are ordered arbitrarily. Assume also that U = {w],...,w}} where w] is

obtained by the call MAKE-ROBUST on w; for each 1 <i <r and w} = w; for each r+1 <1i < k.
For every 1 < 5 < r, integer t(w;») is the smallest integer satisfying

10t(w;) > d(ZUj, {w,b cee ’wz'—l’wj'f'l’ ce ’wk})/loo'

Hence, ,
1085) < d(wj,w;)/10 Vi < j (74)

and ,
10" < d(w;,w;)/10 Vi > j. (75)

Now, for every 1 <14 < j < r, we conclude
/ , 11
1010 < d(wf, wy) < dwi, wy) + d(wi,wf) < d(wi,wg) + 1009 /2 < 2 d(wi, wy).

The first inequality holds by Equation (74), the third one holds by Lemma 10.3 (note that w] =
MAKE-ROBUST(w;)) and the last one holds by Equation (75) (by exchanging ¢ and j since i < j).
This concludes for each i < j, we have d(w;, w;) > 2 - 10°*3). The same inequality holds for each
i > j by Equation (75). As a result, d(w;, w;) > 2 - 1015 for all = 4. This concludes
P
Ballwt(w;_) (wj) € Cy,; (W, P),

for every 1 < j < r. By applying Lemma 10.4, we have
3
Cost (wj, C, (W, P)) < 3 Cost (wj, Cop; (W, P)) VI<j<r. (76)
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Finally, since C,.(W,P) for 1 < j < k form a partition of P, we conclude

J

k
Cost (U, P) = Y Cost (U, Cu,(W,P))

j=1

IN

k

> Cost (w), Cu; (W, P))

j=1
r k

= ) Cost (), Coy,(W,P)) + > Cost (w}, Cuy; (W, P))
j=1 j=r+1

r k
> Cost (wj, Cu; (W, P)) + > Cost (w, Coy, (W, P))

j=1 j=r+1

IN
oo

IN

k
> Cost (wj, Cu, (W, P))
j=1

Nl Ww Nl w

= Cost W, P) .

The second inequality holds by Equation (76).

Corollary 15.13. IfU is the final solution of the algorithm for the epoch, then
Cost (u,PU“)) < 508 OPT,(PUHD).
Proof. According to Lemma 15.11 and Lemma 15.12, we have

Cost (U, PIHY) < g Cost (W, PIH1) < g 328 OPT,(PUHD) < 508 OPT,(PU+D).

15.5 Final Approximation Ratio

According to Corollary 15.5, the approximation ratio of the main solution during the epoch is at
most 2-107y32. The approximation ratio of the main solution at the beginning of (and consequently
end of ) each epoch is at most 503 by Corollary 15.13. As a result, the approximation ratio of the
main solution is always at most

2-10774% = max{2 - 107y32,508}.

16 Analysis of Update Time

In this section, we prove that we can implement the algorithm that runs in amortized O(n) time.
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16.1 Sorted Distances to Main Centers

Assume that I/ is the current solution and P is the current space. For any point p € P + U, we
maintain a balanced binary search tree 7, that contains the centers U sorted by their distances
to p. Every time a new p is inserted to P, we build the tree T, which takes O(k) time (since we
should sort the distance of p to centers in U). The total time needed to construct these trees after
T updates in the input stream is at most O(Tk).

Whenever a point is deleted from P, if it is not present in our solution I/, we remove the tree
Tp, otherwise we keep the tree. As a result, at any time the number of trees that we have is at
most n + k, where n is the size of the current space.

Every time a center u is deleted from the main solution ¢/ and v’ is inserted to U, for every tree
Ty, we remove the element u from 7, and add «' to T,. For each p, this can be done in O(log k)
time. So, the overall time consumed for updating these n + k trees after each change in & would be
at most O(n+k) = O(n), where n is the size of the current space. Since, we have already proved in
Section 14, that the total change of the main solution during 7" updates is at most O(T (log A)?),
then the total time consumed for updating all of the trees throughout the first 7" updates in the
input stream is at most O(T n), where n is the maximum size of the space during these T updates.

As you can see, the total time needed for constructing and maintaining these trees throughout
the first 7' updates in the input stream is at most O(T'n), where n is the maximum size of the space
during these T updates. Obviously, this is O(n) in amortization.

So, we assume that we always have access to sorted distances of p to all centers U, where p is
either present in the current space or in the main solution .

16.2 Rand-Local-Search

In [BCG*24], the authors provide an implementation for this subroutine that runs in O(ns) time.
This is with the assumption that we have access to sorted distances of each p € P to centers in .
We have these sorted distances by the argument in the previous section. So, we conclude that we
can run RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH, in O(ns) time. We refer the reader to Lemma 7.2 in [BCG*24],
to see the full implementation and arguments.

16.3 Remove-Centers

In this subroutine, we run a RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH for each r € R starting from the smallest value,
until we reach the largest r specified in the algorithm. For each r € R that we call RAND-LOCAL-
SEARCH(P®, /) ), the running time of RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH is O(nr). Since |R| = O(log k),
by the description of the algorithm, it is obvious that the most costly RAND-LOCAL-SEARCH that
we call is the last one which takes at most O(n(2!')) = O(nl’) time. Finally, since [ +1 = Q(I' + 1),
we can charge the total running time of this part to the [+ 1 updates in the epoch, which is O(n) in
amortization. More precise, since we have not performed these [ + 1 updates yet at the beginning
of the epoch, we can not charge the running time to these updates. But, we can first charge them
to the previous [ 4+ 1 elements and at the end of the epoch, we take them back and charge them to
[ + 1 updates in the epoch. So, at any time during the algorithm, we charged O(n) units to any
update at most twice which is still O(n).

16.4 Develop-Centers

In this subroutine, we define a new space P’ = (P —U) + u* with a new metric d’ as Equation (55).
Since we have access to trees T, we know the value of d(z,U) in constant time. Note that in this
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subroutine, we only search for i« C P +U. So, we only need access to sorted distances of points in
P + U (instead of every point in P) to centers in U to be able to do this fast.

So, according to the definition of metric d’ in Equation (55), for every x € P’ — u*, we can
evaluate d'(z,u*) in constant time using tree 7, and for every z,y € P’ — u* we can evaluate
d'(z,y) in constant time using trees 7, and 7,. This means that we can design an oracle D’ that
evaluates d'(z,y) for every given z,y € P’ in constant time.

Next, we run any fast 3 approximate algorithm for proper (s+ 1)-median problem on P’ using
oracle D'. So, we have the desired F in O(|P’|(s + 1)) time which is O(n(l +1)) since s = O(l + 1)
and |P’| is at most the size of P. Finally, we can charge this running time to the [ + 1 updates of
the epoch which leads to an amortized running time of O(n).

Note that in above arguments n is the size of the current space P, not the underlying ground
metric space P.

16.5 Fast-One-Median

The sampling process can be done easily. First, consider an arbitrary ordering B = {b1,ba, ..., b5}
Then sample a uniformly random r € [0, 1]. Finally, we pick the smallest i* such that

Z’*

S w(vy)/w(B) > r.

J=1

This +* indicates that our sample is b;«. It is very easy to see that each b; is samples proportional
to its weight w(b;) and also sampling a point takes O(|B|) time. The number of samples is O(1).
So, the total time we need to sample these points is at most O(!B\) For each sample s, we iterate
over all elements of B to find Cost (s, B) which takes |B| = O(n) time. Hence, the total running

time of FAST-ONE-MEDIAN is at most O(n).

16.6 Find-Suspects

Assume an epoch of length I 4+ 1. We can find W — U in O(k) time by a simple iteration over
centers w € W and check whether w is in our main solution ¢/(°) at the beginning of the epoch.
The number of points p € PO @ PU+D) is at most I + 1. The number of centers u € UO NW is
at most k and these centers can be found in the same way as W — (). For each p and u we can
check d(p,u) < 2-101" in constant time. In total, we can run FIND-SusPECTS in O(k(I+1)) time.
Now, we charge this running time to [ + 1 updates of this epoch which gives an amortized update
time of O(k).

16.7 Make-Robust

The main for loop is performed t times where t < [log A] = O(1) (since A is the aspect ratio
of the metric space). For each 1 < i < ¢, first we iterate over all points of P to find B;. This
takes O(n) time. Finding AverageCost (w;, B;) also takes at most |B;| = O(n) time. The most
expensive part is calling FAST-ONE-MEDIAN, which takes O(n) time. Hence, the total running
time of MAKE-ROBUST is at most O(n), where n is the size of the current space.

16.8 Robustify

At the beginning, a call to FIND-SUSPECTS is made which runs in amortized O(k) time. The

analysis of ROBUSTIFY highly depends on the fact that total change of the main solution is O(1)
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in amortization. A single call to ROBUSTIFY might be costly, although we show that the amortized
update time remains O(n).

We show that throughout the first 1" updates of the input stream, the running time of all calls
to ROBUSTIFY is at most O(Tn). ROBUSTIFY calls EMPTY-S in Line 5, and have a loop in Line 6.
Assume the number of times that the algorithm calls EMPTY-S is N. Note that N is also the
number of times ROBUSTIFY performs the for loop in Line 6.

N is at most the number of elements added to S§. This is because a call to EMPTY-S is made
only if § is not empty, and when that happens, & becomes empty through a call to EMPTY-S.
So, to call EMPTY-S again, at least one element should be added to §. Finally, by the analysis in
Section 14, the number of elements added to S is at most O(T) in total, which concludes N = O(T).
The most costly part in EMPTY-S is MAKE-ROBUST. Note that we have the value of d(w, W — w)
in constant time using tree 7Ty,. The first element of the tree is w since d(w,w) = 0 and the second
element is w’ such that d(w,w") = d(w, W —w). We will show that we can perform MAKE-ROBUST
in O(n) time. So, the total time spent by the algorithm for performing all of the calls to EMPTY-S
is at most N - O(n) = O(Tn).

Now, consider the for loop in Line 6. In this for loop, we are iterating over all elements of W and
the total running time to perform it is O(k). Note that we have the value of d(u, W —u) in constant
time for each u € W using tree T,,. The total running time of this for loop is N - O(k) = O(Tk).

In total, the running time of ROBUSTIFY throughout the first 7' updates is at most O(Tn)

which is O(n) in amortization.

16.9 Total Running Time

According to the implementation provided in this section, the total running time of the algorithm
after T updates in the input stream is at most O(Tn), where n is the maximum size of the space
throughout these T" updates. Note that n is not the size of the underlying ground metric space P.
This is important since we are reducing the amortized running time to O(k) in next section and we
need the guarantee that n is the maximum size of the space throughout the run of the algorithm.

17 Obtaining O(k) Amortized Update Time

In this section, we show how to reduce the amortized running time of the algorithm to O(k) instead
of O(n). Note that n is the maximum size of the space at any time during the whole run of the
algorithm (it is not the size of the underlying ground metric space P). As a result, if we make sure
that the size of the space is at most O(k:) at any point in time, then the amortized running time of
the algorithm would be O(k) as desired.

We use the result of [BCLP23] to sparsify the input. A simple generalization of this result is
presented in Section 10 of [BCG™24] which extends this sparsifier to weighted metric spaces. The
authors provided an algorithm to sparsify the space to O(k‘) weighted points. More precisely, given
a dynamic metric space (P,w,d) and parameter k € N, there is an algorithm that maintains a
dynamic metric space (P, w’,d) in O(k) amortized update time such that the following holds.

e P’ C P and the size of P’ at any time is O(k).

e A sequence of T updates in (P, w,d), leads to a sequence of X - T updates in (P',w’,d). In
other words, the amortized recourse of P’ is at most .
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e Every a approximate solution to the k-median problem in the metric space (P, w’, d) is also
a O(a) approximate solution to the k-median problem in the metric space (P, w,d) with
probability at least 1 — O(1/n).

The sparsifier of [BCG™24] works by maintaining O(log A) copies of the sparsifier of [BCLP23],
feeding each one a subset of the metric space consisting of the points whose weights are in a given
range, and taking the union of these spasifiers. Thus, it follows that the amortized recourse of this
sparsifier is at most the amortized recourse of the sparsifier of [BCLP23]. The authors of [BCG™24]
argue that the recourse of [BCLP23] is at most O(1), and thus A = O(1). In [BCLP24], the authors
give a more refined analysis of the recourse of [BCLP23], showing that it is constant. Thus, it
follows that A = O(1).

Now, suppose that we are given a sequence of updates 01,03, ...,0r in a dynamic metric space
(P,w,d). Instead of feeding the metric space (P, w, d) directly to our algorithm, we can perform this
dynamic sparsification to obtain a sequence of updates o/, 05, ..., 0%, for a metric space (P, w’, d),
where 7" = O(T), and feed the metric space (P’,w’, d) to our dynamic algorithm instead. Since our
algorithm maintains a O(1) approximate solution U to the k-median problem in (P’,w’, d), then U
is also a O(1) approximate solution for the k-median problem in (P, w,d) with high probability.

Since the length of the stream is multiplied by O(1), we would have a multiplicative overhead
of O(1) in the amortized update time and recourse (amortized w.r.t. the original input stream). As
a result, we have Theorem 1.1.
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