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ABSTRACT. This paper is concerned with the structure of Gromov-Hausdorff limit spaces (M7, g, p;) dot,
(X", d, p) of Riemannian manifolds satisfying a uniform lower Ricci curvature bound Richn > —(n—1) as well
as the noncollapsing assumption Vol(B(p;)) > v > 0. In such cases, there is a filtration of the singular set,
SoC S8, 1 :=S8,where S* := {x € X : no tangent cone at x is (k+ 1)-symmetric}; equivalently no tangent
cone splits off a Euclidean factor R*! isometrically. Moreover, by [ChCo2], dim S* < k. However, little else
has been understood about the structure of the singular set S.

Our first result for such limit spaces X" states that S* is k-rectifiable. In fact, we will show that for k-a.e.
x € Sk, every tangent cone X, at x is k-symmetric i.e. that X, = R* x C(Y) where C(Y) might depend on the
particular X,. We use this to show that there exists € = €(n,v), and a (n — 2)-rectifible set SQ’Z, with finite
(n — 2)-dimensional Hausdorff measure H"2(S"?) < C(n, v), such that X" \ §"~? is bi-Holder equivalent to a
smooth riemannian manifold. This improves the regularity results of [ChCo2]. Additionally, we will see that
tangent cones are unique of a subset of Hausdorff (n — 2) dimensional measure zero.

In the case of limit spaces X" satisfying a 2-sided Ricci curvature bound [Ricys| < n — 1, we can use these
structural results to give a new proof of a conjecture from [ChCo2] stating that that Sing(X) is n — 4 rectifiable
with uniformly bounded measure. We will can also conclude from this structure that tangent cones are unique
away from a set of (n — 4)-dimensional Hausdorff measure zero.

Our results on the stratification S* are obtained from stronger results on the quantitative stratification intro-
duced in [ChNal3]. These results are in turn a consequence of our analysis on the structure of neck regions in
X", a concept first introduced in [NV16] and [JiNa16] in the context of bounded Ricci curvature. Our analysis is
based on several new ideas, including a sharp cone-splitting theorem and a geometric transformation theorem,
which will allow us to control the degeneration of harmonic functions on these neck regions.
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1. INTRODUCTION AND STATEMENT OF RESULTS

This paper is concerned with the structure of noncollapsed limit spaces with a lower bound on Ricci
curvature:

Ricyr 2 —=(n - 1), (1.1)

Vol(B(p:)) > v > 0. (1.2)

Our results represent both a qualitative and quantitative improvement of over what was previously known
about noncollapsed Gromov Hausdorff limits spaces with Ricci curvature bounded below. For two sided
Ricci curvature bounds

IRicpn| <n—1. (1.3)

we are able to combine our techniques with the Codimension 4 Conjecture, proved in [ChNal5], in order
to give a new proof that the singular is rectifiable with with a definite bound on its (n — 4) dimensional
Hausdorff measure, a result originally proved by the second two authors in [JiNal6].

1.1. The classical stratification. Let C(Y) denote the metric cone on the metric space Y. We begin by
recalling the following definition.

Definition 1.1. The metric space X is called k-symmetric if X is isometric to R* x C(Z) for some Z.

Remark 1.2. We say X is k-symmetric at x € X if there is an isometry of X with R¥ x C(Z) which carries x
to a vertex of the cone R¥ x C(Z).

In [ChCo2] a filtration on the singular set S was defined. Namely,
0cs’c-..cs" =5 cx", (1.4)
where
sk.= {x € X : no tangent cone at x is (k + 1)-symmetric}. (1.5)

The set S¥\ S¥! is called the kth stratum of the singular set. A key result of [ChCo2] is the Hausdorff
dimension bound

dim S¥ <k, forall k. (1.6)

In [ChCo2], [ChNal5], by showing that § n=1\ §n-2 — @, respectively S n=1\ §n=4 = (), the following sharper
estimates were proved:

dim § <n-2, if Ricyr > —-(n-1). (1.7)

dim § <n-4, if [Ricyp| <(n—-1). (1.8)

Note that for noncollapsed limit spaces satisfying the lower Ricci bound (1.1), the singular set can be

dense and one can have H""2(S N By(p)) = oo; see Example 3.4. For general strata, essentially nothing
else beyond the dimension estimate in (1.6) was previously known about the structure of the sets S*. In the
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present paper, we will show that S* is k-rectifiable for all k and in addition, that for *-a.e. x € S¥, every
tangent cone at x is k-symmetric; see Theorem 1.9, Theorem 1.12. !

For the case in which the lower Ricci bound (1.1) is strengthened to the 2-sided Ricci bound (1.3), the
singular set is closed. In this case, we will give new proofs of conjectures stated in [ChCo2]. Specifically,
the singular set S = §”~*is (n — 4)-rectifiable and has an a priori bound on its (n—4)-dimensional Hausdorff
measure:

H™ (S N Bi(p)) < C(n, V).

The first proofs of those conjectures were given by the second two authors in [JiNal6], who even proved a
priori L? curvature estimates on M"; for earlier results in which integral bounds on curvature were assumed,
see [Ch2], [CCTO02]. The proofs in the present paper are based on new estimates, which assume only a
lower bound on Ricci. In that case, the stronger estimates proved [JiNal6], which require assuming a 2-
sided bound, can fail to hold.

k

€1
be recalled below. The quantitative stratification was introduced in [ChNal3] in the context of Ricci cur-

1.2. The quantitative stratification. The quantitative stratification involves sets S¢ ., whose definition will

vature, in order to state and prove new effective estimates on noncollapsed manifolds with Ricci curvature
bounded below, and in particular Einstein manifolds. These quantitative stratification ideas have been since
used in a variety contexts, see [ChNal, ChHaNal3, ChHaNal5, CNV15, NV14, BrLal5, Chul6, Wal6,
NV16], [EdEng17], to prove similar results in other areas including minimal submanifolds, harmonic maps,
mean curvature flow, harmonic map flow, crtical sets of linear elliptic pde’s, bi-harmonic maps, stationary
Yang-Mills and free boundary problems.

Next, we recall some relevant definitions; compare (1.4). Let X denote a metric space.

Definition 1.3. Given € > 0 we say a ball B,(x) C X is (k, €)-symmetric if there exists a k-symmetric metric
cone X' = R¥ x C(Z), with x' a vertex of R* x C(Z), such that dgy(B,(x), B.(x")) < er.

Remark 1.4. If ¢ : B,(x') — B.(x) is the e~-GH map and £, := «(RF x {x'}), then we may say B,(x) is
(k, €)-symmetric with respect to £ ;.

Definition 1.5.
(1) For e, r > 0 we define the k™ (e, r)-stratum to be Slé,r \ Slé,r where S~' := 0 and for k > 0,

Slé,r ={xeBi(p) : fornor <s<1isByx)a(k+1,e)-symmetric ball}. (1.9)
(2) For € > 0 we define the k" e-stratum to be S* \ S*=!, where S~ := 0 and for k > 0,

S’; = ﬂ S];,(X) ={xeBi(p): fornoO <r<1isB.(x)a (k+1,e)-symmetric ball}. (1.10)

r>0

TAt the above mentioned points, uniqueness of tangent cones can actually fail to hold for k < n —2; see Example 3.3. Namely,
the non-Euclidean factor need not be unique. However, as a consequence of Theorem 1.12, it will follow that the tangent cones are
unique H"-a.e.. This should be seen as a first step toward a conjecture of [CoNa2, Nal4], stating that tangent cones are unique
away from a set of codimension three. Theorems 1.9 and 1.12 give the precise results in this context.
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Remark 1.6. The the standard and quantitative stratification are related as follows:

s":Usﬁ. (1.11)

e>0

One can see this through a simple and instructive (though not a priori obvious) contradiction argument.

To summarize, the sets S* are defined by grouping together all points x € X all of whose tangent cones
fail to have k + 1 independent translational symmetries. The sets S¥ are defined by grouping together all
points x € X such that all balls it fail by a definite amount to have at most k + 1 independent translational
symmetries. The sets S ’E‘ . are defined by grouping together points of x € X such that all balls B(x) of radius
at least r fail by a definite amount have at most k + 1 translational symmetries.

1.3. Significance of the quantitative stratification. According to (1.10), (1.11), the quantitative stratifi-
cation carries more information than the standard stratification. Thus, estimates proved for the quantitative
stratification have immediate consequences for the standard stratification. The latter, however, are signifi-
cantly weaker. In order to illustrate this, we introduce the following notation.

Notation: Let B,(A) = |J,ca Br(a) denote tubular neighborhood of A ¢ X with radius r.
In [ChNal3], the Hausdorff dimension estimates (1.6) on S* were improved to the Minkowski type
estimate,

Vol(B,(S%, N Bi(p))) < c(n,v,e,m) - " *71, (for all n > 0). (1.12)

This is further sharpened in the present paper; see Theorem 1.7, where the 1 in (1.12) is removed.

A complementary point to (1.12), which is crucial for various applications, accounts for much of the
significance of the quantitative stratification. Namely, for solutions of various geometric equations we have
on the complement of the tubular neighborhood (1.12) (see also Theorem 1.7 for the improved version) that
the solution has a definite amount of regularity, as measured by the so called regularity scale. Essentially,
this means that if x lies in the complement of B,(S ’E"r N Bi(p)), then on B, »(x) the solution satisfies uniform
scale invariant estimates on its derivatives. A key element of this is the existence of an e-regularity theorem,
stated in scale invariant form. For balls of radius 2 the e-regularity theorem typically states: There exists &
(whose value depends on the particular equation being considered) such that.

If B>(x) is (k, €)-symmetric then B{(x) has bounded regularity.

In the context of the present paper see Theorem 4.34 for the appropriate e-regularity theorem for spaces
with 2-sided Ricci curvature bounds. Such results let us turn estimates on the quantitative stratification into
classical regularity estimates on the solution itself. See Theorem 1.16, as well as the L? estimates proved in
[ChNal3], [ChNal5].

1.4. Main results on the quantitative stratification. In this subsection, we give our main results on the
quantitative stratification for limit spaces satisfying the lower Ricci bound (1.1) and the noncollapsing con-
dition (1.2). Our first result gives us k-dimensional Minkowski estimates on the quantitative stratification.
That is, we can remove the constant 7 > 0 in (1.12).
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Theorem 1.7 (Measure bound for S ’;,). For each € > 0 there exists C = Cc(n, v, €) such that the following

d
holds. Let (M?, g;. pi) = (X.d, p) satisfy Vol(By(p:)) > v > 0 and Ricyy > —(n — 1). Then

Vol(B.(S£,) N Bi(p)) < c(n.v.e)- 7. (1.13)

Showing that one can replace (n — k — 1) in (1.12) by n — k in (1.13) requires techniques which are
fundamentally different from those used to establish (1.12) and arguments which are significantly harder.
This is because such estimates are tied in with the underlying structure of the singular set itself. On the other
hand, the new techniques enable us to prove much more. Our next result states that the set S ’g is rectifiable.
Let us recall the definition of rectifiablity for our context.

Definition 1.8. A metric space Z is k-rectifiable if there exists a countable collection of H*-measurable
subsets Z; C Z, and bi-Lipschitz maps ¢; : Z; — R* such that H*(Z \ \; Z;) = 0.

For further details on rectifiability, especially for subsets of Euclidean space, see [Fed]. Our main theorem
on the structure of the quantitative stratification 8¥ is now the following:
d
Theorem 1.9 (e-Stratification). Let (M7, g;, p) — (X.d, p) satisfy Vol(By(p:)) > v > 0 and Ricyn >
—(n = 1). Then for each € > O there exists C. = C(n, v, €) such that
Vol(B,(S£(X)) N By(p)) < Ce - "7 (1.14)
In particular,
H*S* N Bi(p)) < Ce. (1.15)

Moreover, the set S¥ is k-rectifiable, and for H*-a.e. x € S¥ every tangent cone at x is k-symmetric.

Remark 1.10. The techniques used in proving the above results provide an even stronger estimate than the
Minkowski estimate of (1.14). Namely, they lead to a uniform k-dimensional packing content estimate: Let
{B,,(x;)} denote any collection of disjoint balls such that x; € § ’E‘ ~ Then

<. (1.16)

Remark 1.11. The structural results above are actually sharp. In Example 3.2 we will explain a construction
from [LiNal7] of a noncollapsed limit space X" such that

S =8k=sk
0 < H*(S) < o0,
for which S is both k-rectifiable and bi-Lipschitz to a k-dimensional (fat) Cantor set. In particular the

singular set has no manifold points. However, it is still an open question to show that in the presence of a
2-sided bound on Ricci curvature, the singular set must contain manifold points.>

2If M” is Kihler with a polarization then it has been shown in [DS], [Tian] that the singular set is fopologically a variety.
However, the smoothness or even the bi-Lipschitz structure of the singular set is still unknown even in this case.
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1.5. Results for the classical stratification. We now state our main results for the classical stratification
Sk. They follow as special cases of the preceding results on the quantitative stratification.

Since ¥ = |, S¥, the following theorem is essentially an immediate consequence of Theorem 1.9.

d
Theorem 1.12 (Stratification). Let (M, gi, p;) - (X", d, p) satisfy Vol(B1(p;)) = v > 0 and
Ricyr > —(n—1). Then S k is k-rectifiable and for H*-a.e. x € S* every tangent cone at x is k-symmetric.

Remark 1.13. Note that unlike in the Hausdorff measure bound on § ’g c Sk given in (1.15), we are not
asserting a finite measure bound on all of S*. Example 3.4 shows that such a bound need not hold. However,
as will become clear in the proof of Theorem 1.12, to prove results which concern the structure of the sets
S*, itis crucial to be able to break the stratification into the well behaved finite measure subsets S%.

We end this subsection with two results which are essentially direct applications of Theorems 1.9, 1.12
(see also [ChCo2] for the bi-Holder estimate).

d
Theorem 1.14 (Manifold Structure). Let (M7, g;, pi) — (X", d, p) satisfy Vol(B1(p;)) = v > 0 and
Richn > —(n — 1). Then there exists a subset S C X" which is (n — 2)-rectifiable with 9{”‘2(8 «eNB 1(p)) <
C(n, v, €) and such that X" \ S ¢ is bi-Holder homeomorphic to a smooth riemannian manifold.

d
Theorem 1.15 (Tangent Uniqueness). Ler (MY, g;, p;) = (X", d, p) satisfy Vol(B1(p;)) = v > 0 and
RicMin > —(n — 1). Then there exists a subset S C X with H"">(§) = 0 such that for each x € X \ S the
tangent cones are unique and isometric to R"-2 x C(S!) for some 0 < r < 1.

1.6. 2-sided Bounds on Ricci Curvature. In this subsection, we state a result for noncollapsed limit spaces
with a 2-sided bound on Ricci curvature, Theorem 1.16. Recall that under the assumption of a 2-sided bound
the singular set S is closed and can be described as the set of points no neighborhood of which is diffeomor-
phic to an open subset of R”. Our result follows quickly by combining the quantitative stratification results
of for limit spaces satisfying (1.1) with the e-regularity theorem of [ChNal5]; see Subsection 4.11 for a
review of this material. A stronger version of Theorem 1.16 was first proved in [JiNal6], where additionally
L? bounds on the curvature were produced, but by using estimates and techniques which definitely require
a 2-sided bound on Ricci curvature:

d
Theorem 1.16 (Two Sided Ricci). Let (M?, g;, pi) —> (X", d, p) satisfy Vol(Bi(p;)) > v > 0 and [Ricyy| <
(n—=1). Then S is (n — 4)-rectifiable and there exists C = C(n,v) such that

Vol(B,(S) N Bi(p)) < Cr*. (1.17)

In particular, H"~*(S N By) < C. Furthermore, for H"*-a.e. x € X, the tangent cone at x is unique and
isometric to R"™* x C(S3/T), where T' C O(4) acts freely.
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1.7. The remainder of the paper. The paper can viewed as having four parts. The first part consists of the
present section and Section 2; the second consists of Sections 5-3; the third part consists of Sections 6-8;
the fourth part consists of Sections 9 and 10. In detail:

Section 2 contains the definition and concept of ’neck region”, including an explanation of the role played
by each of the conditions in the definition, the statements of the Neck Structure Theorem 2.9 and the Neck
Decomposition Theorem 2.12 and some basic examples. In addition, this section contains the proofs of our
main results on the quantitative stratification, under the assumption that the Neck Structure Theorem 2.9 and
the Neck Decomposition Theorem 2.12 hold. Part three of the paper is devoted to developing the new tools
which are needed for the proofs the neck theorems, while the proofs themselves are given in part four.

The second part of the paper begins with Section 3, in which we give some examples beyond those given
in Section 2. One of these concerns neck regions. The remaining examples illustrate the sharpness of our
results on the quantitative stratification.

In Section 4, we collect background results which are needed parts three and four. Some of these results
are by now rather standard in the smooth riemannian geometry context (as opposed to the context of synthetic
lower Ricci bounds). In such cases, we will just give references. For the more technical results which are
less well known, we will give the proofs or at least outlines.

In Section 5, we give a brief outline of part three (Sections 6-8) and of part four (Sections 9 and 10).

In Sections 6-8, which form the third part of the paper, we prove sharp estimates on quantitative cone-
splitting. The statements of these theorems involve the local pointed entropy. Like harmonic splitting maps
and heat kernel estimates, the entropy can be viewed as analytical tool which, once it has been controlled
by the geometry, enables one to draw additional (and in this case sharp) geometrical conclusions from the
original geometric hypotheses. The results on necks, especially the Neck Structure Theorem 2.9, depend on
the new sharp estimates. The estimates enable us to take full advantage of the behavior of the geometry over
an arbitrary number of consecutive scales. This is crucial for the proofs of the neck theorems.

Sections 9 and Section 10 constitute the fourth part of the paper. In Section 9 we prove the Neck Structure
Theorem 2.9. The proof depends on the results of Sections 6-8. In Section 10, via an induction argument,
we prove the Neck Decomposition Theorem 2.12. Remarkably, for the most part the proof only involves
(highly nontrivial) covering arguments, and only at a certain point is an appeal to Theorem 2.9 made.

Remark 1.17. (Future directions.) Although in the present paper we have stated our results for fixed k, the
complete description of the geometry should include simultaneously all k = 0,1,...,n — 1. In the general
case, it should also involve behavior on multiple scales, thereby generalizing the bubble tree decompositions
in [AnCh2], [B90], and Section 4 of [ChNal5].

2. PROOFS OF THE STRATIFICATION THEOREMS MODULO RESULTS ON NECK REGIONS

In this section we will begin by introducing the notion of neck regions and state our main theorems for
them: namely the Structure Theorem 2.9 and Decomposition Theorem 2.12. Proving these results will
constitute the bulk of this paper, and we will outline their proofs in the next section. After introducing them
in this section, we will end in the last subsection by assuming them and using them to prove all of the results
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on quantitative and classical stratifications which were stated in Section 1. In few places, we will appeal to
results which are reviewed in Section 4.

2.1. Background and motivation. Let Vol ™(B,) denote the volume of an r-ball in a simply connected
space of constant curvature M” . Define the volume ratio by
Vol(B,(x))
Vol ™(B,) ’

The Bishop-Gromov inequality states that If Ricy» > —(n — 1)k, then Vi(x) is monotone nonincreasing in r:

VE(x) 1= 2.1

d K
—Vi@ <0. (2.2)

In addition to being monotone, the quantity V,(x) coercive in the following sense. Given € > 0, there
exists 0 < § = 8(¢), such that if 72k < § and

[Vs@x) = Vs ,(0)] < 6, (2.3)

then B,(x) is e-Gromov Hausdorff close to a ball B,(y*) ¢ C(Y), for some metric cone with cross-section Y
and vertex y*. This statement is the almost volume cone implies almost metric cone theorem” of [ChCo2];
see Section 4.1 for a more complete review.

Remark 2.1. Whenever we have specified a definite lower bound, say Ricy» > —(n — 1)&, we will write
d
V,(x) for Vi(x). Similarly, for a sequence M 8 X" if lim inf; e RicM;« > 0, we will write V,.(x) for V(r)(x).
The noncollapsing assumption (1.2) and the monotonicity (2.2) of V,(x) directly imply

D W) = Vsig-uen (9] < Cn,v,8).. (2.4)

As an immediate consequence, for any ¢ > 0
lim [V, () = V5-1,(0)] = 0. 2.5)

This, together with the “almost volume cone implies almost metric cone” theorem, was used in [ChCo2] to
prove that for noncollapsed limit spaces satisfying (1.1), (1.2), every tangent cone is a metric cone.

For applications which concern S*, the “cone-splitting principle” is also crucial. In abstract form, where
we are using Definition 1.1, it can be stated as follows:

The cone-splitting principle. Let X be a metric space which is O-symmetric with respect to two distinct
points xy, x1 € X. Then X is 1-symmetric with respect to these points.

The estimate (2.4) together with the cone-splitting principle was used in [ChNal3] to prove the weak
Minkowski estimate (1.12).

Notation: A scale is just a number of the form r; = 27/,

Note then that (2.4) actually yields the following:

Effective version of (2.5). Given € > 0, on all but a definite number N, of scales, relation (2.3) will hold
and B,(x) will be (0, €)-symmetric.
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Remark 2.2. (Lack of Sharpness) The effective version of (2.5), together with a quantitative version of
cone-splitting, was used in [ChNal3] to obtain effective estimates on the sets S¥, notably (1.12). Clearly
this makes use of more information than the classical dimension reduction arguments of [ChCo2], which
require only (2.5). Nonetheless, a lot of information is being disregarded when passing from (2.4) to the
above effective version of (2.5). The ability to take full advantage of (2.4) eventually leads to the main
volume and rectifiability estimates of this paper. However, this requires a number of new ideas in order to
not lose any information, all of which is essential.

2.2. Neck regions. As explained in Section 1, our results on the classical stratification S* follow from
structural results for the quantitative stratification S¥, and these results follow from results on neck regions
and neck decompositions. Neck decompositions of the type employed here were first introduced in [JiNal6]
and [NV 16], where they played a key role in the proofs of the a priori L? curvature bound for spaces with
a 2-sided bound on Ricci curvature and the energy identity, respectively;® compare also [NV17]. As these
papers illustrate, neck decompositions are of interest their own right. In particular, their uses go beyond
applications to structural results on singular sets, which are the main focus of the present paper.

We will need the following notion of a tubular neighborhood of variable radius.

Definition 2.3 (Tube of variable radius). If D C X is a closed subset and x — ry (the radius function) is a
nonnegative continuous function defined on D, then the corresponding tube of variable radius is:

B,.(D) := U B,.(x).

xeD

Recall from Definition 1.3 and Remark 1.4, the notion of (k, €)-symmetry with respect to a subspace. We
now give our definition of a neck region:

d

Definition 2.4 (Neck Regions). Let (M?', g pi) — (X.d, p) satisfy Ricyy > —(n—1)6%, Vol(B1(p)) > v > 0
and letn > 0. Let C = CoUC, C By(p) denote a closed subset with p € C, and let r, : © — R* be continuous
such that ry := 0 on Cy and ry > 0 on C,. The set N = By(p) \ F,X((‘Z) is a (k,0,n)-neck region if for all
x € C, the following hold:

(nl) {BT%,X(X)} C By(p) are pairwise disjoint, where T, = 10710y,

(02) [Vy1(x) = Vi, (0)] < 8.

(n3) For each ry < r < 8! the ball B.(x) is (k, 6%)-symmetric, wrt L x.r» but not (k + 1,n)-symmetric.

(n4) For each r > ry with By.(x) C Ba(p) we have L, C B, (C) and € N B.(x) C By, (L ).

(nS) |Lipry| < 6.

Remark 2.5 (Vitali covering terminology). Throughout the paper a covering as in (nl), but possibly with
some other constant y < 1/6 in place of 7,, will be referred to as a Vitali covering.

Remark 2.6. The set € will be referred to as the set of centers of N. Below we provide some explanation
for the various conditions, (nl1)—(n5), in Definition 2.4.

31n those papers, only the top stratum of the neck regions could be controlled, and only under much more restrictive hypotheses.
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1) The effective disjointness property of (nl1) guarantees that we do not overly cover, which would
prevent property (3) of the Neck Structure Theorem 2.12 from holding. The center set € is used not
soley as approximation to the singular set but also as an approximation to the relevant Hausdorff
measure; see the packing measure definied in Definition 2.8. Without (n1) would have no hope of
controlling this packing measure, see Theorem 2.9. Another simple consequence is that the set C.,
consists of a discrete set of points.

2) Condition (n2) has the consequence that even if the neck region involves infinitely many scales,
there is a summable energy condition over the whole region. This summable energy is key for both
the rectifiability and measure estimates of Theorem 2.9.

3) One consequence of (n3) is that if x € Cthen x € §
symmetry and the assumed lack of (k+ 1)-symmetry play a key role in the Geometric Transformation

5’&; in particular Gy € S f‘l Both the assumed k-
Theorem 5.6. These conditions act as a form of rigidity which stops harmonic splitting maps from
degenerating in uncontrollable ways.

4) Condition (n4) plays the role of a Reifenberg condition on the singular set. It is strong enough to
prove bi-Holder control on €, but not bi-Lipschitz, which requires in addition, (n2), and is the main
goal of this paper.

5) Condition (n5) says that if x € C then r, looks roughly constant on By, (x). It turns out that
constructing neck regions with this condition is quite painful, but it is especially important for the
Nondegeration Theorem 8.1. It allows us to take integral estimates on neck regions and use them to
control the behavior of the center points themselves.

6) If N is a neck region in a smooth riemannian manifold M", then Cy = 0.

7) It N C By(p) is a (k, 6, )-neck region and Br,(q) C By(p) with g € C, then N N Bay(q) € Bas(q)
defines a (k, 6, n)-neck region.

Remark 2.7. (Important convention) Often throughout the paper, we wil state a result for balls of radius 1
and use it (often without comment) for balls of radius » < 1, where the more general follows immediately
from the special case by scaling.

We will want to view C as a discrete approximation of a k-dimensional set. Similarly, we want to associate
to it a measure which is a discrete approximation of the k-dimensional hausdorff measure on C:

Definition 2.8. Let N := By(p) \ EX(G) denote a k-neck region. The associated packing measure is the
measure

o= pi= Y e+ HMe, (2.6)

xeCy

where Hk le, denotes the k-dimensional Hausdorff measure restricted to C.

Our main result on the structure of k-neck regions is the following. The proof, which will be outlined in
the Section 5, depends on several new ideas. It constitutes the bulk of the paper:
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Theorem 2.9 (Neck Structure Theorem). Fixn > 0 and § < 6(n,v,n). Then if N = Ba(p) \ E,X(C') isa
(k, 6, n)-neck region, the following hold:

(1) Foreach x € C and B,,(x) C By(p) the induced packing measure u is Ahlfors regular:
A~ < w(B(x) < A(m)r* . 2.7
(2) @y is k-rectifiable.

Remark 2.10. One can view the Ahlfors regularity condition (2.7) as an effective consequence of rectifi-
ability. Indeed, for simplicity imagine u(Co) U {B, (u(x))} is a covering of B,(0%), it is a simple but highly
instructive exercise to see that (2.7) would follow immediately. Conversely, much of the work of this paper
will be devoted to showing that if (2.7) holds, then such a mapping u exists. More precisely, the mapping
u will be taken to be a harmonic splitting function. If (2.7) holds then we will see that u is automatically
bi-Lipschitz, at least on most of €. One must do this carefully in order to close the loop. Thus, we will show
essentially simultaneously through an inductive argument, that (2.7) holds and that u is bi-Lipschitz. The
proof of this, which is quite involved, takes up most of the paper; see Section 5 for a detailed outline.

Before continuing let us mention the simplest example of a k-neck region:

Example 2.11 (Simplest). Consider the metric cone space X = RF x C(S }), where S } is a circle of radius
r < 1. Denote by 0 € C(S ) the cone point, so that £ := R¥x{0} is the singular set of X. Choose any function
ry : Bo(0¥) € £ — R* such that |[Vr,| < 6 and let € C B,(0) x {0} be any closed subset such that {BT%rx(x)} is
a maximal disjoint set. Then for » < 1 — C(n)n it is an easy but instructive exercise to check that B, \ E,x((?)
is a (k, 8, 7)-neck region. Note that it is trivial that Cq is k-rectifiable, as €y C R¥ canonically. Similarly, the
Ahlfors regularity condition (2.7) may be verified as {E,X (x)} forms a Vitali covering of B (0F).

For additional and more complicated examples, see Section 3.

2.3. Neck decompositions. In order to prove our theorems on stratifications, we also need to suitably
control the part of X" which does not consist of neck regions. This is provided by the following result.

d
Theorem 2.12 (Neck Decomposition). Let (M, g;, p;) =5 (X", d, p) satisfy Vol(B1(p;)) > v > 0 and
RicMin > —(n —1). Then for eachn > 0 and 6 < 6(n,v,n) we can write:

Bi(p) < | JNan B Ul By, (o) U 50T, 2.8)
b

a

st c | J(€oan By,) LS, (2.9)

where:
(1) For all a, the set, N, = B, (x4) \ EX(G), is a (k, 8, m)-neck region.

k

(2) The balls By, (xp) are (k + 1,2n)-symmetric; hence x, ¢ S My

(3) Turk+ Ty rk + HESHOT) < C(n, v, 6, 1).

(4) Coq € By, (x,) is the k-singular set associated to N,,.
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(5) 8§k satisfies FK(8FO1) = 0.
(6) 8597 s k-rectifiable.
(7) Forany € ifn < n(n,v, €) and § < 5(n,v,n, €) we have S* c 8§k,

Remark 2.13. In the case of a smooth manifold M", we have 8% = 0; compare (6) of Remark 2.6. In that
case, M" decomposes into only two types of regions, k-neck regions and the k + 1-symmetric balls B,,.

Let us use the following two examples to explain our decomposition theorem.

Example 2.14 (k-Symmetric Space Example). Assume X" = C(S"*~!/T") x R® is s-symmetric with 0 < s <
n—2and Bi(p) C X", where p = (y.,0%) is a cone vertex. Assume further that C(S"~*~!/T') is not (1, )-
symmetric. For each integer 0 < k < n—2and n < ny and 6 = 0, we are able to choose a decomposition as
in Theorem 2.12. To see this, we will divide it into three cases:

Case 1: 0 < k < s — 1. We can choose our decomposition to be the single ball B,,(x;) = B(p), which is
k + 1-symmetric.

Case 2: k = 5. We can choose B, (x,) = Ba(p) with N, = B, (x4) \ {y.} xR® and 8kO1 = (y ) xR* N Ba(p).
Then
Bi(p) C N, U807, (2.10)

and 8597 is k-rectifiable. In this case, N, is a (k, 0, n)-neck region.

Case 3: k > s+ 1. For each r > 0, let us consider a Vitali covering {B¢(x,;),j = 1,---,N,} of
Bo(p)NB2 ({y ) XRH\B({y.}XR?), where € < €(n,I') so that B¢ (x;, ;) is n-symmetric. Then the cardinality
N, < C(n,Ir™*. Each Byq,(x,,;) is n-symmetric and we will belong to the b-ball in the decomposition. Let
us define 8k07 = §k0.1 = {vc} X RS. Then we have

Ny,
Bipc ) |Ban(rnuston. @.11)

12r,=2-0>0 i=1

We have H¥(8%0-7) = 0, and the k-content of b-balls satisfies

Ny,
Z Zr’gs Z C(n, D)™ < C(n,1). 2.12)
1>r,>0 i=1 1>r,>0

Hence (2.11) is the desired decomposition. O

Example 2.15 (The boundary of a simplex). Let X" = do"*! denote the boundary of the standard (n + 1)-
simplex in R"*! normalized so that all edges have length 1. Let ¥ denote the closed k-skeleton of X". By
appropriately smoothing the sequence of boundaries dB,.(c"**!), of the tubular neighborhoods, B,.(c"*!),
and letting ; — 0, one see that X" is a limit space with RiCM:ﬁ > 0, indeed secyr 2 0. Note that S¥ = X¥ is
k-rectifiable and HX(S* N B1(p)) < c(n), forall 0 < k < n —2.
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Foreach 0 < k <n—2and0 < §,n < n(n), we will build a decomposition for X" as Theorem 2.12. The
idea is similar with Case 3 of Example 2.14. The decomposition consists of two parts, corresponding to the
a-balls and b-balls of 2.12, respectively.

(1) Neck regions: We will construct neck regions with center in § k\ §k=1 For each 0 < r < 1, consider
a Vitali covering {Bs2,(x4,), Xar € Sk\ Sk1} of the annuli Apo(S =hyn B(;sr(Sk). One checks that N, , =
B, (xq) \ Skis a (k, 6, n)-neck region for n < n(n). The neck regions {N,,,r; = 271 j=1,---} are the
desired neck regions of the decomposition. Moreover, by noting that H*(S*) < C(n), we obtain the k-content
estimate

* . < Cn, o). (2.13)
ZTA

(2) (k + 1)-symmetric balls: Consider a Vitali covering {Bs:,(X4,), X4, € A,,zr(Sk_l) \ B(;s,(Sk)} of
Aro(S =1y \ Bg3, (S kY. The cardinality of this covering is less than C(n, &)r**1. From the construction
we have that Bg,(x4,) NS k = @, which implies that Bgs,(x4,) is (k + 1)-splitting. For each n > 0, by the
almost volume cone and almost metric cone theorem, we have that for each y € Bgs,(x,4,) the ball By54r(y)
would be (0, n?)-symmetric for some y(n, 6,7) < 1. Therefore, Bys4,(y) is (k + 1,n/2)-symmetric which im-
plies that each Bg,(x4,) can be covered by finite many (k + 1,7/2)-symmetric balls. Hence, we can choose
at most N, = C(n, 6, p)r **! (k + 1, n/2)-symmetric balls B,s1,., whose union covers A;2,(S =Ty Bgs, (S k.
By combining them all for r = r; = 27" < 1, we get the desired b-balls in our decomposition such that the
content estimate

Ny,
D, Dostnfs ) Cunor < Cun.o). (2.14)

0<ri=2"1<1 Jj=1 0<r;=2"1<1

Define 8§97 := §¥=1 then

x| JoNan B Ul ) By, 0o) USET, (2.15)

a b
sk c | J(€oan By, LS, (2.16)

a

with g, = B,, N S*. This completes the description of the decomposition for X" = do""*!. O

Remark 2.16 (Role of the }, r]; bound). In light of the fact that the b-balls are approximately (k + 1)-
symmetric, the crucial role of the a priori bound on ), r’,; in the Neck Decomposition Theorem 2.12 might
not be immediately obvious if one thinks only of the application to KX (S ’E‘ N Bi(x)). Recall, however that that
our volume bounds for the quantative stratification pertain to tubes of fixed radius r, while the function r,
from which figures in the definition of the a-balls, goes to zero as x — S*~!. This suggests that it should not
suffice to consider only a-balls in obtaining the applications to the volumes of tubes around the quantitative
strata from the theorems on neck, particularly, the Neck Decomposition Theorem 2.12. This should be kept
in mind when reading the details of the proofs which are given in the next subsection.
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2.4. Proofs of the stratification theorems assuming the neck theorems. In this subsection we will prove
the main stratification Theorems 1.7, 1.9 and the classical stratification Theorems 1.12, 1.14, 1.16, under the
assumption that the Neck Structure and Decompositions of Theorems 2.9, 2.12 hold. We will outline the
proof of the Neck Structure theorem in the next section.

The main result concerns the (e, r)-stratification of Theorem 1.7. The other theorems follow fairly quickly
from it and the Decomposition Theorem 2.12.

Proof. (of Theorem 1.7) From (6), (7) of the Neck Decomposition Theorem it follows that S is rectifiable.
Thus, it remains to prove estimate (1.13) in Theorem 1.7 which states:

Vol(B,(S%, N Bi(p))) < Ca ™. (2.17)

By the Volume Convergence Theorem of [Col, ChO1] and the definition of the sets S ., to obtain the

€,
estimate in (2.17) for the case of limit spaces, it easily suffices to prove (2.17) for the case of manifolds M".

We will now give the proof in that case.

Given € > O let n < n(n,v,€) and 6 < d(n, Vv, €,17) be chosen sufficiently small, to be fixed later. Recall
that for the case of manifolds, the Decomposition Theorem 2.12 states:

Bi(p) € | J(Na B, (x)) U By (). (2.18)
b

a
where N, C By, (x,) is a (k,6,n)-neck and By, (xp) is (k + 1,2n)-symmetric. In addition, Theorem 2.12
provides the k-content estimate:

dike Y h<cmv.m. (2.19)
a b

The proof of Theorem 1.7 amounts to combining the estimates of Lemma, 2.17 and Lemma 2.19 below.
The proof of Lemma 2.17 relies on the Ahlfors regularity of the packing measures y, on the balls B, (x,),
see (2.7) of Theorem 2.9.

Lemma 2.17. Let 7 < n(n, v, €), § < 8(n, v, €) and y < x(€,n,v). If the neck region N, satisfies ry > x~'r,
then

Vol(B,(S¥, N N,) ) < Cn v, york - 77 (2.20)
Vol[Br sk n U N, || < e, v, 8, 0. 2.21)
razx"tr

Proof. First we will prove (2.20). Let C, C By, (x,) be the associated center points of the neck region N,
and let u, be the associated packing measure.

Claim: If y € S¥ . NN, then d(y,€,) < y7'r.

Let us prove the claim. We will show that if y € N, with d(y, ;) > x~'r, then there exists B(y) with
s > 2r such that By(y) is (k + 1, €/2)-symmetric, which implies thaty ¢ S ’g,,. Hence it will prove the claim.
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For y € N, with d(y, @,) > y~'r, by the almost volume cone implies almost metric cone Theorem 4.1, if
¥ < x(n, €,v) we have By(y) is (0, €?)-symmetric for some s > 2r. On the other hand, by the almost splitting
Theorem 4.11 we have for 6 < d(n, v, €) that By(y) is €*s-close to a product space R¥*! x Z. These are good
enough to imply that By(y) is (k + 1, €/2)-symmetric. Hence y ¢ S Ié,r' The proof of the claim is completed.

Now choose a maximal disjoint collection of balls {B,(x;), x; € C4, j = 1,---, K,} with centers in C,. By
the Ahlfors regularity for y,, (2.7) of Theorem 2.9, we have

K, Kq
KaC )" < 3 ta(Byy1,(x))) < Cnx) Y pta(Bi(x) < Cln, x)pta(Bor, (xa)) < Clux)rk . (2.22)
j=1 J=1

Thus, K, < C(n, x)r %%, which clearly implies (2.20) by using the claim.
Relation (2.21) follows by summing (2.20) over all neck regions and using (2.19). Namely,

Vol [Br {s ol N]J < D IVOI(B, (S5, 0 N)) < Clnvo) D AR < Couv, s 2.23)

This completes the proof of of Lemma 2.17. O

Lemma 2.18. Lety < y(n,v,€), n < n(n,v,€). If the b-ball B,,(xp,) satisfies r <y - rp, then
Sk, N B3, (x) = 0. (2.24)

Proof. It suffices to show that for y € Bs,,;2(xp), the ball By(y) is (k + 1, €/2)-symmetric for some s > yrp.

To see this fix n” = 1'(17, v, €) > 0 to be chosen below. If n < n(n’, n, v), then since By, (xp) is (k + 1,2n)-
symmetric, it follows that B, ,4(y) is (k + 1,7)-splitting. Also, by the almost metric cone and (2.3), (2.4),
(2.5), it follows that for some y = y(n, v, €), the ball B,,,(y) is (0, €?)-symmetric. For 17/ (n, v, €) sufficiently
small, this implies that B,,,(y) is (k + 1, €/2)-symmetric. This completes the proof of (2.24), and thus, of
Lemma 2.18. |

Lemma 2.19. Let Q := {x1, -, xy} denote a minimal r/4-dense subset ofS’E"r \ Upsy-1,Br (S]é,r N Na) for
X the constant in Lemma 2.17. Then for 'y the constant in Lemma 2.18, the following hold:

(1) Any ball B,4(x)) satisfies:

he D Azcmvyrt, (2.25)

a
BBy 1,(x)  By,CBy1,(x)

(2) The cardinality of Q satisfies N < r™*C(n,v,6,1,7,x).
(3) The measure estimate: Vol(Br (S ’E", \ UrazX*IrBr (S ’E", N Na))) <C(n,v,0,n, y,)()r"‘k .

Proof. First we will prove (1).

Since x; € S’g’, \ U s-1-Br (S’E", N Na), we have B,(x;) N N, = 0 for any r, > ¥~ 'r. In addition, for any
rg < ry lif Byja(xj) N Ny # 0 then we have B, (x;) C Byy-1,(x;)). If Byja(x;) N By, # 0, by Lemma 2.18 we
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have r, < y~'r which implies B;,(xp) C Byy-1,(x;). Therefore, by (2.18) of the Decomposition Theorem, we

have

Bupc( | Buxa)u( U Buw). (2226)

BBy, -1,(x)) B, By, -1,(x))

Thus,

C(n,v)r'" < Vol(B,/4(x)) < Z Vol(B,,(x,)) + Z Vol (B, (xp)) (2.27)

By CByy1,(x) B, B, -1,(x))
<Cmw| > A+ >
B CBy-1,(x)) B, CBy,-1,(x))

< C(n, v, y, )" *

he > r’g]. (2.28)

a
BraCB (Xj) BrbCB ()Cj)

4)(_lr 4y_1r

This will imply (2.25) i.e. (1). Furthermore, from (2.19) and the fact that the balls B,/10(x;) are disjoint, we
have

N N
NC, )" < )" Vol(Bya(x)) < Cn, v,y 07" * 3
j=1 j=1

Z o+ Z rf;J (2.29)

By, By -1,(x)) B, By, -1,(x))

< C(n,v, y,)()r"_k

Z r’; + Z r’g] < Cn,v,6,y,)r"*, (2.30)
b

a
which implies (2).
For (3), let us consider the covering {B>,(x;), j = 1,---, N} of
sE L Be(sE 0N
ra2x"lr

By the definition of € this is also a covering of

Thus, we have

N
Vol(B, (S, \ Uy o 1,B- (S, 0 NL)) ) < Z Vol(By(x))) < Cn, VINF' < C(n,v, 6,0, 7, )" . (2.31)
j=1

This completes the proof Lemma 2.19. O
Now we can complete the proof of Theorem 1.7 as follows. Fix y = y(n,v,€),n = n(n,v,€) and 6 =

o(n,v,e,m), x = x(n,v,e€) as in the previous Lemmas. Combining the estimates in (2.21) and (2.31) gives
volume estimate (2.17), which completes the proof of Theorem 1.7. O
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Proof. (Proof of e-Stratification Theorem) Since S¥ c § ’g ,» the estimate for S¥ follows directly from Theo-

rem 1.7. On the other hand, by the Decomposition Theorem 2.12, for n < n(n, v, €) and 6 < é(n, v, €,1), we
have S¥ c 849 where by Theorem 2.12 the set 857 is k-rectifiable.

For J(*-a.e. x € S¥ let us show that every tangent cone at x is k-symmetric. In fact we will show that
for any ¢ there exists a subset S5 C S ’g with H*(Ss) = 0 such that every tangent cone of x € § ]E‘ \ Ssis
(k, 6)-symmetric. Indeed, we can choose S5 = Sk91 a5 in Theorem 2.12, which satisfies the desired estimate
by definition due to the neck structure. Now we consider § = Uz 15‘ 5-i, where H*(S) = 0. For any x € § ’E‘\§
we have that every tangent cone of x is (k, §)-symmetric for any 6, which in particular implies that every
tangent cone of x is k-symmetric. This completes the proof of Theorem 1.9. O

Proof. (of Theorem 1.12) Theorem 1.12 follows directly from Theorem 1.9 and the fact that SkXx) =
Uj1S ’;_ ;(X), which is a countable union of rectifiable sets. O

Proof. (of Theorem 1.14) Let us choose S, = § ';—2. Then for any x € X" \ S, we have for some r, > 0
that By, (x) is (n — 1, €)-symmetric and hence B, (x) is (n, €’)-symmetric for € < €(€’, n, v). By Reifenberg
Theorem 7.10 (see also [ChCo2]) that B, />(x) is bi-Holder to B,,2(0") c R” for € small. This is enough to
conclude the theorem. O

Proof. (of Theorem 1.15) As was shown in [ChCo2], S = S”2. From Theorem 1.12 we now know that for
H"2-ae. x € S"? every tangent cone is (n — 2)-symmetric. For such x any tangent cone is isometric to
R"™2xC(S [1),), where S [1), denotes the circle of length 5 < 2. By Theorem 4.2, 8 is determined by the limiting
volume ratio, lim,_,o V,(x). This suffices to complete the proof. |

Proof. (of Theorem 1.16) The theorem follows from the e-regularity theorem, Theorem 4.34 and the strati-
fication of Theorem 1.9.

To see this, note thatif y ¢ 2_4(X) then there exists some r, > 0 such that B, (y) is (n — 3, €)-symmetric.
According to Theorem 4.34 we then have the harmonic radius bound 74(y) > c(n)ry, > 0, which in particular
implies y ¢ S (X). Thus, we have shown that § C § =4S 2’_4. The volume estimates of B,(S) N Bi(p) now
follows from Theorem 1.9.

The proof of the tangent cone uniqueness result is similar to that of Theorem 1.15. By Theorem 1.12,
there exists a (n — 4)-Hausdorff measure zero set § ¢ §”* = S (X) such that every tangent cone at x € X \ §
is (n — 4)-symmetric. In particular, this means the every tangent cone is isometric to R"~* x C(Y?) for some
metric space Y3. By the main result of[ChNal5], which states that the singular set of a noncollapsed limit
space with a 2-sided bound on Ricci curvature has codimension 4, it follows that Y 3 is a 3-dimensional
smooth manifold with Ricy = 2gy. This implies that ¥ is a space form S3/T for some discrete subgroup
I' of O(4) acting freely. By Theorem 4.2, the order of subgroup I' is completely determined by the volume
ratio at x. Since the space of cross sections of tangent cones at one point is path connected (see Theorem
4.2) it follows that I' is unique. Thus the tangent cone at x is unique. This finishes the proof of Theorem
1.16. O
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3. ADDITIONAL EXAMPLES

This is the first of three sections which constitute the second part of the paper.

Basic examples of neck regions and the neck decomposition was given in Example 2.11, 2.14, 2.20. In
the present brief section, we will provide some additional examples. They show the sharpness of our results
and illustrate how more naive versions of the statements can fail to hold.

3.1. Example 1: Conical Neck Region. A key result in this paper states that the packing measure of a
neck region N = Bo(p) \ E,X(C') is uniformly Ahlfors regular; see Example 2.11 and Theorem 2.9. The key
technical result needed to prove this the statement that if u : B»(p) — R is a harmonic splitting function,
then for 3(*-most points of C. C C, uis a (1 + €)-bi-Lipschitz map onto its image; see Proposition 9.3. In
the simplest example of a neck region, Example 2.11, we could take C. = C. The present example shows
that in general, this is not the case.

In fact, the map u can degenerate on parts of a neck region. This explains the statement of the structural
result given in Proposition 9.3. Although it deals with a what at first glance might seem like a relatively minor
technical point, this example is useful to remember when one is faced with traversing the maze of technical
results which come later in the paper. In particular, it demonstrates why simpler sounding statements just
do not hold.

Let Y, := Susp(S!) denote the suspension of a circle of radius r. Note that if » = 1 then ¥; = S2. For
r < 1, the space Y, will have two singular points p,q € Y at antipodal points. It will look like an american
football. By using a warped product construction, one can easily check that Y, can be smoothed to obtain
Ye », which is diffeomorphic to S 2 satisfies Y, = Y, » outside of B<(p)U Be(q) and and has sectional curvature
> 1.

Let X3 = C(Y,,) denote the cone over Y, .. Note that X* has a unique singular point at 0 € X>. Using the
techniques of [CoNa2], one can check that X? itself arises as a Ricci limit space. Let Yp> ¥q denote the rays
in X? through the cross-section points p, g € Y. ,. Though X? is smooth along these rays, for € very small X3
is looking increasingly singular. For each x € y, Uy, let r = rg - d(x, 0), where ry >> € is fixed and small.
Finally let € = {0} U {x;} C (¥, U y4) N Ba(p) be a maximal subset such that B.2,.(x;) are disjoint. Note then
that for any 6,7 > 0 one can check for € << ¢ that N := By(p) \ E,x((?) defines a (1, 8, i7)-neck region.

Now let u : By(p) — R denote a harmonic e-splitting map. By using separation of variables one can
check that [Vu(x)] — 0 as x — 0 approaches the vertex of the cone. Indeed, this holds for any harmonic
function on B,(p). In particular, it is certainly not possible that u defines a (1 + §)-bi-Lipschitz map on all of
C. One can check that as € — 0, u remains bi-Lipschitz on € away from an increasingly small ball around
0. This shows the sharpness of the bi-Lipschitz structure of Proposition 9.3.

3.2. Example 2: Sharpness of k-rectifiable Structure. One of the primary results of this paper is to show
that the kth-stratum S* \ S*=! of the singular set is k-rectifiable. The following example from [LiNal7]
shows that this statement is sharp in the sense that their need not exist any points in the singular set S in a
neighborhood of which § is a manifold.
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In [LiNal7] the following examples are produced: For each real number s € [0,n — 2] there exists
d
(M;.‘,gj) = (X, d), with diam (M;’) <1, Vol (M;.’) > v > 0, such that the singular set, S satisfies

dim S = s,

S is a s-Cantor set. 3.1)

If s = k € IN is an integer one can further arrange it so that S = S* = S satisfies 0 < H*¥(S) < oo is
both k-rectifiable and a k-Cantor set. In particular, we see from these examples that the structure theory of
Theorem 1.12 is sharp, and one cannot hope for better.

We will briefly explain the example above from [LiNal7] for the case, 0 < s < 1. Higher dimensional
examples are built in an analogous manner.

LetZ = El(Oz) x [0, 1] € R3 denote the closed 3-cylinder. Observe that Z is an Alexandrov space with
boundary, and that its singular set is the codimension 2 circles S(Z) = B 1(0%) x {0, 1}.

Double Z to obtain an Alexandrov space without boundary Z with codimension 2 singular sets S(Z) =
S x Z, C Z. Tt is not difficult to see that Z may be smoothed to obtain a manifolds by rounding off the
doubled boundary points. Intuitively, the key point of this example is that these circle singular sets are
sets of infinite positive sectional curvature in every direction, as opposed to the easier construction of a
codimension 2 singular set built by looking at R x C(S}) as in the neck example. Note that because of this,
the singular set S (Z) is not totally geodesic. However, the regular set of Z is convex. In fact, by [CoNal],
this must be the case.

Now choose an arbitrary open set U = | J(a;, b;) € S (Z). By using the fact that S (Z) consists of completely
convex points of Z C R?, one can construct a subset ¥ C R3 by (informally speaking) “sanding off” each
interval (a;, b;) to obtain smooth boundary points such that Y is still convex. Hence, after this procedure has
been carried out, Z is still an Alexandrov space.

At this point, we have S (Y) = §(Z) \ U, and we can again double ¥ to obatain Alexandrov space without
boundary such that § (Y) is isometric to S(Y). By choosing U as in the standard Cantor constructions, we
can make S(Y) a s-Cantor set for 0 < s < 1, as claimed. Since S(Y) is contained in a circle, this set is
1-rectifiable.*

3.3. Example 3: Sharpness of k-symmetries of Tangent Cones. One of the main statements in Theorem
1.12 is that for H*-a.e. x € S, all tangent cones are k-symmetric. Recall however that we do not assert
that tangent cones are unique. In this example, we show that indeed tangent cones is need not be unique for
k-ae. x € SK.

The examples are rather straight forward. For instance, let Y be a noncollapsed limit space such that there
is an isolated singularity at p € Y. Assume p € S(Y) is such that the tangent cone at p is not unique; see
for instance [ChCo2], [CoNaZ2], for such examples. Nonetheless, every tangent cone is O-symmetric as this
is a noncollapsed limit. Put X = R¥ x Y. Then the singular set of X satisfies § = S¥(X) = §¥ = R* x {p}. In
this case, as claimed, every tangent cone in S¥(X) is k-symmetric, but none are unique.
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3.4. Example 4: Sharpness of S*-finiteness. Theorem 1.12 states that S* is k-rectifiable. Theorem 1.9
states that the quantitative stratification S¥ has uniformly bounded k-dimensional Hausdorff measure. Well
known examples demonstrate that this need not hold for S*. Thus, the best one can say is that SX(¥) is a
countable union of finite measure rectifiable sets, as stated in Theorem 1.12.

Start with solid regular tetrahedron Z>, centered at the origin. Attach to each face F 12 a tetrahedron with
very small altitude and base F 12 Call the resulting convex polytope Zf. Proceed inductively in this fashion
to obtain a sequence of convex polytopes Z3, Z; ..., in such a way the sequence of altitudes goes sufficiently
rapidly to zero so that the following will hold. The sequence Hausdorff converges to a convex subset Z2,

GH . .
and 8Zl.3 — 073, as well. Moreover, Z> has a dense set of singular points, although for all € > 0, only a
finite number fail to have a neighborhood which is e-regular. The polytopes Zl.3 can be ”sanded” to produced
GH .
a sequence of smooth convex surfaces Ml.2 — 0Z2,. Thus, 0Z2, the GH-limit of a sequence of smooth
manifolds with nonnegative curvature. Of course, higher dimensional example can be gotten e.g. by taking
isometric products with R¥.

4. PRELIMINARIES

In this section, we will review the technical background material which is required for the proofs our
main theorems. For the less standard material, particularly the results concerning entropy, we will give a
detailed indication of the proofs. In all cases we will give complete references.

4.1. Almost volume cones are almost metric cones. Let the metric on the unique simply connect n-
manifold with constant curvature := —« be written in geodesic polar coordinates as dr?> + f2g5 ", where
n— . . . d
gS ' denotes the metric on the unit (n — 1)-sphere. Let RICM? > —k and assume M{‘ -5 X", where X"
is noncollapsed. Then if X" is equipped with n-dimensional Hausdorff measure, the convergence is actu-
ally in the measured Gromov-Hausdorff sense; [ChCo2]. If we extend the definition of the volume ratio
V,(x) = V¥(x), to points x € X", then as in (2.1), we have %V’;(x) <0.
Suppose %V’;(x) = ( for some fixed r and initially, and let suppose the metric on X" is smooth in a
neighborhood of Y := dB,(x), with g¥ the induced metric on Y. Then in geodesic polar coordinates on B,(x)
the Riemannian metric is given by

dr* +fK2gY. 4.1)

The proof of this fact given in [ChCol] uses the characterization of the warped product metrics as those for
which there is a potential function whose Hessian is a multiple of the metric.

Notation. Below, the Hessian of f is sometimes denoted by by Hess s and sometimes by V3£
If k = 0 then the warped product is a metric cone, in which case,
Hess 2 — 2¢=0. 4.2)

This should be compared to the corresponding formula for the derivative of the time derivative of the entropy
given in (4.16).

The discussion can be extended to the case in which the smoothness assumption on dB,(x) := Y is
dropped, provided the expression in (4.1) is replaced by the expression for the distance function d on B,(x).
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Let d¥ denote the distance function on Y. Then for the case k = 0, (B,(x),d) is isometric to a ball in the
metric cone with cross-section (Y, d”) with diam(Y) < 7 and d is given by the law of cosines formula,

d*((r1,y1), (r2,y2)) = 11 + 13 = 2r1r2 - cosd” (y1,¥2) . (4.3)

By using Gromov’s compactness theorem, the following almost volume cone implies almost metric cone
theorem” is easily seen to be equivalent to what has just been discussed.

Theorem 4.1 ([ChCol]). Let (M", g, p) denote a Riemannian manifold with Ricym > —6. Given € > 0, if
6 <6(n, €) and Vy(p) = (1 — 6)Vi(p), then Bi(p) is (0, €)-symmetric.

In the proof of tangent cone uniqueness we also used the following well known result in which relation
(2) below follows from volume convegence; compare Theorem 1.15 and Theorem 1.15.

Theorem 4.2. Let (M7, g;, pi) — (X, d, p) satisfy Richn > —(n— 1) and Vol(B{(p;)) = v > O then the cross
section space Cy := {(Y,dy) : C(Y) is a tangent cone at x} of tangent cones at x € X satisfies

(1) (Cy,dgg) is path connected.
nVol(B,(x))

(2) Forevery Y € C, we have Vol(Y) = lim,_ o
The following result was proved in [ChO1], [ChCo2], [Col]. It implies in particular that at a point in the
regular set, R := X"\ S, the tangent cone is unique and isometric to R”. In fact, since the conclusion applies

to all balls B,(x) C Bs(p), it is actually a kind of quantitative e-regularity theorem.

Theorem 4.3. Let (M}, g;, pi) — (X,d, p) satisfy Richn > —(n—1)0 and Vol(Bi(p;)) = v > 0. Let € > 0,
0 < 6(n, v, €) and assume By(p) is (n,0)-symmetric. Then each B,(x) C B3(p) is also (n, €)-symmetric.

4.2. Quantitative cone-splitting. As recalled in Section 2, if in a metric cone has 2 distinct vertices, then
the cone isometrically splits off a line which contains these two vertices. If there are several such cone ver-
tices, then this statement can be iterated to produce further splittings. A quantitative version of cone-splitting
was introduced in [ChNal3]. Prior to stating this theorem, it is convenient to introduce a quantitative notion
of (k + 1) points xg, ..., x; being k-independent.

In R” we say that points {xo, ..., x;} are k-independent if the {xi}’(‘) is not contained in any (k — 1)-plane.

Here is a quantitative version of this notion.
Definition 4.4 ((k, a)-independence). In a metric space (X,d) a set of points U = {xp, ..., x;} C By (x) is
(k, a)-independent if for any subset U’ = {x, ..., x;} C R we have

deu(U,UY>a r. 4.4)

Remark 4.5. Let X c R”, if there exists no (k, @)-independent set in B,.(x) N X, then B, (x)NX C Buo, (RF1)
for some k — 1-plane R¥~1 ¢ R™. To see this, if B,(x) N X is not a subset of Bz, (RF"1) for any k — 1-plane,
then one can find (k, @)-independent set in B,(x) N X by induction on k.

The following Quantitative Cone-Splitting Theorem was introduced in [ChNal3].

Theorem 4.6 (Cone-Splitting). Let (M", g, p) satisfy Ricym > —0. Let €,7 > 0 and 6 < 6(n,€,7) and

assume:



24 JEFF CHEEGER, WENSHUAI JIANG, AND AARON NABER

(1) Ba(p) is (k,0)-symmetric with respect to Lk c B>(p) as in Remark 1.4.
(2) There exists x € Bi(p) \ BTL’g such that By(x) is (0, 6)-symmetric.

Then Bi(p) is (k + 1, €)-symmetric.
Remark 4.7. We can rephrase the above as follows: If U = {xg,---,xx} C By.(x) is (k, @)-independent

and each x; is (0, 0)-symmetric, by the Cone-Splitting Theorem 4.6, the ball B,,(xp) is (k, €)-symmetric for
0 <o6(n,a,k,e).

A second version of quantitative cone-splitting theorem is implicit in [ChNal3]. It is a direct consequence
of Theorem 4.6. To define it let us define the notion of the pinching set:

Definition 4.8 (Points with small volume pinching). Let (M", g, p) satisfy Ricym > —(n — 1)¢ and put

V= xegllf(p) Ve1(x)) . 4.5)
The set with small volume pinching is:
Pre(x) = 1y € Byy(0) : Ve 0) < V +8). (4.6)

Note that if £7! is large, then the point in Pre(x) is an “almost cone vertex” for each scale between r
and ¢!, By Theorem 4.1, each point y € Pr£(x) is an “almost cone vertex”. Thus, with Theorem 4.6 we
immediately have the following:

Theorem 4.9 (Cone-Splitting based on k-content). Let (M", g, p) satisfy Vol(B1(p)) = v > 0 with Ricym >
—(n—1)¢ Assume: 0 < 6,€ <6(n,v), y <y(n,v,e€), & <E0,€,v,n,v) and

Vol(By(P1£(p))) = ey" . (4.7)
Then there exists q € B4(p) such that Bs-1(q) is (k, 82)-symmetric.

The import of Theorem 4.9, is that if the set of pinched points P; ¢ has a definite amount of k-content,
then the ball must be k-symmetric. The scale invariant version states that if

Vol(B,,(Pr£(p)) = ey 1", (4.8)

then Bj-1,.(q) is (k, 62)—symrnetric for some g € B,(p).

4.3. Harmonic e-splitting functions. The following definition, which encapsulates the technique of [ChCol ]
for obtaining approximate splittings, is essentially the one formalized in [ChNal5].

Definition 4.10 (Harmonic 6-Splitting Map). The map u : B.(p) — R* is a harmonic &-splitting map if
(1) Au=0.
(2) JCB,(p) Vi, Vuly - 67| < 6.
3) SUpg, () [Vul < 1+09.
2 2,12 _ 52
) r ﬁw) |V2u|” < &2
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For the case of limit spaces, we can define ¢-splitting maps as follows. If B,.(p;) € M; — B,(p) C X and
o;-splitting maps u; : B,(p;) — R¥ converge uniformly to u : B,(p) — R¥ with 6; — &, we call uis o-splitting
on B,(p) ¢ X. By the W!?-convergence in Proposition 4.28, we have that the §-splitting u satisfies (1)—(4)
in the limit space.

The following is a slight extension of the result in [ChCol].

Theorem 4.11. Let (M", g, p) satisfy Ricym > —0. For any € > 0, if 6 < 6(n, €) then the following hold:
(1) If there exists a o-splitting function u : By(p) — RX, then B1(p) is e-GH close to RFx X .
(2) If B4(p) is 0-GH close to RX x X, then there exists an e-splitting function u : Bo(p) — R,

4.4. A cutoff function with bounded Laplacian. The existence of a cutoff function which satisfies the
standard estimates and has a definite pointwise bound on its Laplacian is important technical tool. In par-
ticular, such a cutoff function is required for the discussion of the local pointed entropy; see Subsection
4.6.*

Theorem 4.12 ([ChCol]). Let (M", g, p) be a Riemannian manifold with Ricym > —(n — 1)r*. Then for any
there exists cutoff function ¢, : M" — [0, 1] with support in B,(p) such that ¢, :== 1 in B,;2(p). Moreover,

PIVé, I + r2Ag,| < C(n). (4.9)

4.5. Heat kernel estimates and heat kernel convergence. Let p,(x,y) denote the heat kernel on M". For
each x we have

f pi(x,y)du(y) = 1.
MVl
Define the function fi(x,y) by
pi(x,y) = (dmt)y 2N (4.10)

Next we recall some classical heat kernel estimates for manifolds with lower Ricci curvature bounds,
as well as the heat kernel convergence result for Gromov-Hausdorff convergence. We summarize the heat
kernel estimates in the following theorem; see [LiYau86], [SoZh], [SY], [?], [KotO7].

Theorem 4.13 (Heat Kernel Estimates). Let (M", g, p) satisfy Ricym > —(n— 1)6% and Vol(B,(p)) = v-r'" > 0,
for r <57 Then for any 0 <t < 10672 and € > 0 with x,y € Bips-1(p):

d*(x,y d*(x,y
(1) =C(n,v,€) + G2 < f; < C(n, v, €) + G2

d*(xy
2) VAP < Cnv,e) + G2

2 2
(3) —C(n,v,€) - GE2 <1Af; < C(n,v,€) + T2,
The estimates in (1) are Li-Yau heat kernel upper and lower bound estimates. (2) follows from (1) and
a local gradient estimate, see for instance [SoZh]. (3) follows from the Li-Yau Harnack inequality, (2) and
[?], [KotO7].

“The original proof of the existence of the required cutoff function employed solutions of the Poisson equation, Au = 1 and a
delicate argument based on the quantitative maximum principle. One can also give a proof by using heat flow as in [MN14].
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The following result is well known in the context of Ricci limit spaces and even for RCD spaces. One
direct proof is got using gradient flow convergence of Cheeger energy in [AGS12]; see also [?, GiMoSa];
see [AGS12, ?, ?, ZhZh17] for more general results in the RCD setting. In our application the limit space X
is a metric cone in which case the heat kernel convergence was proved in [Ding02].

Proposition 4.14 (Heat kernel convergence). Suppose (M;, g;, xi, ;) = (X, d, Xeo, pt) With Richn >-(n-1)
and yu; = Vol(B;(x,))""Vol(-). Then the heat kernel pﬁ(x, y) converges uniformly to heat kernel p°(x,y) on
any compact subset of R, X X x X.

Remark 4.15. By the heat kernel Laplacian estimate in Theorem 4.13 and W!2-convergence Proposition
4.28, it follows that for any fixed ¢, we have pi(xi, ) = P’ (X, +) in the W!2_sense as in Definition 4.26.

Remark 4.16. If the limit space is a noncollapsed metric cone X = C(Y) with cone vertex X, then for the
normalized measure (o, = Vol(B|(x0)) ' VoI( ) we have:

Vol(S n—l) e—dz(xm,x)/4t
n (Autyl?

This follows easily by computing the s-derivative of

p?o(xoo’ ) =

VOI(S n—1 ) e—a’z(xm V) /4t
 @myl?

0, s, x) = f P2 - (5 (oo ) = ) dites (). (4.11)
C(X)

to conclude that n(¢, ¢, x) = n(¢,0, x) = 0.

4.6. The local pointed entropy, W,(x) and its relation to cone structure. As discussed in Subsection 4.1,
“Almost volume cones are almost metric cones”, previously known results on quantitative cone-splitting
were stated in Theorem 4.6 and Theorem 4.9, As with the definition of neck regions, the hypotheses of
these results, as well a the definition of neck regions, involve the volume ratio V,(x). For our purposes,
it is crucial to have a sharp version of quantitative cone-splitting. As mentioned in previous sections, it
turns out that many technical details are simpler if we use in place of V,(x), a less elementary monotone
quantity, the local pointed entropy W,(x). Therefore, it is necessary to have a result stating that (with suitable
interpretation) W;(x) and V,(x) have essentially the same behavior. This is the content of Theorem 4.21,
which also includes the fact that W,(x) is monotone in ¢. The sharp cone-splitting estimate, the statement of
which involves entropy, is given in Theorem 6.1.

In the present subsection, we derive the needed background results on the local pointed entropy, which
is a local version of Perelman’s W-entropy, generalized in [Ni] to smooth manifolds. In order to emphasize
the basics, we by discussing the technically simpler concept of the pointed entropy.

If as in (4.10) we write p,(x, dy) = (Ant) ™2 . e O then by definition the weighted Laplacian Ay is the
second order operator associated to the weighted Dirichlet energy

f Aty ™IV FR e dvy(y) = f VA2 ol dy)
Mn

Then
Ar=A—-(Vf,V-).
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Set
W,=2tAff+t|Vf|2+f—n. (4.12)
The pointed entropy, W,(x), is for each x a global quantity defined as follows.
Definition 4.17 (Pointed entropy).

Wi(x) = f Wi - pi(x, dy) . (4.13)
Mn

Bochner’s formula states:
1
§A|Vu|2 = |V2ul? + Ric(Vu, Vu). (4.14)

The following lemma is proved by direct computation. It shows in particular that W,(x) is monotone
decreasing if Ricy» > 0. Moreover, if in addition W,(x) is constant on [0, r], then the ball B,(x) is isometric
to B,(0) c R"; see (4.2).

Lemma 4.18.

O Wi(x) = =2t fM (1v2f - %g|2 +Ric(V£, V) pilx.dy) < 0. (4.15)
Proof. Equation 4.15 is easily implied by the following computation; compare (4.2):

%W, =AW, = (Vf,VW;) - 2t( V2 f — 2ltg|2 + Ricym(Vf, Vf)) . (4.16)

O

Next assume (M", g, p) satisfies Ricyn > —(n—1)6% and Vol(B,(p)) > v > 0 for r < §~!. In this case we
will define a local monotone quantity that will play a role analogous to the one played by pointed entropy.

Let ¢ : M" — [0, 1] be a cutoff function as in (4.9), with support in B,s-1(p), satisfying ¢ := 1 in Bs-1(p)
and |Ag| + [Vo|* < C(n)62.

Set
Wi p(x) = ; Wi pi(x, dy) — fo t (4s fM (n = S|V fPgps(x, dy)) ds. (4.17)
Then, by direct computation,
Wy p(x) = =2t fM (1v2f - %gﬁ +Ric(V£, V) + 200 = DSV ) - pilx.dy) + fM W,Ap pi(x, dy).
(4.18)

By using the heat kernel estimate in Theorem 4.13, we can control the last term on the right-hand side of
(4.18). Namely, for any x € Bs-15(p) and 1 < 672, we have

| [ wag-pian| < [ Wiisglped
M M

d*(x,
< C(n, v)6* f (1 + M) 0, dy) < C(n,v)o2 - e 1/1000°0 (4.19)
A&—l’zé—l (P) 4t

This motivates the following definition of the local W? pointed entropy.
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Definition 4.19 (Local Wf pointed entropy). Let (M", g, p) satisfy Ricym > —(n — 1)6% and Vol(B,(p)) >
v > Oforr <6'. Foranyt <672 and x € Bg- 12(p), the local W pointed entropy is defined by:

!
WO(x) := WE(x) := Wi(x) = Cm, v)6” f e 110085 g (4.20)
0

Remark 4.20 (Scaling). Put § = r~2g. If Ricym > —(n— 1)6% then Ric . > —(n — 1)622. Let W (x) denote

the local W-entropy associated with g. Then
W, (x) = W ().

tr?

The following theorem is the main result of this subsection. According to relation (1), the local W?
pointed entropy is monotone. By relation (2), it has essentially the same behavior as the volume ratio V,(x).

Theorem 4.21. Let (M", g, p) denote a pointed Riemannian manifold with Ricy > —(n—1)6% and Vol(B,(p)) >

v-r" >0, forr <5\ Then forall x € Bs-1)5(p) and t < 672, the local Wf-entropy satisfies:

(1) W20 < =2t [, (IV2f = %8P + Ric(V£, V) + 2(n — DSV f1?)p pi(x, dy) < 0.
(2) Given € > 0, assume that 6 < 6(n,v,€), 0 <t <10, and
IV is 1 (1) =V (0 < 6. (4.21)

Then
|Wf(x) — log V‘i;(x)l <e€.

Proof. It suffices to prove (2).
Assume that (2) does not hold for some € > 0. Then there exists ; — 0 and (M, g;, p;) satisfying
Vol(B,(p;)) = vr* > 0forr < 6;1, Ricyn > —(n — 1)(51.2 and such that for some x; € Bs-15(p;), we have

IV yis,(xi) = Vs yz(xi)l < 6;

with 0 < ¢; < 10, but
W (x;) = log V (x| = €.
The rescaled spaces, (M";, g, x;) = (M, ti‘l gi, Xi), satisfy Richn >—(n-— 1)61.2, and
Vo, (x1) = V-1 ()] < 6,
W Vi) ~ log V1 (x)l = & -
Denote the heat kernel at time r = 1 of (M";, x;, 8;) by
pi(xi,y) = (4m) "2
By the heat kernel estimate in Theorem 4.13, it follows that for ¢; sufficiently small, we have
Wi (x) = Wi V0l < e0/4,

where

Wi = | (7 T (4.22)
6;1/2 Xi
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Therefore, for ¢; sufficiently small,
(Wi(xi) = log Vi (x)| = €/2, (4.23)
We will deduce a contradiction to this estimate by letting i — oo.

Thus by Gromov’s compactness theorem, there exists a subsequence of (M, ti‘lg,-, X;) converging to some
metric cone (C(X"),d, x~). By volume convergence result in [Col, Ch01] (see also Theorem 4.2) we have
M = lim \~71(x,~) .
Vol(§7~1)  ineo
By using the heat kernel convergence in Proposition 4.14, together with Remark 4.16, Remark 4.15 and
the heat kernel estimate in Theorem 4.13, we conclude that

lim W (x;) = fc . (IVfool + foo = 1) p1 (xeor dy) (4.24)

where
Vol(S™ 1)

A)"/2 —dz(xm,y)/4‘
Vol(x) ) e

p1(Xeo,y) = (dm)2e™f =

A simple computation gives
Vol(X)

W" (4.25)

f (IVfol? + foo = 1) p1 (xeo, dy) = Tog
C(X)

Since Wl(xi) and log Y 1(x;) have the same limit, this is a contradiction. O

4.7. (k,a,o)-entropy pinching. Recall that in Definition 4.4, we introduced the notion of a collection of a
(k, @)-independent set of points x, ..., xy. We will use a refinement of this notion to define the pinching of
the local pointed entropy W, (x). This will be used in the Sharp Cone-Splitting theorem, Theorem 6.1.

Definition 4.22. The (k, a, 6)-entropy pinching, Sf’“’é(x) is:

ERad(x) = {in}fk Z [W3 2 (xi) = W, (xy)] (4.26)
Xi 0

where the infimum is taken over all (k, a)-independent subsets and the parameter ¢ is corresponding to Ricci
curvature lower bound.

From the discussion above, it follows that if 8]1"6”6(p) < 0 = 0(€, @), then there exists a (k, €)-splitting
map u : Bi(p) — RX. The sharp version of this relationship is the content of Theorem 6.1, the Sharp
Cone-Splitting Theorem. This theorem states that there exists C(n, v, @) and a splitting map u for which the

integral of the norm squared of the Hessian has the following sharp /inear bound in terms of the k-pinching:’

JC IV2ul* < C(n,v,a) - EX%(p), (4.27)
Bi(p)

SThe proof of (5.2) is one instance in which choosing to use the pointed entropy as our monotone quantity helps to make the
argument run more smoothly than if we had chosen to work with the volume ratio V,(x).
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4.8. Poincaré inequalities. We recall various Poincaré inequalities which hold on manifolds with Ricci
lower bound; see also [Bu, Ch99, ChO1, ChCo3]. We will need the ones which follow:

Theorem 4.23 (Poincaré Inequalities). Let (M", g, x) satisfy Ricym > —(n—1). Then for any 0 < r < 10, the
following Poincaré inequalities hold:

(D) fy 0 /2 <C) - £ SIVP (for all f € CP(B(x)) -

@ Jy0

The Dirichlet Poincaré inequality (1) follows directly from segment inequality in [ChCol] and [ChO1].

2
f= b f| SCOO-PE VSR (for all f € CU(B) -

For the Neumann Poincaré Inequality (2), by using segment inequality, we have a weak Poincaré inequality
[ChCo3]. By the volume doubling and a covering argument in [HaKo] or [Jer], we can obtain the Neumann
Poincaré inequality (2).

4.9. W'2.convergence. Below, the notation (Z;, d;, z;) ﬂ (Z,d, z) should always be understood as con-
vergence in the measured Gromov-Hausdorff sense. In this subsection, we will assume without explicit
mention that the metric measure space (Z, d, ) is separable and complete and that y is a Borel measure u
which is finite on bounded subset of Z.

d
Definition 4.24 (Uniform convergence). Let (Z;,d;, z;) = (Z,d, z). If f; are Borel functions on Z;, then we
say f; = f : Z — R uniformly if for any compact subset K; C Z; — K C Z and €;-GH approximation
Y;: K — K;with ¢ — 0, the function f; o ¥; converges to f uniformly on K.

As motivation for what follows, recall that on a fixed metric measure space, for 1 < p < oo, weak
convergence together with convergence of norms implies strong convergence.

d
Definition 4.25 (Weak L? convergence). Let (Z;, d;, z;, it;) i (Z,d, z, p). If f; are Borel function on Z;, we
say fi = f : Z — R in the weak sense if for any uniformly converging sequence of compactly supported
Lipschitz functions ¢; — ¢, we have

tim [ fiodyii= [ fodu (428)
Moreover if f;, f have uniformly bounded L? integral then we say f; — f in weak L? sense.

Any uniformly bounded L? sequence f; has a weak limit f. See also [GiMoSa] for a definition of the
weak convergence by embedding Z;, Z to a common metric space Y.

d
Definition 4.26 (L” and W'? convergence). Let (Z;, d;, zi, iti) it (Z,d, z, ) and let f; denote Borel functions
onZ;. For p <cowesay f; = f:Z — Rinthe L sense if f; — f in the weak LP sense and

fzi|ﬁ|”—>fz|f|”.
fz A fz VAP

If fi = fin L? sense and

we say f; — f in the W-P-sense.
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The following can easily be checked. Thus, the proof will be omitted.

Proposition 4.27.

(1) If f; converges to a constant A in L? sense then fl.2 — A converges in L' to zero.
(2) If f; and g; converge to f and g in L* sense respectively then f.gi — fgin L' sense.

(3) Uniform convergence implies L convergence for any 0 < p < oo,

The proof of the following Proposition 4.28, on W'-2-convergence for functions with > Laplacian bound,
depends on the Mosco convergence of the Cheeger energy; see Theorem 4.4 of [?]. In our application the
limit X is a metric cone and u; is Lipschitz in which case the proposition is simply proved by using the result
in [Ding02] without involving RCD notions; for related discussion in the metric measure space contex,
see[?, Ch99, GiMoSa, MN14, ZhZh17].

Proposition 4.28 (Wl’z—convergence). Let (M7, g, xi, i) — (X, d, X0, ) with Richn > —(m-1)and u; =
Vol(Bi(x;))~'Vol. Let u; : Br(x;) — R be smooth functions satisfying for some C

JC ui? + |Vu,~|2+f Au;> < C.
Bgr(x;) Br Bgr(x;)

If u; converge in the L*-sense to a W'-?-function ue : Br(xe) — R, then
(1) u; = ue in Wh2-sense over Br(xeo).
(2) Au; — Aue in weak L?* sense.

(3) If supg, .y IVuil < L for some uniform constant then u; — ue in WP_sense for any 0 < p < co.

Proof. (Outline following [?, Ding02]) We will argue under a uniform Lipschitz assumption; the general
case is similar but a bit more technical.

In view of the uniform Lipschitz condition supg, ., [Vu;| < L it follows by an Ascoli type argument, that
we have uniform converge, u; — uo. Also, f; := Au; converges in weak L? sense to some L> function fi.
Consider the energy

Ei(u;) = f (%Nu,-ﬁ + uifi),
Bgr(x;)
By the lower semicontinuity of the Cheeger energy, we have

lim inf E;(u;) > Eco(Ueo) -
1—00

Moreover, using Lemma 10.7 of [Ch99] one can construct some Lipschitz sequence v; in Bg(x;) which
converges uniformly to u., with v; = u; on 0Bg(x;) and

lim sup f [Vvi* < f Vit .
100 Bg(x;) Bgr(xeo)

From the fact that »; minimizes the energy E;, it then follows that E;(1;) — Es (i), Which gives us the
W'2_convergence. The weak convergence of Au; also follows from the energy convergence. That is, we
need to show Au, = fw, i.e. for any Lipschitz & with & = us, on 0Bg(xs) that E(h) > E(Us). Assume
there exists Lipschitz s, with s = e on dBg(xs) and g > 0 such that Eq(he) < Eoo(Ue) — €. Then we
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can construct by using Lemma 10.7 of [Ch99] a sequence of Lipschitz function %; in Bg(x;) with h; = u; on

O0Bg(x;) and
lim sup f \Vh|* < f [Vheo!? .
=0 Bgr(x;) Br(xeo)

Since E;(u;) = Ec(uw), this implies for large i that
Ei(h) < Ei(u;) — /2, (4.29)

which contradicts with the fact that «; minimizing E;(u;) on all Lipschitz functions with the same boundary
condition. Hence we conclude that Au, = fo. This completes the (outline) proof of Proposition 4.28. O

The following lemma was proved in [Ding04] for metric cone limits and in [?] for the general case.

Lemma 4.29. Let (M, gi, xi, 1i) — (X, d, Xoo, 1) With Richn > —(n — 1) and p; = Vol(B1(x;))"' Vol(-). Let
f, F € L*(X) have compact support, and assume AF = f and f is Lipschitz. Then for any R > 0 there exists
solutions AF; = f; on Br,(x;) with R; — R such that F'; and f; converge uniformly to IF and f in any compact
subset of Br(x) respectively .

Proof. (Outline) From a generalized Bochner formula in [EKS15] and standard elliptic estimate it follows
that F' is Lipschitz. By Lemma 10.7 of [Ch99] one can construct Lipschitz functions Fi, f; on Bg(x;) con-
verging uniformly and in W!?-sense to F and f respectively.

For € > 0, define F; . on Bg(x;) such that AF; . = f; on Br_(x;) with F; ¢ = F;on OBRr-c(x;), and F; ¢ = F;
on B \ Br_<(x;). By the definition of F;. we have

f IVFiel? + 2fiFic < f IVE|? + 2f.F;. (4.30)
Bgr(x;) Bgr(x;)

Assume the limit of F; ¢ is Fo ¢ Whose existence is asserted by Proposition 4.28. Moreover Fo — F €
Wé’z(BR). By applying the lower semicontinuity of Cheeger energy to fBR ) |VF; %, we have
lim inff IVFL-,EI2 +2fiFie> |VF00,E|2 +2fF . 4.31)
Br(x;)

i—0o Br
Since Foo e — F € WS’Z(BR) and AF = f on By, we have that

Vol +2fFooe > IVF? + 2fF. (4.32)
BR BR

On the other hand, noting that (4.30) and fBR(x) [VF;|? — fBR(x ) IVF|? we get

lim sup f IVFiel? + 2fiFic < f IVF? + 2fF. (4.33)
I=e0 Bgr(x;) Bg
Combining (4.31), (4.32) and (4.33), we have that
IVF|> + 2fF = f IVFe.el? + 2fFue. (4.34)
BR BR

Since AF = fonBgand F — Fo( € Wé’z(BR), this implies that that F'.o c = F. Let us choose ¢ — 0 and
define F; = F;.,. We have proved that F'; — F, ¢ pointwisely and in W'2_sense. The uniform convergence
in any compact subset of Bg(xs) follows from the standard interior gradient estimate for equation AF; = f;
in Br_.,. Hence the proof of Lemma 4.29 is completed. O
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4.10. The Laplacian on a Metric Cone. Next, we will recall the existence of the Laplacian operator
on metric cones with suitable cross-sections. The explicit formulas, (4.36), (4.37), in Theorem 4.31,
[Ch79, Ch83], were initially derived in the context of spaces with iterated conical singularities [Ch79, Ch83].
This context is in certain ways more special and in other ways more general than at of the present subsec-
tion. Theorem 4.31 below was originally proved for metric measure spaces satisfying a doubling condition
and Poincaré inequality in [Ch99] and for Gromov-Hausdorff limits of smooth manifolds in [ChCo3] and
[Ding02]. It is also understood in the context of RCD spaces [AGS12-2, AGS12]. As usual, J{"* denotes
n-dimensional Hausdorff measure.

Theorem 4.30. Let (M}, gi, pi) — (X, dx, p) := (C(Y),dx, p) satisfy Richn > —0; — 0 and Vol(B(p;)) >
v > 0. Then:

(1) There exists nonpositive, linear, self-adjoint, Laplacian operator Ax : Dom(X) C L*(X) - L*(X)
with Dom V=Ay = W2(X).

(2) For compact supported Lipschitz functions f on X, |Vf| = |[Lipf].
[ wsPase = (VA B,
X

(3) There exists a nonpositive, linear, self-adjoint, Laplacian operator Ay : Dom(Y) C L*(Y) - L*(Y)
with Dom V=Ay = W12(Y).

(4) In geodesic polar coordinate x = (r,y), the Laplace operator Ax and Ay satisfy in the W'*(X)
distribution sense,

2
:%+"r1%+%m. (4.35)
Originally, relations (1) and (2) were proved in [ChCo3] and [Ch99]. Relations, (3) and (4) were proved
in [Ding02].
The Sobolev space W'2(X) is the closure of Lipschitz functions under a W'?-norm defined in [Ch99];
see the Section 2 of [Ch99] for the precise definition, which ensures that the W'?-norm behaves lower

Ax

semicontinuously under L?> convergence. It then becomes a highly nontrivial theorem that in actuality,
[Vf|l = Lip f, the pointwise Lipschitz constant almost everywhere. These results were proved in [Ch99]
under the assumption that the measure is doubling and a Poincaré inequality holds.

The cross section Y may itself be viewed as a space which satisfies the lower Ricci curvature bound
Ricy > n—2in a generalized sense.The consequences were initially established directly for cross-sections of
limit cones. Subsequently, it was shown that in the precise formal sense, Y is an RCD space with Ric > n—2;
see [Ket, BaStu].

Theorem 4.31. Let (M?, g;, pi) — (X,dx, p) = (C(Y),dx, p) satisfy Richn > —0; — 0 and Vol(B(p;)) =
v > 0. Then:

(D) -Ay) " L2(Y) > L2(Y)isa compact operator,
(2) Laplacian Ay has discrete spectrum Q0 = g < Ay < Ay < -+,

(3) If ¢; be an eigenfunction associated to A;, then ¢; is Lipschitz.
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(4) The following functions are harmonic on X:
u(r,y) = rig;, (4.36)

where

2
) + 4;. (4-37)

(5) The harmonic functions r* ¢; are Lipschitz on C(Y).

(6) The first nonzero eigenvalue satisfies A1 > n — 1.

Remark 4.32. (1) follows from a Neumann Poincaré inequality on Y, which is induced from the Neumann
Poincare inequality on X. See a proof of Lemma 4.3 in [Ding02] and see also [ChCo3].

(2) follows from (1). See also Theorem 1.8 of [ChCo3] which only uses Neumann Poincare inequality
and volume doubling.

(3) follows from the fact that the harmonic function u(r, y) = r*¢; is locally Lipschitz, which was proved
in [Ding02].

(4) follows from the statement (4) of Theorem 4.30.

(5) and (6) were proved in [Ding02].

4.11. e-regularity for 2-sided Ricci bounds.

Definition 4.33. For x € M" we define the harmonic radius r;,(x) > 0 to be the maximum over all r > 0 such
that there exists a mapping & = (Y1, -+ ,¥y) : B.(x) = R" with the following properties:
(1) Ay;=0fori=1,--- ,n
(2) ¥ is a diffeomorphism onto its image with B,(0") C Y(B,(x)), and hence defines a coordinate chart.
(3) The coordinate metric g;; = (Vi;, Vi ;) on B,(x) satisfies ||gij — 6ijllc1 g,y < 107"

The formula for the Ricci tensor in harmonic coordinates can be viewed as a (nonlinear) elliptic equation
on the metric g;; in which the Ricci tensor is the inhomogeneous term. If the Ricci curvature is bounded,
|[Ricym| < n — 1, then via elliptic regularity we obtain for for any p < co and 0 < @ < 1 the a priori estimates

lgi; = Sifllcracs, pegy < Cln@), (4.38)
gij = dijllw2r(s, 500 < C(n, 4, p). (4.39)

The following, e-regularity theorem from [ChNal5] can be viewed as a consequence of the proof of the
codimension 4-conjecture proved in that paper. It states in quantitative form that if a ball has a sufficient
amount of symmmetry, then the ball is in the domain of harmonic coordinate system in which the metric
satisfies definite bounds.

Theorem 4.34 ([ChNal5]). There exists €(n,v) > 0 such that if Vol(Bi(p)) > v > 0, |[Ricypm| < n—1 and
By (p) is (n — 3, €)-symmetric then rp(p) > 1.
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5. OUTLINE OF PROOF OF NECK STRUCTURE THEOREM

The idea of a neck region is derived primarily from [JiNal6] and is motivated by ideas from [NV17].
Given the Neck Structure Theorem 2.9, the proof of the Neck Decomposition of Theorem 2.12 follows
along lines similar to what was done in a more restricted context in [JiNal6]. More precisely, much of
the proof of the Neck Decomposition of Theorem 2.12 involves an elaborate and highly nontrivial covering
argument. At a few places, an appeal is made to Theorem 2.9 to provide sharp estimates; however none of
the technology which goes into the proof of Theorem 2.9 plays a role in the proof of Theorem 2.12. Thus,
the bulk of this paper is focused on proving the Neck Structure Theorem 2.9. This requires a completely
new set of ideas and tools, quite distinct from those of the abovementioned citations. Our purpose in this
section is to introduce these new ideas in order to sketch a clean picture of the proof of Theorem 2.9. Some
of our explanations will be repeated subsequent sections.

The proof of Theorem 2.9 involves a nonlinear induction scheme. In it, we will assume a weaker version
of the Ahlfor’s regularity condition (2.7) already holds, and use it to prove the stronger version. Precisely,
our main inductive lemma is the following:

Lemma 5.1 (Inductive Lemma). Fix n,B > 0 and 6 < 6(n,v,n,B). Let N = By(p) \ E,x((?) denote a
(k, 6, n)-neck region and assume for each x € C and B,,(x) C By(p)

B~ < u(B,(x)) < B~ (5.1

Then:
(1) For each x € € and By.(x) C Ba2(p) we have the improved estimate A(n)"'r* < u(B.(x)) < A(n)r*.
(2) @y is k-rectifiable.

Outlining the proof of the inductive lemma will be the main goal of this section. In Section 9 we rigor-
ously prove Theorem 2.9 from the Inductive Lemma.

5.1. Harmonic Splittings on Neck Regions. In order to prove the Inductive Lemma 5.1, and hence Theo-
rem 2.9, let us first make the following observation. Let €’ C B, C R¥ be a closed subset with 7, : €’ — R
a radius function s.t. {ETn,;(x)} are all disjoint and B, € € U U B, (C), where as usual C) = {r, = 0}
and €, = {r, > 0}. Consider the packing measure u’ = H* n Ch + wr 2e, rf&xi. It is a straigtforward
though instructive exercise to see that ¢’ automatically satisfies the Ahflors regularity condition (2.7). For
this, one notes that Lebesgue measure coincides with Hausdorff measure. Therefore, the strategy to prove
the Inductive Lemma 5.1 will be to find a mapping u : € — R* which is bi-Holder onto its image and
(1 + e)-bi-Lipschitz on most of C. Then, with € := u(C) and r), := ry, we can turn the covering {B, (C)} into
a well behaved covering of B,(0X) C R¥, and therefore conclude the asserted Ahlfor’s regularity. For further

discussion of the role of the Ahlfors regularity of the packing measure, see Definition 2.10.

Remark 5.2 (Digression). At this point, we will digress in order to explain what will not work in the present
context. This will motivate the strategy used here and relate it to that in the the previous literature. In [NV17]
a quite similar strategy was implemented in order to study the singular sets of nonlinear harmonic maps. In
that case, the map u was built by hand, using a Reifenberg construction. Showing that the construction
worked required new estimates on nonlinear harmonic maps and a new rectifiable Reifenberg theorem. It is
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natural to examine the possibility of implementing a similar approach in the present context, by using metric
Reifenberg constructions in the spirit of [ChCo2]. However, these ideas break down in the context of lower
Ricci curvature bounds. Essentially, this is because the underlying space itself is curved. This give rise to
error terms which are quantitatively worse than those which arise in connection the bi-Lipschitz Reifenberg
techniques of [NV17]. As a result, those techniques fail in the present context. Therefore, of necessity,
our construction of the map u will be completely different from that of [NV17]. Instead of relying on a
Reifenberg type construction, our mapping # will be more canonical in nature. It will solve an equation.

To make the above more precise, recall from Definition 4.10, the notion a harmonic splitting function. It
follows from [ChCol], see Theorem 4.11, that if B,,(p) is (k, §)-symmetric then there exists an e-splitting
map u : B.(p) — R¥. In particular, splitting maps exist on neck regions. In general, splitting functions can
degenerate on sets of infinite codimension 2 content. In particular, the degeneration set of # may in general
be much larger than the center point set C of a neck region. However, as we will see, something rather
miraculous takes place. Namely, if we are on a neck region, then the map u can degenerate in at most a weak
sense on all of G, and on most of C, cannot degenerate at all.Precisely, we will prove the following:

Theorem 5.3 (Harmonic Splittings on Neck Regions). Let B,e,n > 0 with 8’ < §'(n,v,B,€,n) and 6 <
6(n,v,n,B,€). Let N = By \ EX(G) be a (k, 6, m)-neck region satisfying (5.1) with u : B4 — R* a §'-splitting
map. Then there exists C. C C N Bys/3(p) such that:

(1) u(Ce N Bisss(p)) = (1 — e)u(€ N Bysys(p)).
(2) wis (1+ €)-bi-Lipschitz on Cg, i.e. (1+€)™"-d(x,y) < lu(x)—u()| < (1+€)-d(x,y) for any x,y € Ce.
(3) wis (1 +e€)-bi-Holder on C, i.e. (1+ €)™ -d(x,y)' ¢ < |u(x) —u(y)| < (1 +€)-d(x,y) for any x,y € C.

Theorem 5.3 is an abreviated version of Proposition 9.3, which is the result which will be proved in the
body of the paper.

The proof of Theorem 5.3 relies on three main new points: The Sharp Splitting Theorem 6.1, the Geomet-
ric Transformation Theorem 7.2, and the Nondegeneration Theorem of 8.1. The remainder of this outline
will discuss these results and explain how they lead to the proof of Theorem 5.3. For convenience, we
prestate these results below as Theorems 5.4, 5.6, 5.7, respectively.

5.2. Sharp cone-splitting. It is a now classical point that if B,(p) is (k, §)-symmetric then there exists a
harmonic (k, €)-splitting function u : Bj(p) — R¥; see Theorem 4.11 of [ChCol]. In this paper, it will be
crucial to have a quantitatively sharp understanding of how good a splitting exists.

Recall that in Definition 4.4 we introduced the notion of a collection of a (k, a)-independent set of points
X0, - - ., X;. Also, in Definition 4.22 we defined the notion of (k, a, §)-entropy pinching. The following is
a slight specialization of Theorem 6.1. The crucial point is the precise linear relationship between the k-
pinching of a ball and the squared Hessian of a splitting map. This is what, under appropriate circumstances,
eventually allows the result to be summed over an arbitrary number of scales, without having the resulting
estimate blow up uncontrollably.

Theorem 5.4 (Sharp Cone-Splitting). Given €, @ > 0 there exists d(n,v,a, €) and C(n,v,a) > 0 with the
following properties. Let (M", g, p) satisfy Ricym > —(n—1)6% and Vol(Bs-1(p)) > vo™" > 0, and let Bys-1(p)



RECTIFIABILITY OF SINGULAR SETS IN NONCOLLAPSED SPACES WITH RICCI CURVATURE BOUNDED BELOW 37

be (k,8%)-symmetric. Then there exists a (k, €)-splitting map u : B»(p) — R¥ satisfying:

f (|V2u|2 + Ric(Vu, Vi) + 2(n — 1)52|Vu|2) <C&p). (5.2)
Ba(p)

5.3. Sharp Transformation Theorem. The results of the last subsection tell us, in terms of the k-pinching,
how good we can expect the best splitting map to be on a typical ball. The proof of Theorem 5.3 depends
on fixing a single splitting map on the original ball B,(p) and seeing how it behaves on smaller balls.

To this end, let us begin by describing a simple situation. If u : B,(0") — R¥ is a k-splitting map in R”,
then as with any solution of an ellipic pde u has pointwise bounds on the Hessian. Among other things, this
implies that if we restrict to some subball B,(x) C By, then u : B,(x) — RX is still a splitting map. More than
that, we know by the smoothness estimates that the matrix 7! := (Vu;, Vu (x) is close 6;;. Thus, if we look
at the map 7T o u, so that (VT'u;, VTu;)(x) = ¢;;, then we even know that Tu|p, is becoming an increasing
improved splitting map, as Tu is scale invariantly converging to an isometric linear map at a polynomial
rate. Unfortunately, on spaces with only lower Ricci curvature bounds, such statements are highly false. For
instance there could be points where [Vu| = 0, so that u|p, is not even a splitting map on small balls, much
less a better one, see for instance Example 3.1.

However, it turns out that although the restriction of u : B,(x) — R¥ to a sub-ball may not well behaved,
if we are on a neck region and x € €, then u may only degenerate in a very special way. Namely, though u|p,
may not be a splitting map, there is a k X k-matrix 7 such that Tu = Tl.j uj: B(x) — RF is a splitting map.
What is more important, and as it turns out a lot harder to prove, is that after transformation Tu is the best
splitting map on the ball, in that it satisfies the estimates from the Sharp Cone-SplittingTheorem 6.1.

Remark 5.5. Note that in comparison to the R” case above the matrix 7" depends on the scale, and not just
the point, as 7 = T, may blow up in norm. Additionally, we of course cannot ask that 7u be converging
polynomially to a splitting map, as no such splitting map may exist at all, only that 7Tu is the best splitting
map which does exist.

Our precise result is the following, which is a slight specialization of Theorem 7.2.

Theorem 5.6 (Geometric Transformation). Given a,n, € > 0, there exists C = C(n,v,n, a) and
v =vy(n,v,n) > 0 such that if 6 < &(n,v,n), then the following holds:

Let (M", g, p) satisfy Ricypm > —(n — 162, Vol(Bi(p)) > v > 0 and asssume:
i) u: Ba(p) = RFis a (k,6)-splitting function.
ii) Forall r < s < 6! the ball By(p) is (k, 8*)-symmetric but not (k + 1, n)-symmetric.
Then for all s € [r, 1], there exists a k X k-matrix T = T, such that:
(1) (Weak Estimate) Tu : By(p) — R¥ s a (k, €)-splitting map.
(2) (Strong Estimate) For rj := 27,

Y
s2f IV2Tul> < C Z (i) ek (p)+C8* 5. (5.3)
By(p) sr<t Vi
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First, note that the weak estimate above is the main ingredient in the proof of the bi-Holder estimate of
Theorem 5.3.3. To see this, obweve that since the transformation exists on every scale one can see it must
change slowly. In particular |T2_r1 oT,| <1+ €and hence |T,| < r . On the other hand if one takes x,y € C
and considers r = d(x, y), then by the weak estimate we have

|d(T u(x), T,u(y)) —d(x,y)| < er. (5.4)

By using the norm control on 7', stated above, this exactly gives the bi-Holder estimate; for the details, see
Section 8.

The proof of the weak estimate itself is given by a contradiction argument in the spirit of [ChNal5].
Roughly, if the result fails at some x € C then one looks for the first radius s > r, for which it fails. Blowing
up on B,(x) and passing to the limit, Thsu — v : R¥ x C(Y) — R¥ one obtains a harmonic map v which is a
(k, €)-splitting map on B;(x), but for which by assumption, there is, in particular, no transformation so that
Tv is a (k, €/2)-splitting map on B;(x). By using the transformation estimates of the previous paragraph,
one gets that supp (,, [Vv| < r€ for all r > 1. Therefore, v has slightly faster than linear growth. Then, using
that X" is not (k + 1,7)-symmetric one can prove a Louiville type theorem stating that the map, v, must
be exactly linear from one of the factors. In that case, it is clear that after a transformation, v is precisely
(k, 0)-symmetric on By(x). Therefore, we get a contradiction. For the precise details, see Section 7.

The proof of the strong estimate in Theorem 5.6 is much more involved. One again uses a contradiction
argument, but this time to prove a more refined estimate. Roughly, if ¢, : B,(x) — R* is the best k-splitting
on B,, in the sense of the Sharp Splitting of Theorem 5.4, then one shows that 72 ﬁ?r IV2(T,u — €))7 is
decaying polynomially. This involves a careful analysis and blow up argument. For the details, see Section
7.

5.4. Nondegeneration Theorem. As was discussed, the weak estimate of Theorem 5.6 is enough to prove
the bi-Holder estimate in Theorem 5.3.3. Next we want to see that the strong estimate of Theorem 5.6 is
enough to prove the bi-Lipschitz estimate in Theorem 5.3.3, but this takes a bit more work and a couple
more points to address. To accomplish this we want to show that at most points x € C we have for any
ry < r < 1that |Ty, — I| < €. Atsuch points, u : B,(x) — R¥ remains a (k, 2¢)-splitting on all scales, even
without transformation. By using (5.4) as in the bi-Holder estimate, we conclude that u is a bi-Lipschitz
map at such points. It is worth noting that this estimate does not hold at all points. This can be seen from
Example 3.1. Thus sshowing that it holds at most points is the most we can hope for.

To accomplish this we introduce our Nondegeneration Theorem:
Theorem 5.7 (Nondegeneration of k-Splittings). Given €,n,a > 0 there exists 6(n,v,n, a, €) > 0 such that

the following holds. Let § < 6(n, v, n, a, €) with (M", g, p) satisfying Ricym > —(n—1)6%, Vol(B1(p)) > v > 0.
Let u : B>(p) — R¥ denote a (k, 8)-splitting function. Assume for B,(x) C Bi(p):

(1) Bg-1,(x), is (k, 6%)-symmetric but B(x) is not (k + 1,1)-symmetric for all r < s < 1.
() Srpor E57(p) < 6 where rj = 27/,

Then u : By(x) — R is an e-splitting function for every r < s < 1.
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The proof of the above comes down to showing that in the context of the assumptions that |7, — /| < €.
It turns out that the implication

D) <8 = [T~ <e, (5.5)

rj>ry

is fairly subtle. It is much easier to show erm_ VEKka(x, rj) <6 = |Ty, —I| < e. However, the square
gain is crucial to our applications. The square gain depends heavily on the fact that u is harmonic, it does not
hold for a general (nonharmonic) splitting function. The proof of (5.5) depends on the more local estimate:

T2 o TS = 1) < CF? JC \V2Toul* < C EX(x,2r), (5.6)
BZr(x)

where as previously discussed, the last inequality is the main result of the Transformation Theorem 5.6.
The first inequality is where the square gain occurs. As above, if the right hand side was the L? norm
instead of the squared L? norm, the inequality would be much more standard and would follow from a
typical telescope type argument. That one can control T, o T! by the squared Hessian is a point very much
special to harmonic functions. It is crucial to the whole paper.
The key point is the following monotonicity formula, which holds for any harmonic function:

d .
- f (Vui, Vuppi(x, dy) =2 f (V2u;, V2uj) + Ric(Viy, Vu)p(x, dy) (5.7)

Roughly speaking, since p; is a probability measure which is essentially supported on B ;(x), the left
hand side of 5.7 measures the rate of change of T;;(x, V7). Given that we want to use this when |Vu| ~ 1 and
[V2u| ~ 0, we find that the left hand side behaves as a linear quantity, while the right hand side behaves as a
quadratic quantity. This leads to a a crucial gain in the analysis. For additional details, see Section 8.

5.5. Completing the proof of Theorem 5.3. Completing the outline proof of Theorem 5.3 requires a brief
discussion of why the assumption of (5.5) holds for most x € €. Recall in Theorem 5.3 we are assuming the
Ahlfors regularity of (5.1), so that a key point is that one has the estimate

e <ot [ a0 - Wolds. (538)
B(x)
This is because the Ahlfors regularity allows us to find k+lindependently spaced points, xj, . . ., X, for which

the quantities |[Wo,(x) — W,(x;)| are all roughly the same as the average drop rk fB - Wy, (y) = W, (y)| du.
Now recall from the definition of a neck region that for every x € C we have

W) = We ()l = > [War(x) = W, ()] < 6. (5.9)

ri=2712ry,
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Then one has

[o0X [ mwwm-woamsc [ |3 59,00 W,0) 1,00 dio)du)
Bi(p) By, (x) By JB

rj=27I>ry rj=270>ry

= [ DT W, =W 0,0 det i)

1 V=270,
(B, ()
<C W ri - Wr' D — d,
fB | 2Z| 2 0) = W0 = )
<CB [ W00 - W0 dut)
1 rj:2‘/'>ry
<CB i Wa(y) = W, ()l du(y)
<CBs. (5.10)

It follows from this and (5.8) that most of C satisfies the assumption of (5.5), as claimed.

6. SHARP CONE-SPLITTING

This is the first of three sections which constitute the third part of the paper.

In this section, we prove Theorem 6.1, the sharp existence theorem for e-splitting functions. The hy-
pothesis involves the k-pinching of the local pointwise entropy; see Definition 4.22. The key point, the one
which presents the real difficulty in the proof is the linear bound of the squared L?-norm of the Hessian of
the splitting function in terms of the entropy pinching. This is what we mean by sharp,. The main argument
is given in the proof of Proposition 6.4. As explained in Section 5, the form of the bound is crucial for the
proof of the Transformation Theorem, Theorem 7.2.

Theorem 6.1 (Sharp Cone-Splitting). Given €, > 0 there exists 5(n,v,a, €) and C(n,v,a) > 0 with the
following properties. Let (M", g, p) satisfy Ricym > —(n — 1)6%r% and Vol(Bs-1(p)) > vo™" > O0withr < 1,
and let Bys-1(p) be (k, 62)-symmetric. Then there exists a (k, €)-splitting map u : By(p) — RX satisfying:

Ji . (IV2ul® + Ric(Vu, V) + 2(n = 6> |Vul?) < C(n, v, @) - E7(g) . 6.1)
2\

Remark 6.2 (Sharpness). The example of the 2-dimensional cone C(S é) shows that the estimate in Theorem
6.1 is actually sharp. In checking this, it is useful to employ Theorem 4.21 which states the equivalence the
volume pinching and the entropy pinching.

6.1. Approximation of the squared radius with sharp Hessian estimates. The first step in the proof of
Theorem 6.1 is to construct a regularization & of the squared distance function d?. As in [ChCol], the
function 4 will be taken to satisfy the Poisson equation Ak = 2n. Note that for the case of metric cones, we
have preciesely & = d?, V?h = 2g. We will obtain sharp Hessian bounds for  in terms of the entropy drop.
The splitting map « will be constructed explicitly from £, this will obtain an estimate on V2« in terms of the
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entropy pinching. Recall that the k-pinching Ef’a’d(x) is defined to be the minimal entropy pinching over all
(k, @)-independent points; see Definition 4.22.

Theorem 6.3 (Sharp Poisson regularization of d°). Let (M", g, p) satisfy Ric > —(n—1)6> with Vol(Bs-1(p)) >
vo~" > 0. For any € > 0 and B,(x) C Bs(p) if 6 < 6(n,v,¢€) is such that B,s-1(x) is (0, 82)-symmetric, then
there exists a function h : By, (x) — R such that:

(1) Ah=2n

(2) JCBZ, - (|V2h —2g*> + Ric(Vh, Vh) + 2(n — 1)6° - |Vh|2) < C(n,v) - |wf2(x) - W‘;z(x)l .
2

B3) fy 0 [VHE = 41 < CO vyt - W00 = W3 ().

(4) |Vh| < C(n,v)r .

&) SUPg, (x) |h — d)zcl <ert.

Proof. Set t = r?, and as usual write p,(x, y) = (4nt)"/?¢~/ for the heat kernel. The Hessian estimates on
h will follow from the Hessian estimates on the function 4¢f, which is in turn given by the local W-entropy
pinching. Thus, we will begin by deriving the relevant estimates on V2 f.

By Theorem 4.21, we have

2t
2[5 [ (27 - 5eP + RIVL T + 20 - DTSR oty

< W2 (x) = W3, (%)

=7. (6.2)
Hence, there exists ¢ < s < 2¢ such that
2 1 2 : 2 2
2s | (IV2f - 7,8 + Ric(V£ Vf) +26%(n - DIV )‘pr(x’ dy) < 1. (6.3)
M
In particular,
f (IV%(dsf) — 2¢ + Ric(V(4sf), V4s[) +26%(n — DIV (s /)P )gps(x, dy) < 8. (6.4)
Mn

By using the heat kernel lower bound estimates in Theorem 4.13 and the volume noncollapsing assumption,
we get

JC (IV%(dsf) - 2¢ + Ric(V(4sf), V(dsf) +2n - D&*V(@sf)IP) < Cln, v)n. (6.5)
By (%)
Set f := 4sf and consider the 1-form

VIVA? =4V f =2V f(Vf, -) - 4Vf
= 2V2f - 29)(VF, ). (6.6)
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By using the Poincaré inequality in Theorem 4.23 and the gradient estimate |V f|* = 16s2|V f|> we get

47 AL 2 20 72 2
f fwit-ai-f  awiE-af <cms W) - 2P0 < Convms
34\/§(X) B4\/§(x)

B4 Vs (x)
Put

N - 1 - _
f:=f+—f (VP - 47).
By ()

4
Ji4 ()

f (|v2 f=2gP + Ric(VF, V) +26*(n - 1)V f|2) < C(n,v)n.
By (%)

Then

N A2
VAP -4 f| < C(n,v)ns?,

We now define the function / to be the solution of the Poisson equation,

Ah =2n (on B4\/;(x)),
h=f  (on 0By ;(x)).

We will show that 4 satisfies the desired estimates.®

By integrating by parts, we have
f own-vip=f  n-paj-m
B4 \/g(x) B4 \/g(x)

1/2 1/2
< { f - f|2] - { f A7 - 2n|2]
By 5 By (%)

1/2 1/2
<c) ( f h f|2) - ( f v2f - 2g|2] .
By 5(%) By ()

Since h — f = 0 on 0B, ;5(x) we have by the Poincaré inequality in Theorem 4.23

f lh— fI> < C(n)sf IVh — V.
B4\/3(x) B4\/§()C)

By combining (6.12) with (6.11), we get

sf IVh — VfP? +JC lh— fP < C(n)szf V2 f - 2g°.
34\/;(X) 34\/;(X) 34\/;(X)

(6.7)

(6.8)

(6.9)

(6.10)

6.11)

6.12)

(6.13)

To be precise, here we might have to change the domain by an arbitrarily small amount such that the boundary is smooth, and

in particular satisfies an exterior sphere condition. This does not effect the argument which follows.
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Choose a cutoff function ¢ as in (4.9) with support in B, (v andg¢ =1 in By \/;(x) such that s|A¢|+s|Vg|> <
C(n). Then we have

f AGIVA - VfP > f AGIVI — VP
B4\/§(x)

B4 \/E(x)

> f GAIVh — V f?
B4\/§(x)

> JC 26 (120 = V2 fI? + Ric(V(h = ), V(h = f)) + (V(Ah = AP, V(h - f))).
By (%)

(6.14)
Therefore we have
f ¢ (IV2h = V2 /1> + Ric(V(h - /), V(i - f))
B4\E(x)
1 N N A
<3 f AGIIVA - Vf? - f H(V(AR - A, VG~ f)y
By (%) By (%)

< C() { f IAd| - IVh - VP + f GIAF — 2n? + f Af = 2] - [Vh = V|- V4]

By (%) By (%) By ()
< C(n) [ f (A¢| + V) - [Vh — VfI* + f (¢ + DIAf - 2n|2]

B4\/§(x) B4\/}(x)
< C(n) V2 f —2g), (6.15)

By i@

where we have used (6.13) in the last inequality and IAf— 2n* < nIVZf— 2g|*. By using (6.13) and s < 107,
we have

f (IV%h = V2P + Ric(V(h = ), V(h = f)) + 28%(n = DIVA = VfI?)
By (%)
< f ¢ (IV?h = V2 fI? + Ric(V(h = f),V(h - f)) + 26°(n = 1)|Vh = V)
34\/§(X)

< C(n) IV2f —2g*. (6.16)
34\/§(x)

By the Schwarz inequality and (6.8) we get

f IV2h — 2g*+Ric(Vh, Vh) + 26%(n — 1)|Vh[?
B}ﬁ(x)
<2 f (IV%h = V2 f1? + Ric(V(h = f),V(h = f)) + 26%(n = 1)IVh = VfP)
B}ﬁ(x)

+2 f (IV2f = 28 + Ric(V £, V.f) + 26°(n = DIVFP)
By ()

<C(n,v)n. (6.17)
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This gives (1).

To see (3), note that 2t > s > ¢ = r* and

f IVh> <2 sup [Vf* +2 f IVh — V> < Cn,v)s. (6.18)
By y5(x) By s By ()

From this, the gradient estimate on % in (3) follows by a standard Moser iteration argument.

To prove (2), since 2t > s > t = r?, we can use estimates for f in (6.8) and the gradient estimates

VA + |V f | < C(n,v) /s in B, \/;(x). By Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we have

2 2 712 2|2 2 F12 2 12
IVhP — 4n] < COn) - /- af] + Vi - 1972+ h -/l
By (%) B3 5(%) B3 5(x) By 5(x)
< C(n,v)ns® + JC \Vh—VfP?-|Vh+ VfP
B3 \/g(x)
< C(n, V)T]S2 + C(n, V)SJC |Vh — Vf|2
33\/5()5)
< C(n,v)ns. (6.19)

This gives (3).

To complete the proof, we need to show (4). By the gradient estimates for A, f, d? and (6.13), it suffices
to prove |f — d?| < er?. For this, we will use heat kernel convergence and W'-2-convergence of functions as
in Proposition 4.14 and argue by contradiction.

By scaling, we can assume r = | and Ric > —(n — 1)6%>. Therefore assume there exists ey > 0 and
(M;, gi, x;) satisfying VOI(B(SI_—I(X[)) > vo; ", Ric > —(n — 1)(5? — 0, the ball B(S;l(xi) is (0, 61.2)-symmetric, but
that the function f; defined as above satisfies

sup |fi — di| > . (6.20)
Bio(xi)

Now let i — co. By Gromov’s compactness theorem. there exists metric cone, (C(Y),d, x), which
is the Gromov-Hausdorff-limit of (M;, g;, x;). By the heat kernel convergence in Proposition 4.14 and Re-
mark 4.16, the heat kernel p;(x;,-) = (4n) /%7 /i converges to heat kernel p|(xe, ) = (@m)y™ 2oy, [4+Ax
uniformly on any compact subset, where

Vol(S™1)

Ay =1
X =08 0100

From the heat kernel Laplacian estimate and W'-?-convergence in Proposition 4.28, it follows that the
sequence f; converges to fo = d)zcm /4 — A, uniformly and in the local W'? sense. Thus, f; converges
uniformly to a limit function

Foim4fu+ 4]C (VP = fuo) = &2 .
Bio(xe)

Since d)zq converges to d%m uniformly in any compact set, while supg, .., | fi - d)qu > g for any i, this gives a
contradiction. This completes the proof of Theorem 6.3
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O

6.2. The k-splitting associated to k independent points. In this subsection, we construct a k-splitting map
from k-independent points which satisfy the estimates of the splitting Theorem 6.1. By rescaling and taking
the infimum over all (k, @)-independent sets of points we will see that the proof of Theorem 6.1 is a direct
consequence of the following main result, Proposition 6.4. The proof of this proposition will occupy the
remainder of this section.

Proposition 6.4. Let (M", g, p) satisfy Ricyn > —(n — 1)6% with Vol(Bs-1(p)) = vo™" > 0. For €, > 0 and
0 <6(n,v,a,e) let {xg, x1,- -+ , xx} C B(x) C Byo(p) be (k, @)-independent points with

k
(i) 1= ) WP, () = W5 (xi) < 6.
i=0

Then there exists C(n, v, @) > 0 and a (k, €)-splitting map u = (u',--- ,u") : Bg,(x) = R¥ such that:

(1) 7 £ o (IV2ul® + Ric(Vu, Vu) + 2(n = & Vul?) < C - EX({xi)).

2
@) fy 0|V V) = 65 < € Exctuin.
3) [Vul|<1+e€.

Before giving the proof of Proposition 6.4, let us look at the following example to see how to build a
splitting function from squared distance functions to distict vertices of a cone.

Example 6.5. (Cone-splitting; the case R> = C(S'))) Cone-splitting, and more specifically the relation
between squared distance functions /.. from distinct cone points and a splitting functions u, is perhaps most
easily illustrated by the case of R?. Denote the square of the distance functions from the points (x1,0) by
hy(x,y) = (x £ 1)> + y*. Then the linear function (splitting function) u = x satisfies

1
=1 (hy —h_). (6.21)

The expression in (6.21), which builds a linear splitting function from squared distance functions, will
reappear in the general quantitative context in (6.22) of Proposition 6.4.

Proof of Proposition 6.4 . It follows from Theorem 6.3 that for any € > 0 there exists dp(n, v, €) such that
for 0 < ¢ and each point x;, there is a map A; : Byo(x;) — R such that:

(1) Ah; =2n.
@ fo 00 (IV2h; - 28 + Ric(Vh;, Vhy) + 2(n = 1)6*|Vhi2) < C(n, v)WY, () = WL 100

3) :ﬁ?zo (xi)
4) |Vhy| < C(n,v)r on Byy(x;) .

Vh? - 4h| < Cln, VP IWS, () = W, ()]

(5) supg,, (v 1hi — di.l < er’.

Note that Byo-(x) C Bao,(x;). We define the k-splitting functions as in Example 6.5:
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. hi—ho—d(x,x)°

i 6.22
2d(x;, xo) (022
Note that by (1), we have Aii' = 0 in Bjg,(x). By the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality we also have:
@ 2, (V2P + Ric(ViK', Vii') + 201 = DIVE?) < Cln, v, @) - E({x)),
(b) supp,, (v V'l < C(n, v, ),
L dy—dy —d(xo.x)
(c) SUPR, .0 [~ 3| S C(a,n) - er.
Lemma 6.6. There exists k X k lower triangle matrix A with |A| < C(n, v, @) such that u = (u', - - - ,uk) =
A@', -, ik satisfies

f (Vi Vuly = 6.
Bg(x)

Assume provisionally that the lemma holds. Then since |A| < C(n,v, @), by using estimate (a) and (b)
and the Poincaré inequality, it follows easily that u satisfies (1), (2) of the proposition. Estimate (3) follows
exactly as in [ChNal5]. Therefore, to complete the proof of Theorem 6.1 it suffices to prove Lemma 6.6.

Proof. (Of Lemma 6.6) We will argue by contradiction. By rescaling B,(x) to Bi(x) we can take r = 1.
Then we can assume there exists (M, gg, xg) and (k, @)-independent points {xg o, xg,1, - , Xgx} C B1(xp)
with 3 — 0 as 8 — oo. Also, for each 3, we can construct regularized maps /z; and harmonic functions iig;
on Bjo(xg) as in (6.22), satisfying (a) (b) and (c) with g — 0 in (c).

Now, assume that either there exists no k X k lower triangle matrix Ag such that

up = Ap(ily, - , iig)

satisfies

(Vi Vily = 69
J{/1-;80613) b £

or if there exist such matrices Ag, then |Ag| — oo.

By the definition of independent points and the Cone-Splitting Theorem 4.6, there is a Gromov-Hausdorff
limit space of the sequence Mg which is a metric cone R¥ x C(X). Moreover, the set {xg;} converges to a set
of (k, @) independent points {x ;} C R¥ x {v} where v is the vertex of C(X).

By (c) above, the % converge to the linear functions

2 2 2
; dxm,i - d-xoc,() - d(xoo,(), xw,,-)

- 2d(x00,ia XOO,O)

it

Recall that {x i} C R¥ x {v} is a collection of (k, a)-independent points. Thus, the linear functions {ii’,, i =
1,---, k) form a basis of linear space of R, and there exists lower triangular matrix, A, with |A| <
C(n, v, a), such that

1 k ~1 ~k
U = (uoo’ ) uoo) = Aoo(uoo’ ) uoo)
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satisfies

f (Vul,, Vul)y = 6 |
Bg(xeo)

For f3 large enough, the W'2-convergence of harmonic functions stated in Proposition 4.28 implies for
some Ag with |Ag — A| — O that the set of functions

g = (,jl[l;,... i) = Aﬁ(ﬁé’... ’ﬁg)

is orthogonal in the integral sense over Bg(xg) as Lemma 6.6, which leads to a contradiction. This completes
the proof of the Lemma 6.6. O

As we have seen, this also completes the Proposition 6.4 and hence, of Theorem 6.1. O

7. THE GEOMETRIC TRANSFORMATION THEOREM

We begin with some motivation. The results of the last section specify how good the best splitting will be
on a sufficiently entropy pinched ball. However, in the eventual application to the Neck Structure Theorem
2.9, the proof will depend on fixing a single splitting map on the original ball B>(p) and showing that
it behaves sufficiently well on most smaller balls. Recall from subsection 5.3 the following motivating
example:

Example 7.1. If u : B»(0") — R¥ is a k-splitting map in R”, then as with any solution of an ellipic pde u
has pointwise bounds on the Hessian. Among other things, this implies that if we restrict to some sub-ball
B.(x) € Bi(p), then u : B,(x) — RX is still a splitting map. In fact, if 77! := (Vi/, Vu/), then T o ulg,(x)
becomes an increasingly good splitting map, since u converges to a linear map at a polynomial rate.

As discussed in subsection 5.3 we wish to generalize, to the extent possible, the above example to spaces
with lower Ricci curvature bounds. In this case we cannot hope that u|p, () remains a splitting map, but we
will see that we can choose a matrix 7 = T'(x, r) such that T o u|p () is comparable to the best splitting maps
on B,(x), in the sense of the last section.

7.1. Statement of the Geometric Transformation Theorem. The result referred to in [ChNal5] as the
Transformation Theorem is a key component of the proof of the Codimension 4 Conjecture in that paper.
For given € > 0, the statement of the Transformation Theorem 7.2 concerns a (n— 2, 6(€))-splitting functions
u: Bi(x) » R™2, Namely, although the restriction of u to a smaller ball a ball B,(x) might not be an
(n—2, e)-splitting function, the Transformation Theorem 7.2 gives conditions guaranteeing the existence of a
suitable upper triangular (n—2)x(n—2) matrix 7', with positive diagonal entries, such that Tu : B,(x) — R"2
is an (n — 2, e)-splitting function, Tu : B,(x) — R”~2. The conditions of [ChNal5] are special to the
codimension two stratum.

In the present long and somewhat technical section, we show that with a different hypothesis, the conclu-
sion of the Transformation Theorem of [ChNal5] can be sharpened. To begin, our conditions and criteria
will hold for any any stratum. We will see that beginning with a (k, €)-splitting function u, that so long as
B,(x) remains k-symmetric that there is a transformed function T'u satisfing the Hessian estimates given by
Theorem 6.1. More precisely, the main result of this section is the following.”

TAs usual, & (p) = Eﬁ"’"s(p) denotes the k-pinching; see Definition 4.22.



48 JEFF CHEEGER, WENSHUAI JIANG, AND AARON NABER

Theorem 7.2 (Geometric Transformation). Given a,n,€,8 > 0, there exists C = C(n, v, n, @) and
vy =vymn,v,n) >0,0(n,v,n) >0, such that if 6 < d(n,v,n), then the following holds:

Let (M", g, p) satisfy Ricypm > —(n — 162, Vol(Bi(p)) > v > 0 and asssume:

1) u: By(p) — R¥ is a (k, 0)-splitting function.
ii) Forall r < s <6 the ball By(p) is (k, 6>)-symmetric but not (k + 1, n)-symmetric.

Then for all s € [r, 1], there exists a k X k-matrix T = T, ; such that:

(1) Tu : Bs(p) — R¥ is a (k, €)-splitting map.
(2) Forrj:= 27,
52 f (IV2Tul® + Ric(VTu, VTu) + 26%(n — DIVTul?) < C - Z (i
Bs(p) rj

Y
) Sl;j(p) +C6. (7.1)
J

SSFjSl

7.2. Outline of the proof. Essentially, the kX k matrix T, ; is gotten by orthonormalization of the gradients
on the given scale. The points is to show that this procedure produces an e-splitting as in (1) and, what is
more challenging, that this splitting satisfies the sharp estimate in (2).

The statements (1) and (2) are both proved by contradiction arguments, in which the assumption that the
conclusion fails is shown to lead to a statement about metric cones which, by explicit computation, can be
shown to be false. Before giving a brief description of the arguments, we mention that there three technical
points which will have to be taken into account when the arguments are carried out.

The first technical point concerns our being able to pass the assumption that the conclusion of the theorem
fails to a statement about limit cones. For this, we use W2 convergence result in Proposition 4.28.

The second technical point pertains to checking that the resulting statement which concerns limit cones
is actually false. At the formal level, one can do explicit calculations which employ separation of variables.
If we could assume that the cross section Y”~! of the limit cone C(Y"!) were smooth, then the relevant
computations would be straightforward exercises, using that Y”~! would be a space with Ricy > (n — 2).
Making rigorous this understanding in our context will take a fair amount of technical work.

The third technical point concerns the fact that the Hessian of the norm squared of a harmonic function
need not be well defined on a limit cone. However, the Laplacian is well defined and it will suffice to state
all of our estimates on limit cones which correspond to Hessian estimates on manifolds in weak form using
Bochner’s formula (4.14).

The proof of conclusion (1) of Theorem 7.2 is similar to the proof of the Transformation Theorem of
[ChNal5]. It is a quantitative implementation of the following fact. On a metric cone R¥ x C(Z), which is
a definite amount away from splitting off R¥*!, a harmonic function which is assumed to grow only slightly
more than linearly, must in fact, be linear and have linear growth. The reason is the following.

Consider a metric cone C(Y) which is a Gromov-Hausdorff limit with the lower bound on Ricci going to
zero. The Laplacian Ay on the cross-section has a discrete spectrum and an orthonormal basis of eigenfunc-
tions, ¢;, with corresponding eigenvalues —Ay¢@; = A;¢;, satisfying 49 = 0, 4; > n — 1, for i > 1. It follows
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from i) of Theorem 7.2, that in our case, n — 1 = A} = --- = A; and from ii) that there exists 7(n,v,n) > 0
such that Ay+; > (n — 1) + 7(n, v, n) i.e. there is a definite gap in the spectrum.

Let u(r, x) denote a harmonic function on C(Y) = R* x C(Z) which is normalized to satisfy u(0, x) = 0.
Then we have an expansion in terms of homogeneous harmonic functions, see also Proposition 7.4

u(r, ) = )" cir - ¢i(y), (7.2)
i
where ay = 0,a; =--- =ar =1 and a4 = 1 + 6(n, v, n), for some 6(n,v,n) > 0. From this, it follows that
in our case, a harmonic function on R* x C(Z) which grows only a bit more than linearly is actually linear.
This is the fact about cones which enables us to prove (1) via a contradiction argument.

Although the idea behind the proof of (2) is equally simple, finding the right sharp quantitative estimate
on cones is more subtle. Intuitively, in this case we consider the behavior of an arbitrary harmonic function,
u(r,z) as in (7.2). Note that as r — 0 that the nonlinear terms in the expansion decay faster than the
linear terms. Thus u(r, z) becomes increasingly linear as r — 0. The technically precise version of this
decay estimate on limit cones is given in (7.39) of Proposition 7.12. The corresponding decay estimate for
manifolds is given in (7.50) of Proposition 7.14. The latter contains a pinching term on the right-hand side
which compensates for the fact that we are not dealing with an actual metric cone. In particular, the best we
can hope for in general is that u|p,(r) looks increasingly like the "best’ linear function on B,(x), in the sense
of Theorem 6.1.

The remainder of this section can be viewed as consisting of five parts.

In Subsection 7.3, we derive the results on cones needed to prove (1) of Theorem 7.2. The section is
essentially technical and routine.

In Subsection 7.4 we give the proof of (1).

In Subsection 7.5, which is brief, we digress to prove a Reifenberg theorem for which the map is canon-
ical. The proof is an easy consequence of the arguments Subsections 7.3, 7.4. While this result is not
used elsewhere in the paper, it is of some interest in and of itself. Moreover, it provides motivation for the
arguments in Section 10 used to prove rectifiability of the strata S¥ for all k.

In Subsection 7.6 we state and prove the key the decay estimate for cones, (7.39) of Proposition 7.12.
In Subsection 7.7 we prove the corresponding decay estimate (7.50) of Proposition 7.14.

In Subsections 7.7.3, 7.8, we complete the proof of (2) of Theorem 7.2.

7.3. Harmonic functions and eigenvalue estimates on limit cones. Let
d

(M, gir x;) = (C(Y),d, xoo) = RF x C(2)

with Richn > —0; — 0 and Vol(B;(x;)) > v > 0. As in subsection 4.10 there exist Laplacians Ac(y), Ay on
the cone and its cross section.
The cross-section Y is an RCD space with positive Ricci curvature Ricy.-1 > n — 2; see [Ket, BaStu].

Results on the spectrum of Y which hold for smooth spaces with this lower Ricci bound are know to hold fo
Y"1, Spectral results which hold for smooth spaces with this lower Ricci bound are known to hold for Y"~!.
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In particular, the spectrum of Ay is discrete, see Section 4.10 and Theorem 4.31. Denote the spectrum of Ay

by 0 = Ay < 41 < A < --- with an associated orthonormal basis of eigenfunctions ¢y = — O1, P2, e

VVoI(Y)’

The main results of this subsection are Proposition 7.3 and Proposition 7.4.%

d
Proposition 7.3 (Eigenvalue estimates on limit cone). Let (M, g;, x;) = (X, d, xe0) = (C(Y),d, xe0) =
(R¥ x C(Z),d, xs) satisfy Richn > —0; = 0.and Vol(B(x;)) = v > 0. If Bi(x;) is not (k + 1,n)-symmetric,
then

O=Adg<n—-1=A41 = = <Agg1 SAhs2 <+ (7.3)
Moreover, there exists T(n,n,v) > 0 such that

Apr1 > A+ 7.

d
Proposition 7.4. Let (M?', gi, x;) — (C(Y), d, xco) satisfy Ricypr > =8; — 0 and Vol(B1(x;)) > v > 0. Then
r%ig; is harmonic where A; = a;(n —2 + a;) with a; > 0 and —Ay¢; = A;¢;. Moreover, any harmonic function
u(r,Y) : Bi(xe) = R satisﬁes9
u= Z bir"ig;

i=0
where the convergence is in W2 sense on B(xoo).

Proof. (Of Proposition 7.4) By Theorem 4.30 and Remark 4.32 the function r*¢; is harmonic. So let us
begin the proof of the second part of the proposition. Since u is bounded, in particular u € L?(0B}(x)).
Then we have the expansion in L*(Y),

u(l,y) = > bigy, (7.4)
i=0
where b; = fY¢i(y)u(1,y). Define
k
V(ry) = ) b i)
i=0

in B|(xs). Denote the limit in L?(B;(X«)) as k — oo of v by v. Since the operator A is closed, it follows
that v is also harmonic. We have

v= ) brgi(y) € LA(By). (1.5)
=0

To finish the whole proof, we require to show the above convergence (7.5) is in W'2-sense and v = u.
Denote the annulus A, j(x«) by

Ar1(Xeo) 1= B1(xeo) \ Br(xw) .

81n the case in which the cross-section is smooth, the second of these results is derived from the first; see [Ch79]. Under our
assumptions, it will be convenient to derive the first from the second.

9We mention that on any RCD space, which includes this context, a harmonic function is automatically Lipschitz, see for
instance [AGS12], [AGS12-2]
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The following Lemma 7.5 will suffice to complete the proof of Proposition 7.4. The argument will be given
after the proof of the Lemma 7.5 is completed.

Lemma 7.5. With the notation above, we have vy — v in Wh2(B;(xs)) and

. 1 f 2
Iim —— v—u(l,y)"=0. (7.6)
=1 (1=1)? Ja, )

Proof. To begin with, we will show that v; converges to v in Wh?(B|(xe)).

From the fact that u is Lipschitz it follows that }; bl.2/1,~ < oco. Namely,

fy VL, y) - Vui(L, )P = fY V(L y)P? + fY VoL -2 fY Va1, y), Vo1, )

= f IVu(1,y)* + f [Vve(1, y)I* +2 f u(1, Y)Avi(1,y)
Y Y Y
k
= | IVu(l,y))> =) b7, 7.7
fY VL, y) 20: , (1.7)

This implies

Db} < f IVu(l, y) .
i=0 Y

Since cxl.z < A;, we have

f Ve I = sz f VG gl = Z b +"2 _0‘_2_0(:1)21172 (7.8)

By applying the same computation to vy — v, we get

V0=t WE < cm Z b} . (7.9)
i=C

Therefore, {v;} is a Cauchy sequence in W'?(B1(x)). Since the space W!?(B|(x) is complete, it follows
that vy — v € WH2(B|(xw)). This concludes the proof of the first part of Lemma 7.5.

To complete the proof of Lemma 7.5, we need to prove (7.6). We will begin by showing that v =
Yoo bir®¢i(y) is also in L*(0B(xs)) for 0 < r < 1.

Since ), bf < oo it follows that {vx(r, y)} is a Cauchy sequence in L*>(dB,(x«)). Denote the limit of v(r, y)
in L?(0B,(x«)) by #(r, y). By Fubini’s theorem we have that

1 1
f e, y) — 7, Y)PAH = f f ve(r,y) - 7(r, y)PdYdr = f lim f ve(r,y) = vi(r, YPAYdr
Bi(xs) 0 Y 0 J7oJy
(7.10)

fo szdr<2b2. (7.11)

=k
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Letting k — oo we get
f v(r,y) = (r, )P dH" = 0
Bl(xoe)
In particular, this implies that v(r,y) = 372 bir®¢;(y) is in L*(dB,). By Fubini’s theorem we can compute

|| 2
_r s s L sy — a1, )l
(1- ’”)2 jz;r,l(xoo) (s, y) = ul. " = (1- r)2 . (7.12)

Since v(r, y) is the L? limit of v(r, y) on dB,, we have

L ol v 221 2
1 , T R B - 1Pds
(1-r7 fA,,l(xm) v =l F = -2
had 2 (1 _ ra,)Z
= Z -7
<) Z(“i M=), (7.13)

i=1
where we have used @; > 0 to deduce (1 -r%) < (a; + 1)(1 —r). Since 3,77, bl.za/l.2 < oo, this implies
lim,_,; ﬁ fA . ) —u(1,y)* = 0. This completes the proof of Lemma 7.5. O

Now, we can complete the proof of the Proposition 7.4. For u, v, as in (7.4), (7.5), it suffices to prove that
u = v. Since u is Lipschitz Lemma 7.5 implies

1
lim 2f |v—u|2—>0.
r=0 (1 =7 Ja,1(x0)

Choose a cutoff function ¢, with support in Bj(xs) and ¢, := 1 in B,(x«) such that |Vg,| < C(n)/(1 — r).
Then

1
f IV(u - v)gp = -2 f (= VeV (=), Vegp) < 5 IV(u - v)*¢; + C(n) f lu — vV, .
Bi(xe) B By Apl
(7.14)

By letting r — 1 we have that fBl [V(u — v)[> = 0, which implies u — v is a constant. Moreover, since
(1_%)2 fAm (x0) lv —ul*> = 0as r — 1, we have that u = v. This completes the proof of Proposition 7.4. O

Next we will prove Proposition 7.3. As explained at the beginning of this section, the idea is the following:

By Theorem 4.31, we know that 49 = 0 and 4; > n — 1. Consider a harmonic function u = r%¢;
on X = C(Y) = R x C(Z), where ¢; is an eigenfunction of Y with eigenvalue A; and @; > 0 satisfies
A = ai(n — 2+ ;). If uis a linear function on the R¥ component then we have a; = 1, or equivalently
A; = n — 1. Therefore, we have 4g = 0 and A} = Ay = --- A = n — 1. To finish the proof, we will need to
show that

Qg1 >n—1+1(n,v,n) >n—1.

Consider the harmonic function u = r®*'¢;,| where —Adry1 = Arr1Pr+1- We will use a contradiction
argument to show that ax; > 1 + a(n,v,n) > 1, which implies Ax+; > Ax + 7(n, v,n7). The moral is simple,
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we will show if a4 is close to 1 then u = r***1¢;, is close to a new linear splitting function. Then if @4
is too close to 1, this contradicts the assumption that B;(x;) is not (k + 1, )-symmetric.

Proof. (Of Proposition 7.3) Let u = r*»¢,, denote a harmonic function in X. By scaling invariance, we have

1o f IVulpy(Xeo, dx) = 5"~ f Vil py(Xeo, d) (7.15)

Lemma 7.6. For any € > 0, we will show that if |a,,,— 1] < 6 < 6(n, v, n, €) then there exit harmonic functions
u; . Bi(x;) € M; — R converging in W2 _sense (see Definition 4.26) to u with

f IV2u;> < € fori>i(n,v,en). (7.16)
By (x;)

Let us assume Lemma 7.6 and finish the proof of Proposition 7.3.

Note that @) = ap = -+ = @ = 1 < @y, forany € > 0, if |age; — 1| < 6 < 6(n,v,n,€). Then by
Sublemma 7.6, we have k + 1 harmonic functions ul.l, u?, e ,uf.‘“ : B1(x;) = R which converge in W'2-
sense to u! = xL,u? = X2, uk = X = Yty 1. Here x', -+, x* are the coordinate functions of
RF ¢ Rk x C(2), and u', u?, - - - ,uF*! is perpendicular to each other with respect to the inner product

(u,v) = f (Vu, Vv), for all u,v € W"2(By). (7.17)
Bj(x0)
Moreover, since (uf,u’) = 1 for € = 1,--- ,k and |, u¥*') — 1| < C(n)é, and uf — ul in W'2-sense, we

have for i > i(n, v, €,n) that

f (Vi Vuly — 6
Bi(x;)

On the other hand, Lemma 7.6 we have the Hessian estimate

Ji( )|V2u;’|2 <e (7.19)
1(X;

<e¢ foralla,b=1,--- k+ 1. (7.18)

It follows that the map

wi=(uf, Uty T Bi(x) —» RM! (7.20)

i°

is a (k+ 1, C(n)e)-splitting map. If € < e(n, v, n), this asserts that ay+; > 1+ a(n,v,n) > 1, which contradicts
the assumption that B(x;) is not (k + 1, 7)-symmetric. This concludes the proof of Proposition 7.3 under the
assumption that Lemma 7.6 holds.

of Lemma 7.6. The proof of Lemma 7.6 requires the result on heat kernel convergence of Proposition 4.14
and harmonic function convergence in Lemma 4.29.
By (7.15), we have for |, — 1| < 6 that

| f IVl (x) i (oo, X)dx — f VP () p (o, W)l < 25 f VP () 02 (oo, X)dlx, (7.21)
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Since u has polynomial growth and the heat kernel p, is exponentially decaying as in Theorem 4.13, we
can choose a big R > R(n, v, ) and a cutoff function ¢ = y(r?) ,with support in Bg and ¢ := 1 in Bg/2, such
that [Vg|? + |Ag| < C(n)R~? and

|f ¢2|Vu|2(x)p1(xw,x)dx—f 4,02|Vu|2(x)p2(xw,x)dx| §45f ¢2|Vu|2(x)p2(xw,x)dx.
BR(XOO) BR(xoe) BR(XOO)

By using Lemma 4.29 and Proposition 4.28, we can now construct a sequence of harmonic functions,
u; : Br(x;) = R, which converge in W!?-sense to u : Br(xs) — R.

Let ¢ = ¥(h;) with Ah; = 2n where h; approximates d? pointwise (see [ChO1]). 10 By the heat kernel

convergence in Proposition 4.14 we have for i > i(n, v, 9),

[ emufemndc- [ PRuPpsnnd] <8 [ @Rufpde. (122
BRr(xi) BRr(x;) Br(xi)

Since p; is the heat kernel this gives

2
| f f MG IVuP)pi(xi, d)| < 86 f IV (P2 (i, dx). (7.23)
1 Bgr(x;)
From Bochner’s formula and the Schwartz inequality, we get
2
f f ¢’ IV2uipi(xi, dx)dt < C(6 +R™?) Vi (02 (xi, dx). (7.24)
1 Bgr(x;)
By the mean value theorem and the heat kernel lower bound estimate Theorem 4.13, we have
f IV2u;l> < C(n,v)(6 + R™2) \Vuil*pa(x;, dx) < C(6 + R72). (7.25)
Bi(x;) Bgr(x;)
By fixing R = R(€, n, v) we conclude that
f |V2u,-|2 <e€.
Bi(x)
This completes the proof of the Lemma 7.6 O
Hence, the proof of Proposition 7.3 is complete as well. O

7.4. Part (1) of the Geometric Transformation Theorem. In this subsection, we will prove estimate (1) of
Theorem 7.2. We will see in subsequent subsections that the transformation 7 safitifies the vastly improved
estimate (2). As we explained, the proof of (1) is based on a contradiction argument:

Proposition 7.7 (Transformation). Let (M", g, x) satisfy Ricym > —(n — 1)6% and Vol(Bi(x)) > v > 0. Let
€>0and o6 < o(n,v,n,€). Assume:

(1) By(x) is (k, 6%)-symmetric but not (k + 1,1) symmetric for each scale ry < s < 1.

(2) u: Ba(x) = RFis a 8-splitting map and let € > 0.

Then for each scale ro < s < 1 there exists k X k lower triangle matrix T such that:

10Note we are not just applying Theorem 4.12 to produce a cutoff function but are specifying its construction. This is to ensure
W(h;) converge to the cutoff function ¥(r?) in the limit space, which will be important.
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(1) Tsu: By(x) » R¥isa (k, €)-splitting map on By(x).
Q) £, VT, V(Tsu)’) = 6.
B) [TsoT,! -1 <€

The proof of Proposition 7.7 will rely on the eigenvalue estimate (7.3) of Proposition 7.3. The key point is
that almost linear growth harmonic function on the limit cone must be linear. We begin with the following:

Lemma 7.8 (Harmonic function with almost linear growth). Ler (M, g, x;)) — (C(Y),d, xs) = (RF x
C(Z),d, x) satisfy Ric > —6; — 0 and Vol(B|(x;)) = v > 0. Assume Bo(x;) is not (k + 1,n)-symmetric.
Then there exists €(n,v,n) > 0 such that any harmonic function u on C(Y) with almost linear growth
[ul(y) < Cd(y, xe)'*€ + C is a linear function induced from an R factor:

Proof. To begin with it follows from Proposition 7.4 that a harmonic function on C(Y) has the form
w= " bi-rg;, (7.26)
i=0

where the convergence is in W'-? on compact subsets.
By using the eigenvalue estimate in Proposition 7.3 and noting that a¢ = 0, we have

l=a; = =a<1+pn,n, Vol(Z)) < a4 .

If we put ug = u — Zf:o bir%¢;, then we still have |uo|(y) < Cd(y, xeo)'*€ + C.
To finish the proof, it suffices to show that € < 3/2 implies uo = 0. For this, we consider the L? integral
of ug over Br(xwo). Since r%¢; are orthogonal in L?(0B,(x«)) for each r we have

n

Z bfVol(Y)_lmRmf = JC lupl* < C + CR**2¢. (7.27)
Br(xe)

i=k+1 !
Since R is arbitrary, it follows that b; = 0 for all i > k + 1 if € < 8/2. Indeed, since @; > 1 + e fori > k + 1
and b?Vol(Y)™' —2—R%¥ < C + CR*** for any R we have b; = 0 for i > k + 1. This implies uy = 0, which

2(1/,’
completes the proof of Lemma 7.8. O

Proof. (Of Proposition 7.7) We will argue by contradiction. Make the following assumptions:
e There exists ¢ << 1 and (M;, g;, x;) such that B(;;lr(x,-) is (k, 6?) splitting but B,(x;) is not (k + 1, n)-
splitting for all r; < r < 1. Let u; : Ba(x;) — R* be a (k, 0;)-splitting map with 6; — 0.

e There exists s; > r; — 0 such that for all 1 > r > s, there exists a lower triangle matrix 7, , such
that Ty, ,u; is a (k, €) splitting on B,(x;) with J% (x.)(V(Txi,ru)“, V(Txl.,ru)b) = 5.

e No such mapping 7; = Ty, ;10 €xists on By,/10(x;). (Note that since 6; — 0 we have trivially that
N g 0)

We will contradict the assumption that s; > r;.

To complete the proof of Proposition 7.7, will need the following lemma. It states that as long as they
exist, the transformation matrices, 7'y, change slowly.

Let| - | denote the L®-norm on matrices.
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Lemma 7.9. There exists C(n) such that forall 1 > r > s,
TroTyh —11<Ce.

Proof. By volume doubling and noting that 7', o,u : By(x;) — R¥ is (k, €)—splitting we have

‘ﬁr (X,’ )

Thus, there exists lower trianglular matrix Ay, with |A,, — I| < C(n) /e such that Tx,-,Zr = Ay, T, o satisfies

(V(T 'y 200)", V(T 0,u)?) — 6% < C)ve. (1.28)

SCo Tt [T 2, V(T o) = 5
Bo(xi)

f <V(Txi,2ru)a, V(Txi,z;fu)b> = 5(117 .
Br(xi)

By the normalization, we have J% (x.)(V(Txi,ru)“, V(Txl.,ru)b) = 5%,

Define a symmetric bilinear form B(f, 1), on C*(B,,(x;)) by
sr=f 0.
Br(xi)

Denote the associated positive definite symmetric k£ X k matrix by B := (Bg) := (B(u, u)). Thus, we have
Ty BTy, =1=Tq2BT; ..
In particular,
LT =B =T 5 (T 50"
Since T, , and T, ,, are lower triangle matrices with positive diagonal entries, the uniqueness of Cholesky
decomposition (see [GV]) implies that Tx_i,er = Tx_i’l,. Therefore, we have Ay, Ty, 5, = T, ». In particular,

T Toh =11 = |As = 1] < C(n) Ve .

This completes the proof of Lemma 7.9. O

Now we can complete the proof of Proposition 7.7. For k X k matrices A, A, and the L*-norm for
matrices, we have by a simple triangle inequality that

[AjAy — 1| <Ay = 1|+ Ay = 1| + K|A; = 1] - |A2 — 1| (7.29)
By Lemma 7.9 and (7.29) and an induction argument we have
¢
T3 0Ty =11 < (1+ (k+ DCVe) — 1. (7.30)
Therefore
3
T3} 0 Ty poel < (14 (k+ DC Ve - (7.31)
For simplicity we still denote (k + 1)C by C. Hence for all r > s;, we have
r log(1+C +/ep)/ log 2 ’ C e
7., 0Tyl < (—) < (—) . (7.32)
’ i Si

Define v; = sl._lTxl.,si(u,- — u;(x;)) on the rescaled space (M;, sl._zgi, x;). Since §; — 0 and Bg-1,(xi) is (k, 6?)-
symmetric, we know that (M;, si_zgi,xi) converges to a cone C(Y) = RF x C(2). By the Holder growth
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estimate on T;i’l, as in (7.32) and noting that 7', ,(u; — u;(x;)) is a (k, €) splitting map at scale r, we have for
all x with sl._1 >d(x,x))=R>1,

IVvi(x)] < C-REV® = |Vyy(x)] < C-d(x, x)V® + C.
Also, by Proposition 4.28, the sequence v; converges in the local W' sense to a harmonic function v in
C(Y) with Holder growth on the gradient, i.e., [Vv|(x) < CREV® for |x| < R. Therefore, if the ¢ is small

as in Lemma 7.8, then we have v : C(Y) — RX is actually linear. Moreover, by using W'? convergence in
Proposition 4.28, and noting that the energy is quadratic we have

f (W, WPy = ¢ . (7.33)
Bi(xe)

Hence v = (v!,---,vk) forms a basis of linear functions on R¥. Without loss of generality we can assume
v =(x',..., k) are the standard coordinates. By W'-2-convergence of v; as Proposition 4.28 and Proposition

4.27 we have:
lim 4 f KVVE, WPy — 6P| = lim
Bi(x;)

[—o0 i—o0 Bi(xi)

Vv + VPP = [V = VPP — 467

= lim IVx? + V2P = VX% — Va2 — 46

200 JB)(xeo)

-0. (7.34)
Here we have used |Vx% + Vx2|? = [Lip(x* + M =2= [Lip(x* — )2 = |Vx? — Vx?|2. Hence, v; satisfies

lim KV, WPy — 6P = 0. (7.35)
1= JBi(x:)
Thus, by Bochner’s formula (4.14), the function v; is a (k, ¢)-splitting function on B;(x;) with ¢ — 0. Hence
for each 1/10 < r < 1 and sufficiently large i we have a rotation A,; such that |A,; — I| < ¢ and

f (VA ), V(AP = 6%, (7.36)
Br(xi)

In particular, this implies for large i that A,;v; : B(x;)) — R¥ is a (k, e /100)-splitting for 1/10 < r < 1
and satisfies the orthonormal condition (2), which contradicts with the existences of a minimal s; > 7;.
This finishes the proof of the existence of transformation matrices. The matrix estimate (3) comes from
the transformation estimates in Lemma 7.9 by choosing ¢ small. This completes the proof of Proposition
1.7. O

7.5. A canonical Reifenberg theorem. Prior to giving the proof of (2) of Theorem 7.2, we will make a
brief digression and a non-metric proof of the Reifenberg Theorem, which first proved by Cheeger-Colding
in [ChCo2]. Although this result is not used elsewhere in the paper it seems to be of independent interest.
In fact, it is a (much) easier instance of the sort of argument we will give when we we eventually study the
higher singular strata, see Theorem 9.12, and thus is a good motivator.

Theorem 7.10 (Canonical Reifenberg Theorem). Let (M", g, p) satisfy Ricym > —6(n—1) and dgp(B4(p), B4(0")) <
o with 0" € R". For any € > 0 if 6 < d(n, €), then there exists a harmonic map u : Bi(p) — R" such that

(1) Forany x,y € Bi(p) we have (1 — €)d(x, y)“f < u(x) —u@)| < (1 + e)d(x,y),
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(2) Forany x € B1(p) we have that du : T,M — R" is nondegenerate.

In particular, u is a diffeomorphism that is uniformly bi-Hdlder onto its image u(B(p)).

Remark 7.11. Consider limit space (M7, g;, p;) — (X, d, p) with dgy(B4(p), B4(0")) < 6, and a converging
sequence of harmonic maps u; : Bi(p;) — R". Then by Theorem 7.10, we get that B(p) is bi-Holder to R".

Proof. (Of Theorem 7.10) Let &' > 0. By Theorem 4.3, if § < 8(n, §"), then every sub-ball B,(x) C B4(p) is
(n,8")-symmetric. Moreover, there exists ¢’-splitting map u : B3(p) — R".

By the Transformation Proposition 7.7, for any € > 0, x € B3(p) and r < 1 if § < &'(€’, n) then there
exists a n X n lower triangle matrix 7'y, such that T ,u : B.(x) — R" is an € -splitting map. Moreover, by

_E,

the transformation estimate (3), |Tx,| < ™. We will see that these estimates imply Theorem 7.10.

First, we will prove a Holder estimate on u. Let x,y € B3, with d(x,y) = r. Since T ,u : B,(x) — R" is
an €’-splitting map, and in particular T, ,u is an er-GH map if € < €’(e, n), we have that

T u(x) = T ru(y)| 2 (1 = €)d(x, y). (7.37)

_EI

By the matrix growth estimate |7 | < r¢ we then have

lu(x) — u)| = (1 - e)d(x,y)'*¢  for d(x,y) =r.

Since r is arbitrary, by using the gradient bound |Vu| < 1 + ¢’ for splitting maps # we conclude for that any
X,y € Bspp(p)

(1 — €)d(x,y)'*¢ < Ju(x) — u(y)| < (1 + e)d(x,y). (7.38)

Therefore u is an injective map which, in particular, implies « is bi-Holder to its image.

Next we show that du : T,M — R" is nondegenerate, from which it follows that « is a diffeomorphism.
Essentially, this is because du(x) = T;,(l) . In more detail, let 27 = r,(x) be the harmonic radius at x, see
Definition 4.33. Then by smooth elliptic estimates the splitting map 7', .« satisfies the pointwise bound
(VT u®, VTx,rub y— 6% < €. In particular, this gives that det(du)(x) # 0, as claimed. m|

7.6. Hessian decay estimates on limit cones. The main result of this subsection is Proposition 7.12, the
key Hessian decay estimate for harmonic functions on limit cones. In the next subsection, it will be promoted
to the Hessian decay estimate on manifolds, and after that, to statement (2) of Theorem 7.2. Since a priori,
we can’t define the Hessian directly, we employ Bochner’s formula (4.14). This will allow us to work with
with a weak version.

Notation. Let ¢ : R — R denote a smooth cutoff function such that ¢ := 1if r < 1and ¢ :=0if r > 2. In
Proposition 7.12, we will consider a limit cone (C(Y), d, x»). We put r = d(x, X») and (x) = @(r?/s%).

Proposition 7.12 (Main decay estimate for cones). There exists B = B(n,n,v) > 0 with the following
property. Let (M}, g;, x;) = (C(Y),d, xs) = RF x C(Y), d, xs0) satisfy Ricyp > —6; — 0 and Vol(B1(x;)) >
v>0. Letu : Bip(xe) C C(Y) = R be a harmonic function and assume B1y(Xw) is not (k + 1, n)-symmetric.
Then forall0 < s <t<?2

1\ B
§*7" f |Vu|2A¢S§(—) P f IVul> Ay, . (7.39)
RExC(Y) S RExC(Y)
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The proof of Proposition 7.12 is given at the end of this subsection. Ultimately, it is a consequence of the
eigenvalue estimates in Subsection 7.3. We will begin with some preliminary computations.

According to Proposition 7.4, any harmonic function u can be written as u = ), b;r*¢;, where the con-
vergence is in W!?-sense. By Theorem 4.30, we have

IVgil*(r,y) = [Lipgil*(r,y) = r 2|Lipsil*(y) = r *|Vel3 .

Vul? = " bibjaiar ;i i + ) bibr™ Vg, V4))y, (7.40)
i,j i,j

Let ¢ : R — [0, 1] be a standard cutoff function such that the function ¢ : Bjg(x) — [0, 1] defined by
W(x) = o(d*(x, x&)) satisfying supp ¢ € Bo(xe). Then

Ay = @' (FP)AF + " (VPP = 20’ (%) + 417" (7). (7.41)
In particular, |Ay| < C(n).

Lemma 7.13. Let (M}, gi,x)) — (C(Y),d,x) = (R¥ x C(Z),d, xs) satisfy RiCMi" > —-90; — 0 and
Vol(Bi(x;)) = v > 0. Assume u = Y, b;r*i¢; is a harmonic function on Biy(xx) C C(Y) where the con-
vergence is in the W'-2-sense. Then

f \Vul> Ay = Z b2a2+b2 )(2&, 2)(n +2a; —4) f o(rP)F2a=3 g, (7.42)
C(Y)

a;>1

Proof. Consider u; := Zfzo bir®¢;. By Proposition 7.4, u; converges in the W!2-sense to u. Also, since
|Ay| < C(n), we have

f IVul> Ay = Jim f Vel Ay . (7.43)

It now suffices to compute f |VM[|2AI//. We have

f \Vue* Ay = f P! f \Vuel* Aydpydr
0 Y

:f 1””_1(2n<p'(r2)+4r2 "(r?) fqugl duydr
0
00 4
= f rn—l(zn(pl(rZ) + 4}"2 I/(r )) ( a/l2 + bl~2/1i)r2ai_2dr
0 i=0
00 4
= f (2ng0’(r2)+4r2 "(rz) Z 207 + b2 r”+2“‘ 3dr. (7.44)
0 i=0
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Since @p = Ay = 0 we can integrate by parts to get

f IVuel* Ay = f

{ o

Z 20} + BL)2ng () + f > (bad + b Y (P2 dr

i=1 U
o L e

Z (6707 + b7 4;)2ng’ (P2 dr — f b} + bI)2An + 2a; - 2)¢ () dr

i=1 0 1

i=

%

(bfa? + bf/ll-)(zai - z)f —2¢ (P23 gy
0

SRR

(6707 + b7 ;) (20; - 2) f —2¢' (P23 g
1 0

]

S v

i

= > (bPa? + B24)Q2ai = 2)(n + 20 = 4) | (2 ar (7.45)
0

a/i>1

In the last integration by parts, we have used the fact that @; > 1 and n > 2 to deduce that lim,_,o #"*?%~* = 0.
O

Now we can complete the proof of Proposition 7.12:

Proof. (Of Proposition 7.12) Let ¢ : R — [0,1] be such that ¢ := 1if r < 1, ¢ := 0if r > 2, and
l¢’'| + |¢”] < 100. For any scale s < 1, define ¢5(x) := ¢ (%) := @(r?/s?) with r = d(x, xs). Thus y has
support contained in By (xc).

By Proposition 7.4 we can write the harmonic function u = Y, b;r%¢;, where the convergence is W'?2.

Applying Lemma 7.13 gives

f VuP Ays = " (bFo + b7 4i)2a; = 2)(n + 2a — 4) f @(r? [s2)r 2= gy
0

i

= Z 207 + bPA; (204 —2)(n + 2a; — 4)s" 24 f o(rH) 243 gy (7.46)
0

a;>1

Therefore, for any 0 < s < ¢ < 2, we have

" f IVul? Ay = Z (6707 + b7 ;)2a; — 2)(n + 2a; — 4)5 f ()2 g (7.47)
0

a/,~>1

f IVl Ay, = )" (b + bEAi) e = 2)(n + 20 — 4)P2 2 f @(r2 )23y, (7.48)
a;i>1 0
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By the eigenvalue estimates in Proposition 7.3 we have a; > 1 + B(n,v,n) > 1 for a; # 1. Hence, each of
the terms in the sums (7.47) and (7.48) are nonnegative. It follows that

S22 (bfa? + bIA) - (2ai = 2) - (n+ 20— 4) - fo @(rHr Sy

_ (E)z_zai P2 (bRa? + bEA)2a; — 2)(n + 2a; - 4) f T Py
- i i l i 0 @

s
< (5)_% P2 (b + bPA) - Qai = 2) - (n + 205 — 4) f " oS
= ' \Y; &; i) i : i : <P(”) dr
s 0
(7.49)
This gives (7.39) i.e. the conclusion of Proposition 7.12:
2-n 2 AR 2
2 | vulag, < (—) 2 | vy, .
s
O

7.7. The Hessian Decay Estimate on Manifolds. In this subsection, we will prove Proposition 7.14, which
is a Hessian decay estimate for splitting maps. As explained at the beginning of this section, the proof is
obtained by showing that if the conclusion were to fail, then Proposition 7.12 would be contradicted. The
proof of Proposition 7.14 will be given at the end of Subsection 7.7 which would depend on several decay
estimates in Subsubsection 7.7.1 and 7.7.2.

Proposition 7.14. Let (M", g, x) satisfy Ricyp > —(n — 1)6%, Vol(Bi(x)) > v > 0. Let 5,a > 0. Let

u : Bo(x) = R¥ be a (k, 8) splitting map. Assume:
o Bs1,(x)is (k, 8%)-symmetric for all ro < r < 1.
e B,(x) is not (k + 1,n)-symmetric for all ro < r < 1.

Forall e > 0if 6 < 6(n,v,€e,n, ), then there exists 0 < c(n,v,n) < 1, C(n,v) > 0 and a k X k lower
triangular matrix T, such that Tou : B.(x) — RF is a (k, €)-splitting map, and if ro < r < 1 with ¢s/2 < r <
cs, then

2o f (IV°T,ul? + Ric(VT,u, VT,u) +28%(n - DIVT,uP)
B (x)

<~ f (IV*Tsul® + Ric(VT,u, VT,u) +26°(n = DIVT,ul) + CEX(x). (7.50)
By(x)

N —

Remark 7.15. Recall that the constant o in Proposition 7.14 appears in the Definition 4.22 of ¥(x) =
o (x).

7.77.1. The Hessian decay for general harmonic functions. In this subsubsection, as an essential step in the
proof of Proposition 7.14 we will prove a decay estimate for general harmonic functions. It states that after
subtracting off the linear terms, the L? Hessian has Holder decay. Before giving the result, we will need
some terminology.
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Notation: Let v = (v',--- V%) : Bjo(x) = R be a (k, 6)- splitting map which would be constructed later by
Theorem 6.1. For harmonic function u : Bip(x) — R we define

k
ii = M—Zag\/ (7.51)
=1

by stipulating that the coefficients are chosen to minimize

k
f IVi* = min f \Vau — Z bV (7.52)
Bi(x) (bo)ER* J By (x) =

After having subtracted off the ’linear’ term we can prove the following decay estimate for the harmonic
function ii:

Lemma 7.16. There exists 0 < c(n,v,n) < 1 such that the following holds. Let § < 6(n,v,n) and let
(M", g, x) satisfy Ricyp > —(n — 1)6% and Vol(Bi(x)) > v > 0. Assume Bs-1 is (k, 8%)-symmetric but that
B(x) is not (k + 1,n)-symmetric. Then if u : By(x) — R denotes a harmonic function with i defined as in
(7.51) and ¢/2 < r < ¢, the following holds:

1
p2n f (|V2a|2 + Ric(Vii, Vii) + 26%(n — 1)|va|2) < - f (|V2a|2 + Ric(Vit, Vii) + 26%(n — 1)|va|2).
B,(%) 4 Jpw
(7.53)

Proof. The constant c(n, v,n) will be fixed at the end of the proof.

The existence of 6(n, v,i7) > 0 will shown by arguing by contradiction. Therefore, assume there exists
6; — 0 and (M}, g;, x;) with Richn > —(n— 1)(51.2 and Vol(Bi(x;)) = v > 0. Assume further that the ball

Bs-1(x;) is (k, 51.2)—syrnmetric, B1(x;) is not (k + 1, n)-symmetric, and u; : B>(x;) — R is a harmonic function
with corresponding #; defined in (7.51) such that for some ¢/2 < r < c,

1
P f (IV2af* + Ric(Viy;, Vii) + 267 (n = DIViil*) > f (IV2al* + Ric(Vii;, Vit) + 267 (n - DIViil’)
By(x) 4 I
(7.54)

Normalize i; such that Jﬁ‘?n ) |Vii;|*> = 1 and Jﬁ‘?n ) it; = 0. Then by the Poincaré inequality, we have

f iir < C(n). (7.55)
Bi(xi)

By the definition of i;, we have 3%1 (x,-)<VVi"” Vii;) = Oforany @ = 1,--- , k and v;, are the k splitting maps
for By(x;). Since B(x;) is not (k + 1, n) splitting, we have

f V2> > 1/ (n, v, ). (7.56)
Bi(x;)
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Choose a cutoff function ¢; as in Theorem 4.12 with ¢; := 1 on Bj,4(x;) and ¢; := 0 away from By »(x;).
By the Bochner formula we have

f (IVaf* + Ric(Vii;, Vit) + 267 (n = DIViil*) < f (IVaf* + Ric(Vii;, Vi) + 267 (n = DIVl )e;
Bya(x;)

1 _ _
=3 f (AIVELl* + 467 (n = DIV )ei

<26%(n—1) Vi |* + f Vil | Agil
B (x) Bi(x;)

< C(n) IViti|> < C(n). (7.57)
Bi(x;)
Therefore, from (7.54), we get
f \Vi|* = 1 (7.58)
Bi(x;)
JC i <Cn, (7.59)
Bi(x;)
f (Il + Ric(Vii;, Viiy) + 267 (n — DIV *) < C(n), (7.60)
Bya(x;)

n (rl, v, 77) S rz_n

. f (IVl* + Rie(Vii;, Vii) + 267 (n = DIVi*),  (forsome ¢/2 < r <c). (7.61)
Br(xi)

To complete the contradiction argument, we will show that one can pass to the limit and get a contradiction
to the decay estimate Proposition 7.12 in the limit cone.

Choose a cutoff function ¢ : R — [0, 1] such that ¢ := 1 if f < 1 and ¢ := 0if z > 2, and |¢’| + |¢”’| < 100.
For any scale ¢/2 < s < 1/8, define ¥ i(x) := ¢(h;/ s%), where Ah; = 2n such that & approximates d(x;, x)?
as in Theorem 6.3 or from [ChCol]. Thus i ;(x) has support contained in Bag(x;) C By/4(x;) and ¢; 1= 1
on B/(x;). Moreover, by the gradient estimates for /;, we have that szlAwml + s2|V1//s,,-|2 < C(n,v).

Consider the quantity

2 f VLAY, = £ f AV,

=" f 2(IV2 il + Ric(Viis, Vity) ). (7.62)

For ¢; small enough, by using (7.58) we can conclude that
Cn) 'y < ¥ f Vi[> A,.;, for some c/2 <r <c, (7.63)
52" f Vi[> Ayrs; < C(n), forall 1/16 < s < 1/8. (7.64)

By letting i — oo, we obtain a limit cone (C(Y), d, xs) = R¥ x C(Z) and a harmonic function u in B (Xe).
Moreover, by Proposition 4.28, ii; — u in W2 sense in By /10(Xs). By Proposition 4.28,

,2n ,,|Vh-|2
A¢s,i=¢§+¢ s4l .
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Also, both uniformly and in W!? we have
hi = d(x, xe0)? 1= d(x)*.
On the limit cone, put 4(x) = @(d(x)?/s%). Then by Proposition 4.28, for any ¢/2 < s < 1/8, we get
IVh * )

—00

lim 5% fIVull Ay = hm 52" f|Vul|2 ¢ "(h /SZ)_ + ¢ (hi]s

f Vul* (¢ (d(x)z/sZ) +¢"(d)?/ 2)' d(X)zlz)
o f IVul> Ay (7.65)
In particular, we have
Cn) '’ (n,v,m) <+ f IVul> Ay, for some c¢/2 <r<c. (7.66)
_"IIVMIZA% <C(n), forall 1/16 < s <1/8. (7.67)
Now we can fix the value of ¢ = ¢(n, v, n) by choosing ¢ = c¢(n,v,n) = ( CZ;)Z )1/'8 where 3 is the constant

in Proposition 7.12 and n’, C(n) are in (7.66). Then by the decay estlmates in Proposition 7.12, we obtain a
contradiction. In fact, applying Proposition 7.12to s = r € [c/2,c] and t = 1/8, gives

Cn)y 'y’ (n,v,m) < r*" f IVul* Ay, < (8r)°8"2 f IVulAyrijs < Cm)(8c) (7.68)
N
which contradicts to ¢ = 1L0 ( C("n)z) /ﬂ. This completes the proof of Lemma 7.16. O

7.71.2. Hessian Decay with k-Pinching. In this subsubsection, by combining the sharp cone-splitting esti-
mates of Theorem 6.1 of Section 6 with the Hessian decay estimate in Lemma 7.16, we will prove a decay
estimate for harmonic functions which does not require that we subtract off the k-splitting map. For this, we
need to include an error term which is measured by €X(x). The main result is the following proposition.

Proposition 7.17. Let (M", g, x) satisfy Ricym > —(n — 1)6%, Vol(Bi(x)) > v > 0 and let @, > 0. Assume
Bg-1, is (k, 6%)-symmetric but By(x) is not (k + 1,n)-symmetric for some fixed s < 1. Let u : Byy(x) — R be
a harmonic function with J%s(x) [Vul> = 1. If § < 8(n, v, 1, @) then there exist constants 0 < c¢(n,v,n) < 1 and
C(n,v) > 0 such that for any c¢s/2 < r < cs:

P2 f (|V2u|2 + Ric(Vu, Vi) +26%(n — 1)|Vu|2) (7.69)
By (x)

< g2 f (IV2ul® + Ric(Vu, Vu) + 28%(n — D|Vul?) + CEX (). (7.70)
Bg(x)

L»JI»—A

Proof. By scaling, it suffices to prove the result for s = 1. Let it = u — Y aV' := u — u; as in (7.51). By
Lemma 7.16 for ¢ < 6¢(n, v,n) and c(n, v,n7) small, we have for any ¢/2 < r < ¢ that

1
. f (IV?a* + Rie(Va, Vi) + 26%(n = DIVal) < 5 f (IV2af* + Ric(Vi, Vir) + 28%(n — DIVil?).
(%) Bi(x)
(7.71)
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By using he Schwartz inequality on the nonnegative inner product Ric + (n — 1)6%g, we get

1001
r2_”f (|V2u|2 + Ric(Vit, Vi) + 262(11 _ 1)|Vu|2) < rz—nf (IVzﬁlz + Ric(Vi, Vi) + 262(11 - 1)|Vﬁ|2)
. 1000 B.(x)
+Cr" f (IV2uel® + Ric(Vug, Vi) + 267 (n = DI Vi)
B(x)

1001
<1000 P2 fB,(x) (|V2ﬁ|2 + Ric(Vit, Vii) + 262(n — 1)IVﬁ|2)
+Cr" f (|V2v|2 + Ric(Vv, Vv) + 262(n — 1)|Vuk|2),
B,(x)
(7.72)

where we have used the fact that |a;| < C(n) from the definition of i in (7.51). Similarly, we have

1001

IV2ii|> + Ric(Vii, Vii) + 26%(n — D|Vi*) <——
fBl(X) ( ) 1000

f (|V2u|2 + Ric(Vu, Vu) + 26%(n — 1)|Vu|2)
Bi(x)

+C f (|V2uk|2 + Ric(Vuyg, Vuy) + 26> (n — 1)|Vuk|2)
Bi(x)

1001
<—— IV2ul? + Ric(Vu, Vu) + 26%(n — 1)|Vul?
1000 Jg,(x) ( )
+C f (|V2v|2 + Ric(Vv, Vv) + 26%(n — 1)|Vv|2).
Bi(x)
(7.73)

By combining the above with (7.71) we get

1
2 f (|V2u|2 + Ric(Vu, Vi) + 28%(n — 1)|Vu|2) = f (|V2u|2 + Ric(Vu, Vi) + 26%(n — 1)|Vu|2)
B(x) B

1(%)
+ P f (IV3 + Ric(Vv, V) +26°(n — DIVV?)
B, (x)

+C f (|V2v|2 + Ric(Vv, V) + 282(n — 1)|Vv|2).
Bi(x)
(7.74)
Since r > c(n,v,n) > 0, we have

1
2 f (|V2u|2 + Ric(Vu, Vi) + 28%(n — 1)|Vu|2) <3 f (|V2u|2 + Ric(Vu, Vi) + 28%(n — 1)|Vu|2)
B.(x) Bi(x)

+C f (|V2v|2 + Ric(Vv, V) + 282(n — 1)|Vv|2).
Bi(x)
(7.75)

On the other hand, the Sharp Cone-splitting Theorem 6.1 gives

f (V%0 + Ric(Vv, V) +26°(n = DIVW) < C(n, v, )€} (). (7.76)
Bi(x)
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Therefore,
P2 V2ul? +Ric(Vu, Vu) + 26*(n — 1)|Vul?
(IV?ul*+Ric(Vu, Vi) +26°(n = 1)|Vul
B(x)
1
< - f (IV%ul” + Ric(Vu, Vur) + 28%(n = DIVul*) + CEL (). (7.77)
Bi(x)

This completes the proof of Proposition 7.17 O

7.7.3. The proof of Proposition 7.14. Let € > 0 small be fixed later. By Proposition 7.7 (1), which has been
proven at this stage, if 6 < 6(n, v,n, €) then for each ry < r < 1 we have a k X k lower triangle matrix 7', such
that T,u is (k, €)-splitting map on B,(x) with |T,» o T;! — I| < e. Applying Proposition 7.17 to Tu, we get
for all cs/2 < r < c¢s that
P f (IV*Tsul® + Ric(VT,u, VT,u) + 26°(n = DIVTul?)
B (x)
1
< gsz‘" f (IV*Tsul® + Ric(VTu, VT,u) + 26%(n — DIVTul?) + CEF*¥(x). (7.78)
By(x)

Fix € < €(n, v, n) such that |T, o T;l — 1] < 10719, We have

r u|” + Kic u u)+ n-— u
o f (IV?T,ul” + Ric(VT,u, VT,u) +26*(n = DIVT,ul’)
B(x)

3
< 51’2_" f (IV*Tsul® + Ric(VT,u, VT,u) +26°(n = DIVT,ul?)
By (x)
1
< 5sz‘" f (IV*Tsul® + Ric(VTu, VT,u) + 26%(n — DIVT,uf) + CEX(x). (7.79)
Bs(x)
This completes the proof of Proposition 7.14. O

7.8. Proof of the Geometric Transformation Theorem. For any 0 < ¢’ < €if § < 6(n,v,n,d’), then by
the Transformation Proposition 7.7.1 we have for each scale r < s < 1 a lower triangle matrix 7’ such that
Tsu : By(x) - RFis a (k, ¢’)-splitting map. In particular, Tu : By(x) — RK is (k, €) splitting. Therefore, it
suffices to estimate the hessian for Tu.

First we choose ¢’ < §’(n,v,n, €) < € small such that Proposition 7.14 holds. Therefore, by Proposition
7.14, for any r < s < 1 we have

(cs)*™ f (IVTesul® + Ric(VTesu, VTesu) + 26%(n — DIVT quf’)
Bes(x)

<~ f (IV2Tsul® + Ric(VT,u, VT,u) +26°(n = DIVT,ul’) + CEX(x),
Bj(x)

N~

< s f (IV2Tsul® + Ric(VT,u, VT,u) +26°(n = DIVTul?) + CEX(x),  (7.80)
By(x)
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where we can take ¢ = 27 for some integer iy(n,v,n) and y = iy ! Thus, for s; = ¢, we have

T fB . (V2T ul? + Ric(VT g, VT,u) + 26%(n = DIVT,ul?)
spX

-y e A\
< (ﬁ) 2 f (V2T gyl + Ric(V Ty, VTy0) + 26°(n = DIVTy,ul?) + C (ﬂ) &)
Se By (%) PN
(-1 )
<C ) D(El () + 5767) = E (), (7.81)

Il
(=]

J
where in the last inequality we have used the fact that

g f (IV2T5,u* + Ric(VT,u, VT 1) +26%(n = DIVTul*) < 6.
Bso(x)

l

For general s > r with ¢/*! < 5 < ¢!, we have

s f (IV*TsuP+Ric(VTu, VT,u) + 26°(n = DIVT,uf)
Bi(x)
< Cs2 f (IVzT‘Y,ulz + Ric(VTy,u, VT u) + 26%(n — l)IVTWulz)
Bs(x)

< 527" f (IV2T5,ul? + Ric(VTu, VT ) + 26°(n = DIVT,ul’)
Bs/(x)

< C& (x), (7.82)

where we use the estimate |75 o TS_[1 — | < € in the first inequality. This completes the proof of Theorem 7.2,
the Geometric Transformation Theorem.

8. NONDEGENERATION OF k-SPLITTINGS

In this section we state and prove Theorem 8.1, which is our our main result for k-splitting maps u :
B»>(p) — R¥. Theorem 8.1 is a crucial ingredient in the proof of Theorem 2.9.

Essentially Theorem 8.1 is obtained by combining Theorem 6.1, the Sharp Cone-Splitting Theorem,
Theorem 7.2, the Transformation Theorem, with Proposition 8.4, and a telescoping estimate for harmonic
functions based on a monotonicity property. This telescoping estiamte is much sharper than the correspond-
ing more general telescoping estimate for W!? functions. In the proof of Theorem 8.1, this is essential. It
allows us to adequately control the sum over arbitrarily many scales of the Hessian estimates in Theorem
6.1 and Theorem 7.2.

Recall that £5%9 is the entropy pinching defined in Definition 4.22.

Theorem 8.1 (Nondegeneration of k-Splittings). Given €,n,a > 0 and 6 < 6(n,v,n,a,€) we have the
following. Let (M", g, p) satisfy Ricym > —(n — 1)6%, Vol(B1(p)) > v > 0, and let u : By(p) — R¥ denote a
(k, 0)-splitting function. Assume:

o Bs-1,(p), is (k, 82)-symmetric but By(p) is not (k + 1,n)-symmetric for all r < s < 1.
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© Yo Ef}é’a(p) < & whererj =27

Then u : By(p) — RX is an e-splitting function for every r < s < 1.

From the Transformation Theorem 7.2, we know that for some lower triangular matrix 7, = T(p, r) that
the compososition T,u : B(p) — RF is a ¢-splitting function. Our goal then is to show that under the
above hypotheses that 7, remains close to the identity. Proposition 8.4 below provides suitable control of
the difference |7, o Tz_rl — I|. From this the Nondegeneration Theorem, 8.1 will easily follow.

8.1. Hessian Estimates with respect to the heat kernel density. The purpose of this subsection is to prove
some technical results which convert ball-average estimates on 7Tu into estimates with respect to the heat
kernel measure, which is important due to our use of entropy as the monotone quantity.

Notation. Throughout this section ¢ denotes a cutoff function as in (4.9), with support in B(x), with ¢ := 1
on Bj2(x) and such that [A¢p| + IVgol2 <C(n).

The main result of this subsection is the following technical proposition.

Proposition 8.2. Given a,n > 0 and € > 0 there exist 6 < 6(n,v,n,a,€), v = y(n,v,n) > 0, C(n,v,n, a),
C(n, V), with the following properties. Let (M", g, x) satisfy Ricym > —(n — 1)6%, Vol(B{(x)) > v > 0, and let
u: Ba(x) = R¥ be a (k, 6)- splitting map. Assume

o Bs1,(x) is (k, 62)-symmetric and By(x) is not (k + 1, n)-symmetric forall r < s < 1.
Then for each r < s; < 1 there exists a k X k lower triangular matrix T, such that Tqu : Bg,(x) — R¥ is a
(k, €)-splitting map with

fM (T, V(T )g*p o (x, dy) = 6 8.1)
and the Hessian estimate of Tu satisfies
57 fM (IV2T5ul® + Ric(VTgu, VT,u) + 26%(n — l)IVTSl.ulz)apzp‘lsl; (x,dy) < C(n, V) Z €2/ (8.2)
j=0
where
¢ =Cn,v,n,a)- 2 2_7(i_j)(81§j(x) + 6s§). (8.3)
j=0

Proof. (of Proposition 8.2) Note that by Theorem 7.2, for any € if § < 6(n, v, 7, €) then there exists T, such
that Tsl. : By (x) = R¥ is a (k, €’)-splitting map and the hessian satisfies

i
s> f (V2T ul® + Ric(VTu, VT,u) + 28%(n — DIVTul?) < C(n, v, @) Z 27D (El (x) + 657).

By, (%) =0 '
(8.4)

Denote

& = C(n,v,m,@) ) 27D(Eh (x) + 653). (8.5)
=0
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In order to make sure matrix Ts,- satisfies (8.1), we need to do a rotation as the following Lemma 8.3 and
then we can fix € = €'(n, €,v) so that Txu : By, (x) — RF is (k, €)-splitting.

Lemma 8.3. Forany e > 0if € < €(n,e,v) and 6 < 6(n,v,n, a, €), then there exists lower triangle matrix
A; with |A; — I| < C(n)e such that T, = A; o Tx,» satisfies

(V(Tu)®, V(Tsu)"yp*p 2 (x, dy) = 6, (8.6)
M !

and Tgu : Bg,(x) — R¥ js (k, €)-splitting.

Proof. For any €, by the exponential heat kernel decay estimate in Theorem 4.13 and the matrix estimate in
Proposition 7.7, there exists R(n, v, €) such that

f (Vs ), VT i)y = 5] - poa(x, dy) < €/2. 8.7)
Bi(0\Brs; () ’

Also, by Proposition 7.7, for any € > 0 if § < 6(¢’, n, v, 1) then we have the matrix growth estimate

’

. si\°
|TxiT;j_1—1|s(S—’.) -1,
1

for any s; < s; < 1. Therefore, if 6 < 6(€, n, v, 1), we have
f KV(Tu)*, V(Tgu)’) = 67 < €/2. (8.8)
BRS,-(X)
These two estimates imply

fM (VT V(T )’y - 67| - potr,dy) < €.

By using the Gram-Schmidt process, there exists lower triangle matrix A; satisfying (8.6). This completes
the proof of Lemma 8.3. O

To finish the proof of Proposition 8.2, it suffices to prove (8.2).
Since T, = A; o Ts,- with bounded A;, we have from (8.4) that

577" f (IVszjulz + Ric(VTyu, VTg,u) +26°(n — 1)|VTsju|2) < C(n)e; . (8.9)
B (x)
J

To prove (8.2), we only need to use the estimates (8.9) for each scale s; > s; and the heat kernel estimates in
Theorem 4.13. By the Holder growth estimate for transformation matrices in Proposition 7.7, if § < 6(n, v, n7)
is small then we have T, Ts_jll < 26=D10  Therefore, for s; < s ; <1, we have

f (IV2T5ul® + Ric(VTgu, VT,u) + 26%(n — DIVTquf?) < 52722070110;, (8.10)
Ag. . (x)
JH1S)

In particular, by the heat kernel estimates of Theorem 4.13, we have
f (IV*Tgul? + Ric(VTyu, V) +26°(n = DIVTqul?) - pya(x. dy)
A o.(x) !
JH10]

2

J
_ 2
< C(n,v)s;"e i

s;!_22("_j)/106j < C(n, V)s]_.22(i_j)/106j ) (8.11)
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Thus,

52 f (VT ul? + Ric(VTqu, VT 1) +26%(n = DIVTqul®) - py(x, dy)
Bi(x) '

1
i—
< s,-2 f +
Bsi(xi) i

J

—

f (IV2T5ul® + Ric(VTgu, VTu) + 25%(n = DIVTgul )0 (x, dy)
ASj+1,Sj(x) '

1l
(=)

i-1
< Cn,v)E + Cn,v) ) 22070010

j=0
i . .
< Cmv) ) 2, (8.12)
=0
This implies (8.2), which completes the proof of Proposition 8.2. O

8.2. A telescope estimate for harmonic functions. In this subsection, we prove a telescoping type esti-
mate, Proposition 8.4, for harmonic functions in which the squared L>-norm of the Hessian linearly controls
the difference of the norm of the gradient on concentric balls; see (8.13). For a function which is not har-
monic, the squared L?>-norm would have to be replaced by the L? norm itself. This weaker estimate would
not suffice for our purposes.

Let ¢ be a cutoff function with support in B;(x) and ¢ := 1 in Bj,2(x) such that |A¢| + [V¢| < C(n).

Proposition 8.4. Let (M", g, x) satisfy Ricyn > —(n — 1)6%, Vol(Bi(x)) > v > 0and 0 < s < 1. Assume

up,uy : Bo(x) = R are two harmonic functions satisfying polynomial growth condition sup B,(x) (IVull(y) +
Virl(y) < K(1+57'7) for all 0 < r < 2", Then

| f (Vur, Vi )p? 2 (x, dy) - f (a1, Vi) py (v, dy)|
M M

2
< C(n) Z s f (|V2u,-|2 + Ric(Vu;, Vu;) + 2(n — 1)52|Vui|2)902p8s2(x, dy) + C(n, v, Ke w7 . (8.13)
i=1 M

Remark 8.5. We will apply Proposition 8.4 with u;, u, different components of 7su, Tsu from Proposition
8.2, which asserts that

sup VT u| < C(n)(1 + f), forall 0 < r < 2. (8.14)
By(x) S

A frer rescaling B,(x) to By(x), this condition just means that |Vu| has linear growth in B, -1(x).
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Proof. From Bochner’s formula, we get

o f (Vur, V)i, dy)| = | f (Vur, Vio ) Apy(x, dy)
M M

= | f (A1, Vi) + Mg (Vauy, Vo) + 2(Vep, V(Vaur, Viea))) i (x, )|
M

2
<C(n) Z f (V2 + Ric(Vuy, Vi) + 2n — D&% Vui*) *pi(x, dy)
i=1 YM

2
rem f Vi, dy). (8.15)
i=1 YA12,1(x)

where in the last inequality we used
2

IRic(Vuy, Vip)| < C(n) (Ric(Vu,-, Vi) + 2(n — 1)52|Vu,-|2) .

i=1
By using the heat kernel estimate in Theorem 4.13, we can control the last term on the right-hand side of the
last line of (8.15). Namely, for all # < 1, we have

2

f Vuil0,(x, dy) < C(n, v, K)s™ 220, (8.16)
i=1 YA12,1(x)
Therefore:
| [V, Vin)eo(x, dy) - f (Vur, Vi) Py (x, )|
Mn Mn
S2
= | f 2 f (Vur, Vi) pu(x, dy)a|
52 Mn
452 2
< C(n) f Z f (IV2ul® + Ric(Vuy, Vi) + 20 = D6*[Vuil*) i (x, dy)de+
7 oYM
452 )
+C(n, v, K)(Szf s2 e dt
52
Hence

[ Vipptedy) - f (Viur, Vi) (x. )|
Mn Mn
452 2 1
< C(n) f Z f (V2w + Ric(Vuy, Vi) + 2(n = D&% [Vuil*) *pi(x, dy)dt + C(n, v, K)s™"e” %07
2 T IM

2
1
< C(n) Z 52 f (IV2uil? + Ric(Vur, Vug) + 201 — D% [Vuil?) *pge(x. dy) + C(n, v, K)e 02, (8.17)
i=1 M

where we have used the heat kernel estimate in Theorem 4.13 to conclude that p,(x,y) < C(n, v)pge(x,y)
for any s> < t < 4s® and y € B;(x). This completes the proof of Proposition 8.4. O



72 JEFF CHEEGER, WENSHUAI JIANG, AND AARON NABER

8.3. Proof of Theorem 8.1. By Proposition 8.2 for any € if § < 6(n, v, 7, a, €) then for each s; = 27, there
exists a lower triangular k X k matrix 7', such that Tg,u : By, (x) — R¥ is (k, €) splitting with

i
52 f (IV2Tsul® + Ric(VTgu, VTu) + 26°(n = DIVTqul?) ¢*pya(x. dy) < C(n,v) Z €27 = yi, (8.18)
M 1

j=0
_ —y(i—j k 2
& = C(n,v,m) Y 27D(ek (x) + 657, (8.19)
j=0
fmmWﬂmWmem=W, (8.20)
M 1

where y(n,v,n) > 0 and ¢ is cutoff function with support in Bj(x) and ¢ := 1 on By,2(x). By the estimate
(8.19) for ¢ we get

m m 1 m

Da<Covy Y. Y 27N (e (0 +657) < Cnvm) Y (€5, (1) +657) < Cnvoms. (821
i=0 i=0 j=0 7=0

m m i m

Z Xi < Cn,v) Z Z €27 < C(n,v) Z € < C(n, v, n)6. (8.22)
i=0 i=0 j=0 j=0

Lemma 8.6. Forany €', let 6 < 6(n,v,n,€,a). Then |Ts, — 1| < € for any m > 1 such that s, > r.

Proof. First note that by Proposition 7.7 that |[VTu| satisfies Holder growth estimates (see also (7.32)).
Thus, we can apply Proposition 8.4 to obtain

1

< Cn)y; + Cn,v)e ™7 = 7. (8.23)

| [ @ o, iy - o
M i+

For any €”, there exists integer N(¢”’, n, v) such that if i > N and 6 < d(n, v,n, @, €'), we have
Drise (8.24)

By using the Gram-Schmidt process, there exists lower triangle matrix A; with |A; — I| < C(n)¥; such that
Ts,- =A;o T, satisfies

(VT V(Tsuw)e?pge (x,dy) = 6. (8.25)
Mn i+

Since
[ FT T ) = 5. (8.26)
M i+

the uniqueness of Cholesky decompositions (see also [GV]) for positive definite symmetric matrices implies

that 7, = Tj,,,. In particular, we get T, , o T;il = A;. Thus

|T

Si+1

oT;' =1 < Cni;. (8.27)
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Recall that 7', is a k X k matrix. Hence for all i > N we have

i _ i i
Ty 0 Toy = 1< [ [+ e+ DCmYR)) = 1 < 2 M — 1< Cn) Yy < Ce” (8.28)
j=N j=N

If6 <6(¢’,v,n,n) and € < €’ (n, v, €'), we have for all i < N that
T, — 1] < €'/10. (8.29)
Therefore, by (8.28), for any i > N, we have
T, — 1| < €. (8.30)
This completes the proof of Lemma 8.6. O

Now we can complete the proof of Theorem 8.1 as follows.

Since Tu : By(x) — R is € -splitting when 6 < 6(n, v, €, 1, @), to show u : By, (x) — RX is e-splitting,
it suffices to prove T, is bounded and then fix € = €'(n,€,v). The later has been proven in Lemma 8.6.
Therefore we complete the proof of Theorem 8.1.

9. (k,0,17)-NECK REGIONS

This is the first of the two sections which constitute the fourth and last part of the paper. In it we give the
proof of the Neck Structure Theorem 2.9 which for convenience, we have restated below. Recall that neck
regions are defined in Definition 2.4.

Theorem (Theorem 2.9 restated) Fixn > 0 and 6 < 6(n,v,n). Then if N = By(p) \F,X(C') is a (k, 0,n)-neck
region, the following hold:

(1) Foreach x € C and B,,(x) C By(p) the induced packing measure u is Ahlfors regular:
A~ < w(B(x) < A()r* . 9.1)

(2) @y is k-rectifiable.

Results rectifiability of singular sets obtained via cone-splitting were first introduced in [NV17] in the
context of nonlinear harmonic maps, and the notion of neck regions was first formally introduced and studied
in [JiNal6]. As was discussed in Sections 2, 5, in order to conclude the structural results we will need to
build a map from the center points € — R¥. In [NV17], the relevant splitting map « was built by hand using
a Reifenberg construction. This approach required new estimates on harmonic maps and a new bi-Lipschitz
Reifenberg theorem. As we have emphasized, for the case of lower Ricci curvature bounds, the bi-Lipschitz
Reifenberg ideas of [NV17] do not work. Attempting to implement them gives rise to additional error
terms which are not summable over scales. Essentially, this is because approximating a subset W C X" by
k-dimensional subspace also involves approximating X" itself by a splitting. Instead, we rely on the results
of Sections 6-8, especially the Nondegeneration Theorem 8.1.



74 JEFF CHEEGER, WENSHUAI JIANG, AND AARON NABER

In [JiNal6], results on structure and existence of (n — 4)-neck regions were proved under the assumption
of a 2-sided bound on Ricci curvature. In order to prove the final estimates in [JiNal6] the authors intro-
duced a new estimate which was termed a superconvexity estimate. This definitely requires a 2-sided bound
on the Ricci curvature. The estimates of this paper are entirely different. As mentioned in the introduction,
they give a new proof of the (n—4)-finiteness conjecture for limits with bounded Ricci curvature, first proved
in [JiNal6].

We refer the reader to Section 5 for an outline of the strategy for proving Theorem 9.

9.1. The basic assumptions. Below, we will refer to the following standard assumptions.

Fix 6,6’,n, B > 0. We will assume:

(S1)  Vol(Bi(p)) > v > 0 and Ricyyn > —6%(n — 1).
(S2) N = By(p) \ B,X(C') is a (k, 6, n)-neck region with associated packing measure .
(S3) For any x € C and B»,(x) C By(p) with r > r, we have :
B~ ' < w(B(x)) < BF*. 9.2)
(S4) u : By(p) — RFis a §’-splitting map.

Remark 9.1. Recall from Section 5 that (S3) is connected to the strategy that we will prove the theorem
inductively. In particular, with B >> A(n) we will want to eventually see that with ¢ sufficiently small (S3)
automatically implies the stronger Ahlfors regularity estimate (9.1).

Remark 9.2. By the definition of neck regions and the Cone-Splitting Theorem 4.11, we can and will
assume that 6(n,v,n,6”) > 0 has been chosen sufficiently small so that there exists a §’-splitting map u :
B4(p) — RX. Then in actuality, the existence of u as in (S4) is actually a consequence of (S2).

9.2. Bi-Lipschitz structure of the set of centers of a neck region. This subsection is devoted to proving
Proposition 9.3. Given a (k, 8, n)-neck region N = By(p) \ EX(G), Proposition 9.3 implies the existence of a
subset set G, C C, which is almost all of C, such that a splitting map u : Bys(x) — R¥ is (1 + €)-bi-Lipschitz
on C.. This is the key step which is used to improve the weak Ahlfors regularity estimate (S3) to the strong
one (9.1) and to show that the singular set is rectifiable. The results of the previous sections play a key role
in the proof of Proposition 9.3; compare the outline in Section 5:

Proposition 9.3. For any B,e,n > 0 if (SI1)-(S4) hold with §' < & (n,v,n,B,€) and 6§ < 6(n,v,n,d, B, €),
then there exists Cc C C N Bys/3(p) such that:

(1) u(Ce N Bysss(p)) = (1 — €)u(C N Bysz(p)).

(2) wis (1 + e)-bi-Lipschitz on Cq, i.e., for any x,y € Ce:

(1+e)7 ' dx,y) < lux) —u®) < (1+¢€)-dx,y).

(3) Forany x € Ccand r > ry with Ba.(x) C Ba(p), the map u : B.(x) — R¥ is a (k, €)-splitting function.
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(4) Forany x € C.:

£ W00 - Woa0ldu) < €.
By i i

re<r<270

(5) u: C — R¥isa bi-Holder map onto its image i.e. for all x,y € Bys;3(p) N C:
(1 - - dx, )" < lu(x) —u@)| < (1 +€) - d(x,y).

Note. In (4), the integral average is taken with respect to p.

Essentially, C. C C consists of those points which satisfy (4). We will see, as in (1), that most points of
C have this property. Then using Theorem 8.1 we will conclude (3). The estimates (2) and (5) will follow
almost verbatim as the argument from Section 7.5

We begin with some technical lemmas which will be used in the proof of Proposition 9.3. The proof of the
proposition will be given at the end of this subsection, after the proofs of the lemmas have been completed.

The first of these, Lemma 9.4 below, will enable us to conclude that if G, C € is defined as indicated
above, then (4) holds.

Lemma 9.4. Let (M", g, p) satisfy (S1)-(S4) with 6" > 0 fixed. If 6 < 6(n,v,B,d6"”) and 8’ < §'(n,v,B,n),
then the local W-entropy satisfies:

J215/8(1!7) (

Proof. Recall that under the assumptions of Theorem 4.21, including 6 < d(n, v, €), we have the following
relation between the volume ratio and local pointed entropy:

£ W00 = W00 ) o) < 9.3)
B, (x) i i

re<r<275

|Wf(x) — log V‘i;(x)l <e€.

The proof will utilize this relation together with a Fubini type argument.

Let x|—y<-(x, y) be the characteristic function of set {(x,y) € M"XM" : d(x,y) < r}. We have for r; = 270

f (2 f W2, ) = W5 (9l du(y) dux)
Biss(p) ro<r<2-S B, (x) i i

1 1

<— — Xileoyl<r) (6 9) - WS, () = W2, (0)ldu(y) )dp(x)
ﬂ(Bls/S(p)) 315/8(17) (F-SrZSlZ‘S /’l(Brl(x)) B3l/16(17) f )|< } r12/2 2}‘"2 )

<Co-B f > Bt f Klamstra () - TWE ) = W3 ()] dia(y) )
B31/16(p) ro<r<2- B31/16(p) ! !

<CwB* ), r* f f Xieoizr) (6 3) - WS L (0) = W )l dpu) dp(x).— (9.4)
Bs1/16(p) Y B31/16(P) i i

re<r<270
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Applying Fubini’s Theorem gives
£ 00X W0 - W,0ldu0) duc
Biss(p) Fo<r <25 B, (x) ! !

< C(n)B? .—"f
QLI

(B () - WD, () = W3 ()l du(y)

Fy<ri<273 31/16(P)
< C(n)B3 Z |W62 (y) - W‘S O duty)
ro<ri<l ¥ B31/16(p) ;12 27

<coB [ W00 - WiOIduo)
B31/16(p) Y
< C(n)B¢ . 9.5)

Here we have used the monotonicity of W‘f and, by choosing a small é(n, v, €’,7) in the condition (n2) of

(k, 6, n)-neck, that we have the pointwise estimate IW‘:2 /Z(y) - Wg(y)(y)l < € as in Theorem 4.21.
2

By fixing € sufficiently small, so that C(n)B>€¢’ < §”, the proof of Lemma 9.4 is completed. O

The following lemma is a direct consequence of the Nondegeneration Theorem 8.1 and the assumed
Ahlfors regularity with constant B as in (S3).

Lemma 9.5. Let (M", g, p) satisfy (S1)-(S4) with € > 0 fixed. Assume 5" < §'(n,v,n,¢€), & < §(n,v,n,€),
0 <6(n,v,B,n,€), and for some x € € N Bis5;3(p):

Z f W2, , () = W3, 0l du(y) < 8" (9.6)
Bri(x) ! i

§<r<275

Then for any s < r < 1, the map u : B.(x) — R, is an e-splitting map.
Proof. By the Nondegeneration Theorem 8.1 it suffices to find a set of (k, @)-independent points
{x0, X1, -+, X} C By, (x) N € for some a(n, B) > 0 such that for each r; we have the k-pinching estimate

k
ki) < ) W () = Wi ()l < Cln, B) W 500 = W5 1001 du) ©.7)
j=0

By, (x)
We will show that the existence of such points follows from the assumed Ahlfors regularity of u in (S3).

First, note that there exists a subset C,, , C € N B,,(x) with u(C,, y) > rf.‘B /2 such that for any y € C,, , we
have

W ,0) = W5,.(001 < Cn) W, (@) = W32 (2)ldu(). 9.8)

B, (x)
By the Ahlfors regularity of u from (S3) let us see that we can find (k, @)-independent points in C,, , for some
small a(n, B). First we note that for any € > 0if 6 < 6(n,v,n,€’) then C,, , C Bs/ri(t(Rk X {(yc)})) where
t:REx CX) — B,.(x) is 6r;-GH map. Comparing the result in Remark 4.5 about the (k, @)-independent
point in R”, if there exists no (k, @)-independent points in C,, , as in Definition 4.4, the set C,, , must be
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contained in B4(,,1.(L(Rk_1 x {(0, yc)})) for some RF! plane. Therefore, we have obtained at most C (n)a 1

many balls {Bg.,(y;)}, with y; € C,, , , which cover C,, .. Thus, by the Ahlfors regularity of 1 we have
u(C,, ) < C(mya ™' B8ar)k < C(n, Byart.

Since u(Cy, x) > Brf.‘/2, by choosing @ = a(n, B) small we get a contradiction. Hence there exist (k, @)-
independent points in C,, , C B,(x)NC. At this point, Lemma 9.5 follows directly from the Nondegeneration
Theorem 8.1. O

The following Lemma 9.6 provides a Gromov-Hausdorff-approximation for e-splitting maps which will
be used to prove the bi-Lipschitz estimate for u. The proof of Lemma 9.6 depends on Lemma 9.7. Thus, it
will not be completed until after Lemma 9.7 has been proved.

Lemma 9.6. Let (M", g, p) satisfy (S1)-(S4) and assume 6" < 6" (n,v,n,¢€), & < §8n,v,n,€) and § <
8(n,v,B,n,€). Let u : B.(x) = RX be a §"-splitting map for some x € C and all r¢ < r < 1. Then for any
yeC,

|u(x) = u(y)| = d(x, y)| < ed(x,y). 9.9)

Proof. Pick r > r, so that r/2 < d(x,y) < r. By the definition of a neck region, we know that Bjo,(x) is
6r-Gromov Hausdorff close to a cone R* x C(Y). Moreover, by the splitting guaranteed by Theorem 4.11
if 6 < 6(n,v,n, B, €), then there exists a (k, € )-splitting map i : B,(x) — R¥ := R x {yc} C R¥ x C(Y)
such that & o ¢ : RF x {ve} — R¥ x {yc} is € - r close to the identity map. Here, ¢ : R¥ x C(Y) — B,(x)
is the 0r-GH map in thedefinition of neck region. Since B,(x) is not (k + 1,n)-symmetric we must have
€ N B(x) C B (U(B(0%) X y.)). Therefore, for any y € € N B,(x) we have

lit(x) — @(y)| — d(x,y)| < 100€'r. (9.10)
In order to use (9.10) (which holds for i) to prove (9.9) (which pertains to u), the following lemma is
required.

Lemma 9.7. Forany € if € < €'(e,n,v,n) and &’ < 8" (n,v,n, €) then there exist a rotation O € O(k) and a
vector Z € RX, such that SUpg,(x) |0t —u — Z| < er/10.

Proof. The proof of Lemma 9.7 is via a contradiction argument.

First we will show that after composing with a suitable orthogonal transformation, if necessary, the L2
gradients are close.

Sublemma 9.8. If €’ < € (e,n,v,n) and 5" < 6" (n,v,n, €), then there exists O € O(k) such that
f IV(Oii — u)|* < €. (9.11)
B, (x)

Proof. Without loss of generality assume J% (x)<Vl7tj ,Vidy = 6 = ]% (x)(Vuj ,Vu'). Let us define a k X k
matrix A = (a;;) by

aij = f (Vi Vi), 9.12)
B:(x)
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We will see for € < €'(e,n,v,n) and §” < §”(n, v,n, €) that

k
| > aiaje -Gl < €, i j=1,- k. (9.13)
=1

Let us first assume (9.13) and finish the proof of the sublemma.
By (9.13) we have

f IV(Aii — u)]> < €. 9.14)
B, (x)

Moreover, by (9.13) we can use Gram-Schmidt process to produce a matrix O € O(k) with |0—A| < C(k)e™.
Combining this with (9.14) would implies (9.11) i.e. the sublemma.
Now we begin the proof of (9.13). Since J% (x)(Vitj Vi) = 69 = J% (x)(Vuj , Vi), it will suffice to prove

k
| > aiaie =11 <™, i=1,- k. 9.15)
=1

Assume (9.15) doesn’t hold for some i = iy < kand € = ¢y > 0 with € — 0 and 6 — 0. Let us consider
the following k + 1 harmonic functions 0 = 1/ — ZI;': | Qi jﬁj , i, - -, ii*. From the definition of a; ;1n (9.12),

we have that J% (x)<Vv0, Vii/y = 0. Moreover, By the contradiction assumption we have

VW2 =1-) a2.> el (9.16)
Ji,(x) Z o =0

=1

=~

Normalize v° to #° such that #° has unit L? gradient norm. Therefore, for € and & sufficiently small,

the map @, ', @5 Bu(x) » RFlisa (k+ 1,71/10)-splitting map, which contradicts with the fact
that B,(x) is not (k + 1,n)-symmetric. This completes the proof of (9.15) and (9.13), hence, the proof of
Sublemma 9.8. m|

Now by using the Poincaré inequality in Theorem 4.23 we get

fBr(x)

Denote Z = J% (x)(OIZ —u) € Rk, At this point, the proof of Lemma 9.7 follows now from (9.17) and the
gradient estimate supg (,, |V(Oii —u)| < 1 + €. This completes the proof of Lemma 9.7. ]

2
Ol —u — JC (Of - u)| < C(n)r? f IV(Oii — u)]> < C(n)r*e™". 9.17)
B,(x) B(x)

The proof of Lemma 9.6 can now be completed by observing that for any y € €N B,(x) with d(x,y) > r/2,
we have

u(x) = u()| = dex, )| < | 0Gx) - Ay - dx, )| + [0a0) = uto) - 2] + 07 - () - 2
< |Et(x) —a(y)l - d(x,y)| +er/5<er/2 <edx,y). (9.18)

This completes the proof of Lemma 9.6. O
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Proof. (of Proposition 9.3) Now we can finish the proof of Proposition 9.3. For this, note that for all €’ > 0
there exists ¢’(n, B,v,n, €’) and 6(n, B, v, n, €”’) such that by Lemma 9.4:

Jils/s(m (

For all 6" > 0, define the set Cs» C € N Bys/3(p) such that x € Cysr if

2

resr<a-s ¥ B

f WS, , = W L10)du()) du(x) < €. 9.19)
Byx) ,

re<r<270

W2, ) = W3 L0 du(y) < 6" (9.20)

If €’ < €”(n, B,d"), then by the Ahlfors regularity estimate (S 3) for u, we have
(Csr) = (1 = 6" (€ N Bysss(p)) -

Given € > 0,if 6" < ¢ (n, €'), then by Lemma 9.5 for any x € Cs» and r < r < 1 we have u : B,(x) — RX

is (k, €')-splitting map. Thus, by fixing €' < €'(n, v, B,n, €) and putting Cs» = C,, we obtain (1), (3) and (4)
of Proposition 9.3.

To prove the bi-Lipschitz estimate, (2), note that for any x,y € Cs~ if € < €'(n,v,n, B, €), then Lemma
9.6 gives (9.9),

|u(x) = u(y)| = d(x, y)| < ed(x,y).

This implies the bi-Lipschitz estimate (2) of Proposition 9.3. By using the Transformation Proposition 7.7,
the Transformation Proposition, the proof of bi-Holder estimate for u can be completed in the verbatim
manner as in the proof of the Canonical Reifenberg Theorem, 7.10. This completes the proof of Proposition
9.3. m]

9.3. Ahlfors regularity for the packing measure. In this subsection, we will show if a neck region satisfies
a weak Ahlfors regularity estimate as in (S3), then for ¢ sufficiently small the neck region automatically
satisfies a stronger universal Ahlfors regularity estimate. This is based on the bi-Lipschitz structure proved
in Proposition 9.3. It is the key to the inductive scheme:

Proposition 9.9. Let (M", g, p) satisfy (S1)-(54) with 6 < 6(n,v,B,n) and 8’ < §(n,v, B,n). Then there
exists A(n) such that for any x € C N By(p), with r > r, and B,,(x) C By(p), we have

A~ < w(B(x)) < A(myr*. (9.21)

Proof. Let us assume without any loss that x = p and r = 1. We will show that u(B(p)) satisfies the upper
and lower bound in (9.21).
Consider the map u : Bo(p) — R¥ and assume OF = u(p) and recall that 7 = 7,, = 107197,,.

We will begin by proving the upper bound for wu(B;(p)). For this, note that for any € if § < é(n,v, €, B,n),
then by the bi-Lipschitz estimate in Proposition 9.3 the balls {B, (u(x)) C RX} are mutually disjoint for
x € C¢ and in addition, €, C C N Bys/5(p) satisfies

H(€CeN Bisg) > (1 —€) - u(C N Bysg(p)).
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By the Lipschitz bound on u, we have |u(x)| = [u(x) — u(p)| < 4. Let Vol;, is the volume form of R¥. Then

pECN Bissp) <y

xe(?J\Bws

< Cn)- Z Vol (B3, (u(x)))

x€CNBiss
< C(n) - Volg(B5(01))
<C(n). 9.22)
By combining the above with the estimate u(C. N Bjs/3) > (1 —e)u(C N Bysg(p)), this gives the upper bound
of u(B1(p)).
The lower bound for u(B(p)) will follow from a covering argument.

The Geometric Transformation Theorem 7.2 implies that for any € > 0 and ¢ < 6(n, v, €, 17), there exists
for x € Cand ry, < s < 1 ak X k matrix T such that the map, T, su : Bs(x) — R¥ is a (k, €)-splitting map.
Since [Vu| < 1 + ¢’, we have [T, | > 1/2. The lower bound estimate in (9.21) will follow from the next
lemma.

Lemma 9.10. Let
T (B, (u(x)) := u(x) + Ty (B, (09).
Then a covering of By /g(Ok) c Rk, is provided by the collection of ellipsoids:
(T3, (B ()| x € €N Bi(p)} .
Proof. Assume there exists w € B /g(Ok) not in the covering. For every x € € N B(p) define

sy :=inf{s>r.:we Tx_’iBs(u(x))}

S:=sg;:= min S,. (9.23)
x€CNB(p)

Then 5 > r; and
w € T73:Bas(u(%)).
This implies
Tzo5w € Bos(Tx5u(x)) .
On the other hand, the map is (k, €)-splitting:
Trosu : Bos(¥) — RE.
From the covering property (n5) in the neck region definition 2.4, there exists some y € By3(X) N C such that
|T5 05w — Txosu(y)| < 375. (9.24)
By the Holder growth estimate for T 5, with respect to s in the Transformation Proposition 7.7, we have

ITy25T53s = 1| < Cne.
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—I| < eand |Ty,2§T_1 — 1| < € due to the fact that Tx 55u : Bas(y) — R¥ is also

This follows since [T 257'< L Css

x,55

a Ce-splitting map. Therefore,
|Ty’2§W - T}*,qu(y)l < 4ts. (925)

Again by the Holder growth estimate for T, s in the Transformation Proposition 7.7 we have [T, 5ow —
Ty.52u(y)| < 575. Since w € Ty_; B3 (), this contradicts the definition of 5. This concludes the proof of

Lemma 9.10. O

From Lemma 9.10 we obtain

Chy< D, VT B )< Y CAITISC Y A=CuuBip)  (9.26)
x€CNB(p) x€CNB(p) xeCNBi(p)

By using the estimate |77 }xl < 2, this provides a lower bound for u(B(p)), where we use the estimate
IT5 }Xl < 2. This completes the proof of Proposition 9.9. m]

9.4. Proof of the Neck Structure Theorem for smooth manifolds. In present subsection, we will prove
the Ahlfors regularity estimate for the case of smooth riemannian manifolds. The Ahlfors regularity estimate
in the general case will be reduced to this one via a careful approximation argument.

In the case of smooth Riemann manifolds, neck regions satisfy Cy = @ and inf r, > 0. Thus, it suffices to
prove the following lemma

Lemma 9.11 (The smooth case of Theorem 2.9). For all n > 0 there exists 6 = 6(n,v,n) > 0 and A(n) such
that if N C By(p) € M" is a (k, 6, n)-neck, then for all s > r, with Bys(x) C Ba(p)

Am)~'sh < u(By(x)) < Am)s* . (9.27)

Proof.
Terminology. We will say statement (j) holds if the lemma holds for all neck regions which satisfy inf r, >
27/ > 0. The proof will be by induction on j.

We begin with the base step. Note that if j < 10 and 6 < 107!9" then #@ < C(n). In particular, the
statement () holds for some universal constant Ag(n).

Denote the universal constant A(n) in Proposition 9.9 by A(n). We will show that () holds for all j when
A(n) := Ap(n) + A1 (n) and 6(n, v,n) = 6(n, v, n, B), where d(n, v, n, B) is the constant in Proposition 9.9 with
B = A(n)C(n), where C(n) is given by C(n) = Co(n)16* with Co(n) is the cardinality of maximal number of
disjoint balls {B,-s(x;)| x; € B>(0F)} with center in Bo(0%). Therefore, B = A(n)C(n) is a universal constant.

Note that if we take 6 < d(n, v, B,n, ") sufficiently small then by the structure of neck region and cone
splitting theorem 4.9 there exists an (k, 8’)-splitting map u : By(p) — R¥; see also Remark 9.2. Therefore,
the constant ¢’(n, v, B, n) in Proposition 9.9 automatically holds if we choose 6 < §(n, v, B,n,d").

Now let us assume statement () holds, then we need to see that (j + 1) holds. So let N € B,(p) be a
(k, 8,17)-neck region with min, r, > 27/~! and associated center points C. By Proposition 9.9, it suffices to
obtain a weak Ahlfors regularity bound for u with B = A(n)C(n).
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Let Byg(x) € By(p). If s < 1/2, then N N Byoy(x) C Boy(x) is a new (k, 6, 7)-neck which satisfies (j) by
rescaling Bas(x) to B,. In particular we have by our inductive hypothesis that A~!(n) < u(B,(x)) < A(n)sk.
If s > 1/2 then, in particular, we have x € B3;2(p) N € and By(x) C B7,4(p). Choose a Vitali covering
{B1/16(x)), xj € C N B7/4(p)} of B7,4(p) with cardinality at most Cy(n). Since B1,3(x;) C B2(p), by using the
inductive assumption again we have

167% A7 (n) < u(B1/16(x)) < Am)167%. (9.28)
From this, it follows easily that
16 %A~ (n)s* < w(By(x)) < Co(n)167¥ 2% A(n) sk (9.29)

Thus, we have proved u satisfies weak Ahlfors regularity estimate with constant B = Co(m)16FA(n). By
Proposition 9.9, if 6 < 6(n,v,n,B) = 6(n,v,n) then in fact we have the stronger estimate A;(n)~!s* <
U(Bs(x)) < A(n)s*. In particular A(n)~'s* < u(By(x)) < A(n)s. This completes the proof of Lemma 9.11
i.e. Ahlfors regularity for the case of smooth manifolds. O

9.5. Approximating limit neck regions by smooth neck regions. As mentioned in the previous subsec-
tion, to prove the neck structure theorem for neck regions for which Cy # (), we will approximate general
neck regions N by neck regions N for which inf r, ; > 0. This will be carried out in the present subsection.
In the following subsection, we will complete the proof of the Neck Structure Theorem 2.9.

Our main result in this subsection is the following:

Theorem 9.12. Let (M;’,gj,pj) ﬂ (X", d, p) satisfy Vol(B1(p;)) > v > 0 and Ric; > —(n - 1)6% and let
N = Ba(p) \ B, (C) be a (k, 5, n)-neck region. Then there exists (k, 6 ;,1;)-neck region N; = Ba(p;) \ B,w.(@j)
such that the following hold
() 6j > dandn; — n.
(2) If ¢; : Ba(pj) — Ba(p) are the approximating Gromov-Hausdorff maps then ¢;(C;) — C in the
Hausdorff sense.
() ryj — ry : € = Ry uniformly.

(4) If uj, p are the packing measure of N;j and N, respectively, then if we consider the limit j1; — o in
measure sense then we have the measure estimates < C(n)loo.

(5) If Cy C C is k-rectifiable, we have u, < C(n)u.
Proof. Consider first the case inf r, > 0. This implies that Cy = 0 and in addition, that C is a finite set.

Let y; : Bo(p) — Ba(p;) be the €;-Gromov Hausdorff maps. For j sufficiently large with €; << inf r,, let
Ci={yj(x), xeCland ry; := Fy-1(x- Then itis easy to check that Nj = Ba(pj) \ Brx’j((fj) are (k,6;,1m;)-
J
neck regions which satisfy the criteria of the theorem. In fact, we can prove the limit y; — pe = u in this
case.

Next, for the case in which inf r, = 0, we construct a (k, ¢, 7)-neck region

Ny = Ba(p) \ B (©),
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with inf 7, > s > 0. Given s > 0, we define 7, on C by 7, := max{r,, s}. Then |Lip 7| < ¢ and all of the
remaining properties of a neck region are satisfied with C and 7, apart from the Vitali condition (n1).

To fix this, choose a maximal subset G, := {x]} € € such that the balls {BTz;ﬂ (x7)} are disjoint. It is easy

to check that N := By(p) \ B;X(é) is a (k, 6, m)-neck region for which inf 7, > s > 0. If we let s — 0, then

N converges to N in Hausdorff sense.

Consider the limit packing measure fi; — fio. On C,, we have fi, = u. If y € €, then for all s < r, by
the Vitali covering property of Ny, it will follow that

s7"VoI(B,(7) N By(€0)) < Cm)its(Bassr(v) N Byl C0)). (9:30)

To see this, consider the covering {B(x}), x] € Cs N By(Cp)} of Gy N B,(y). Since BT%S(x;.") are disjoint and
fis(By(x$)) > s*, using the estimate of the cardinality of {B(x})|x} € Gy N By(Cp)} by s‘k/]x(BZHr(y) N
B3s(€'0)) we can get (9.30).

By letting s — 0in (9.30), we get the upper Minkowski & content bound
MEB, () N €o) < Cnfica(B,(y) N Co). (9.31)
In particular this implies
u(B,(y) N €o) = F(B,(y) N €o) < COME (B, (y) N €o) < C)ftoo(B,() N €0). 9.32)
Therefore, we get the weaker estimate y < C(n)fico.

On the other hand, we claim that
fis(B:() N By(€o)) < C(n)s*"Vol(Brzs(y) N B3s(Co)). (9.33)

To see this, consider the covering {B,(x}) | x; € Cs N By(Cy)} of Gy N B,(y). Since BT%S(x;.") are disjoint and
fs(By(x))) < A(n)s* the estimate (9.33) follows easily from the estimate of the cardinality of {B;(x}), x] €
G, N By(Cy)} by s‘"Vol(Bst(y) N B3 S(GO)). By letting s — 0, it follows that the upper Minkowski k content
satisfies

CMMH(B,(y) N Co) 2 fieo(B,(y) N €p). (9.34)

To prove (5) of Theorem 9.12, we will initially make the assumption that Cy is k-rectifiable. This will be
proved in Lemma 9.14, the proof of which is completely independent of (5).

By a standard geometric measure theory argument (see Theorem 3.2.39 of [Fed]), Hausdorff measure and
Minkowski content are equivalent. Thus,

Cmu(Br(y) N Co) 2 fieo(B(y) N Co), (9.35)
and in particular, C(n)u > fico.

Finally, for each Nx, we have (k,0;,17;) neck region Nx, i = Ba(pj)\ B (é ;) approximating f\fs with

Fuj v
fis,j — fis. By a standard diagonal argument, we finish the proof by taking a diagonal subsequence of Ny ;

to approximate N. This completes the proof of Theorem 9.12. O
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9.6. Proof of the Neck Structure Theorem 2.9. We will now complete the proof of Theorem 9.

Proof. (of the Neck Structure Theorem 2.9 ) Given a (k, 6, i7)-neck region N = By(p) \ Erx(G), we have by
the Approximation Theorem 9.12 a sequence of (k, 6 ;,1;)-neck regions N; = Ba(p;) \ Brw((? j) C M;. By
the Ahlfors regularity estimates in Subsection 9.4 for smooth neck regions, we have for 6 < d(n,v,7)/10
that if By,(x;) C B2(p;) and x; € C; then for j sufficiently large

Ay~ < pi(Bu(x)) < Ay (9.36)
Thus, by Theorem 9.12 we have for all B>,(x) C B>(p) with x € € that the limit y; — o satisfies
A < peo(BA(x)) < Ay, (9.37)

By Theorem 9.12, since u < C(n)u~, we directly get the upper bound estimates of u(B,(x)) < A(n)r* for a
universal constant A(n) = A(n)C(n).

In order to prove the lower measure bound, we will first prove Cy is k-rectifiable. Then we can use (5)
from the approximation Theorem 9.12 to deduce the lower bound. The main lemma needed for this result is
the following.

Lemma 9.13. Foreache > 0if6 < 6(n, v, €,n), then for any x € Cy and By, (x) C By(p) there exists a closed
subset R(B.(x)) € Co N B,(x) such that R, is bi-Lipschitz to a subset of R* and ,u(Br(x) N(Cp\ SRE)) < erk.

Proof. For each By.(x) C By(p) with x € €y the set
N, = By (x) \ Brx(er)

is a (k, 6, n)-neck region with associated €, = € N By,(x) and packing measure y, := ule,. By the approxi-
mation Theorem 9.12, there exists a (k, ¢ j, 77j)-neck region

Nr,j = BZr(xj) \ Brx,j(er,j) c Mj
which approximate N, .

By Theorem 4.11, there exist 6;.—splitting maps u,; : Bo(x;) — RK with 6;. = 6;.(71, v,7,6;). Additionally,
by the Ahlfors regularity estimate for smooth neck N, ; in subsection 9.4, we have for any B>y(x;. ;) C By.(x))
and x,; € C,; that

A" < w(By(x,. ) < A(m)s* . (9.38)

By applying Proposition 9.3 with B = A(n) and 6 < d(n,v,€,1), there exists €, ;. C C,; such that
urj: Crie — R¥is (1 + €)-bi-Lipschitz and u, j(B,(x;) \ €, ) < exrk. Let j — oo, denote the Gromov-
Hausdorff limit by C,.c := 1im €, ¢ ; and let u, ., denote the limit measure u, j — fy.co.

On the other hand, since B,(x) \ C,.¢ is an open set, standard measure convergence argument implies
Hroo(BA(x) \ Cpo) < liminf iy j(B(x)) \ Cpje) < €775, (9.39)

Indeed, for any closed set D C B,(x) ¢ X with D; ¢ M; — D in GH-sense, by measure convergence we
have for any # > 0

lim sup 11, /(D) < fiy.co(By(D)). (9.40)
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By letting + — 0, using the monotone convergence theorem for measures and that D is a closed set, it
follows that

lim sup u,. j(D;) < proo(D).

This implies (9.39). Hence we have C,. c C, c € and the following estimate
H(BA(X) \ Cre) = 1, (Br(x) \ €re) < Cptroo(B(x) \ Cr0) < Cme™r* < er*. (9.41)

Here, we have used Theorem 9.12 in the first inequality.

Moreover, since u,.; is Lipschitz, by Ascoli’s theorem, we have a uniform limit u, : By, (x) — R¥ such
that u, : G, — R¥is (1 + €)-bilipschitz. From the estimate (9.41), the set R(B,(x)) := Cy N C,.¢ is our
desired set. This finishes the proof of Lemma 9.13. O

Now we can prove the rectifiability of Cy.
Lemma 9.14. C is rectifiable.
Proof. Let {x;} C Cy be a countable dense subset of Cy and for any € > 0, consider the set

R = U Re(B,(x7)). (9.42)
Boy(x)):1>reQ

By definition, we have R C €. In addition, since R is a countable union of rectifiable sets, it is rectifiable.
To finish the proof, we only need to choose a small € and show that u(Cy \ R) = H*(Co \ R) = 0. So assume
H*(Cy \ R) > 0, then by a standard geometric measure theory argument, there exist x € Cy \ R, r, — 0 and
a dimensional constant €, > 0 (see Theorem 3.6 of [Simon]) such that

3(B,, ()N (€ \R)
lim
ry—0 rz

> g > 0. (9.43)

In particular, there exists s > O such that .‘J-fk(B s(X)N(Cy \IR)) > s¥¢/2. Since {x;} is dense, there exists some
x; and r € Q such that s < r < 2s and B,(x) C B,(x;). Therefore, we have H¥(B,.(x;) N (Cy \ R)) > C(k)er .
By choosing € = €(n) small, we contradict the definition of R, in Lemma 9.13. Thus, for 6 < §(n, v, 7, €) =
6(n,v,n), the set R C Cg has full measure. This completes the proof of Lemma 9.14. O

At this point, we can obtain the lower bound for the packing measure u and hence, complete the proof
of Theorem 2.9. Since Cy is k-rectifiable, by Theorem 9.12 we have u > C(n) - 4o in (9.37). Therefore,
the Ahlfors regularity estimate for o in (9.37) gives us the desired lower bound for u. This completes the
proof of the Neck Structure Theorem 2.9. O
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10. NECK DECOMPOSITION THEOREM

In this section we prove the Neck Decomposition Theorem 2.12. Neck regions and their associated
decomposition theorems were introduced in [JiNal6], where the focus was on the top (n — 4)-stratum of the
singular set for limits with 2-sided Ricci curvature bounds. This was an important ingredient in the proof
of the a priori L? curvature bound for such spaces. This section follows very closely the constructions of
[JiNal6], relying on the estimates provided by the Neck Structure Theorem 2.9. The main result of this
section is Theorem 2.12, which for convenience is recalled below.

Theorem (Theorem 2.12 restated) Let (M}, g;, p;) — (X", d, p) satisfy Vol(Bi(p;)) > v > 0 and Ric; >
—(m —1). Then for eachn > 0 and 6 < 5(n,v,n) we can write:

Bi(p) €| JNan B, U J By, () U 85O, (10.1)
a b
skon ¢ | ) (€oan By) LS, (10.2)

such that:
(1) Forall a, the set, N, = By, (x,4) \E,X(C'), is a (k, 8, n)-neck region.

k

(2) The balls By, (xp) are (k + 1,2n)-symmetric; hence xp ¢ S My

(3) Xara+ Xpr, + F(ST) < Cln,v, 6.1).

(4) Coq C By, (x,) is the k-singular set associated to N,.

(5) kO satisfies H*(§F0T) = 0.

(6) Skon jg k-rectifiable.

(7) Forany € ifn < n(n, v, €) and § < 6(n, v,1, €) we have Sk ¢ k01,

Remark 10.1. As previously mentioned, in the special case of smooth Riemannian manifolds M" only
(1)—(3) carry nontrivial information.

10.1. Proof of Theorem 2.12 modulo Proposition 10.2. The proof of Theorem 2.12 proceeds via an itera-
tive recovering argument. In Proposition 10.2 of this subsection, we will introduce a rougher decomposition
which also includes a third type of ball, indexed by a subscript denoted by v. Then, a recovering argument
will lead to a definite decrease in the volume of the v-balls. Thus, after applying this recovering argument a
definite number of times, the v-balls will no longer present. This gives the decomposition in Theorem 2.12.

The remaining subsections will be devoted to establishing Proposition 10.2, which is the primary work in
the proof. Initially, this will involve the introduction of coverings in which additional types of balls indexed
by ¢, d, e will appear. The goal will be to produce covering s for each type of ball that will cover most of
each ball by either a, b or v balls, which will eventually lead to Proposition 10.2 itself. Several subsections
will be required for this process; for additional details, see Subsection 10.4.

To avoid confusion, we recall that in (10.3) below, the subscript 1 indicates radius 1. Set

V= inf Vi(y)>v>0,. (10.3)
YEB4(p)
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Proposition 10.2 (Induction step decomposition). For all n > 0 and 6 < 5(n, v, n), there exists

vO(n, v,0,n) >0
d
such that if (M, gi, pi) = (X", d, p) satisfies Richn > —(n—1) and Vol(B1(p;)) > v > 0, then

Bi(p) € | J(Cou UN, N B, (x)) () By, (o) U ) B (x) LS, (10.4)
a b v

such that the following hold:
(1) N, € Boy (x,) are (k, 8, 1)-neck regions with associated singular set of centers Co 4.
(2) Each b-ball By, (xp) is (k + 1, 2n)-symmetric.
(3) V> V+1" (where V, := infyep, (x,) Vi, ().
@) 8 c S(X™) and F*(8F) = 0.
(5) Dara+ Zpry+ Xyrs < Cn,v,6,1).

Assuming temporarily Proposition 10.2, let us complete the proof of Theorem 2.12:

Proof of Theorem 2.12. Fix n > 0, 6 < 6(n,v,n) as in Theorem 2.9 and vO(n, v,0,17) > 0 as in Proposition
10.2.

By applying Proposition 10.2 to the limit ball B;(p), we get the following decomposition in which the
subscript 1 indicates the first step in the inductive argument below.

Bi(p) € 85 U )€ UNay 0 By, xa ) U | By, (55 U By, (), (10.5)
ap by Vi
where,
o o,
Vy, = yeB:ranf(xvl) \7,‘,1 Y=V+v (10.6)
H 8y =o0, (10.7)
D UHE Coa) + D)+ D )+ > (r)F < Cn, v, 6). (10.8)
ap aj by Vi

Next, by applying Proposition 10.2 to each v;-ball By, (x,,) we arrive at

2

Bi(p) ¢ | |8l JCou; UNG By, (o) U By, (i) |U L B, (), (10.9)
aj by )

j=1
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where,
V= inf V()= V+2v (10.10)
yEB4er (xvz) 2

8Ky + 7585 =0, (10.11)
2

DD Cow) + D ) + )| < Cnvn, 6) + Clny v 1,67 (10.12)
=1\ a ap by

D (r)f < Cn, v, 007 (10.13)
V2

Note that V + 2v° in (10.6), has been replaced by V + 2v0 in (10.10), where as in Proposition 10.2,
W = vo(n, v,0,1n). Therefore, this process of recovering the v-balls can be interated at most i = i(n, v, 0, 1)
times before no v-balls exist; otherwise, we would contradict the noncollapsing assumption (1.2). By doing
the iteration the maximal number of times, we obtain the following decomposition in which the v-balls are

no longer present:

&@CUFWLW%UM“%ﬁMUU%Mﬁ’ (10.14)

J=1 aj bj

where, i = i(n, v, 6,n) and

FHESEy+ - 5@ =0, (10.15)
Zmzpﬁﬁw)+§}%f+§}mﬁ}ﬂﬂmmm®. (10.16)
=1\ g aj bj
Set
kon = JSkn Bi(p), %M:UEWL&M%&@, (10.17)
J=1 j=1 a;

Since by the Neck Structure Theorem 2.9, each set Co,aj is k-rectifiable, it follows that S0 is k-rectifiable
and by (10.16) that HESkOM < C(n, v, n,0). This gives the decomposition whose existence is asserted in
Theorem 2.12. Moreover, from our decomposition, (1)-(6) in Theorem 2.12 are satisfied, where the content
estimate is in (10.16) and F*(8k1) = 0.

Finally, we will show that if n < n(n, v, €), 6 < d(n,v,n, €), then § ’g c 891 which is the last statement (7)
in Theorem 2.12

First, note that if y € N, with r = d(y, C,) and § < 6(n, v, n,), then by the Cone-Splitting Theorem 4.9,
the ball B,/2(y) has a (k + 1, 2n)-splitting. For any €, by the Almost Volume Cone implies Almost Metric
Cone Theorem 4.1, it follows that for some, s = s(¢, v) - r, the ball, B(y) is (0, 63)—syrnrnetric. If in addition,
1 < n(n, v, €), this implies that B(y) is (k + 1, €?)symmetric. Hence, y ¢ SX.

Similarly, suppose y € B,,(xp) and By, (x) is (k + 1, p)-symmetric. If in addition, n < 1'(n, v, €), then it
clear that B,, (xp) has a (k + 1, n’)-splitting. Then the same argument as above shows that if " < n’(n, v, €),
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the y ¢ S%. Since S¥ is covered by union of N, B,, and 8§97, we see that S¥ c §%9%. This completes the
proof of Theorem 2.12, modulo the proof of Proposition 10.2. O

The remainder of this section will now be devoted to proving Proposition 10.2.

10.2. Notation: Constants and Types of balls. Throughout the remainder of this section we will consider
constants &, 6, y, €, which will in general satisfy

0<é<<d<y<e<e(n). (10.18)

We will assume through out that Ricy» > —(n — 1)¢é. The general case, can be achieved by a standard
covering argument and rescaling.

As in Definition 4.8, we define the set of points with small volume pinching by:

V:= inf ’\7§—I(X)). (10.19)
XEB4(p)

In what follows, the set with small volume pinching is defined to be:

Pre(x) := {y € Bap(x) : Vg (y) <V + £} (10.20)

The constants, €,y > 0 will denote the constants in the Cone-Splitting Theorem based on k-content, The-
orem 4.9: If Vol(B, (P £(p))) > ey"* with 0 < 6,€ < 6(n,v), ¥ < y(n, v, €), & < &6, €,7,n,V), then there
exists g € B4(p) such that Bs-1(q) is (k, §?)-symmetric.

Next we introduce the various ball types which appear in the proof. These are indexed by a, b, ¢, d, e.
Every ball B,(x) is one (or more) of these types. The balls indexed by a, b are of the type as in Proposition
10.2.

(a) Aball B, (x,) is associated to a (k, 6, 7)-neck region N, C By, (x,).
(b) A ball B,,(xp) is (k + 1, 2r7)-symmetric.
(c) Aball B, (x.) is not a b-ball and satisfies:

Vol(Byy, (P, £(x0))) = e/ 7.
(d) Aball B, (xg) is any ball with P, «(x;) # 0 satisfying:
Vol(Byr,(Pr, £(xa))) < /7.

(e) Aball B,,(x.) satisfies P, ¢(x,) = 0.

2Given & << 6, choose a Vitali covering, {Bg(ys)}, of Bi(p), such that Bs(ys) are disjoint. By relative volume comparison,
the cardinality of such covering is less than C(n, v, &). Finding the desired decomposition for B,(p) is then reduced to finding the
corresponding decomposition for each Bg(yy).
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10.3. Statements of Proposition 10.3 and Proposition 10.5. The first proposition stated in this subsection,
asserts that a d-ball can be recovered using only b, ¢, and e-ball’s. A key point is that in this covering, the
content of the c-balls in the collection can be taken to be small.

d
Proposition 10.3 (d-ball decomposition). Let (M?, g;, p;) — (X", d, p) satisfy Vol(Bi(p;)) = v > 0 and let
n>0and V < inf e, (p) V‘;:—l(x). For any € < €(n,v), v < y(n,v,€), 6 < o(n,v,n) and & < én,v,€,7,0,n).
Then the following holds. If Richn > —(n — 1)é and Vol(B,(P1£(p))) < €y" K, then we have the decomposi-

tion:
Bi(p) < 85U B, u( B Ul Br(x) (10.21)

where

(b) Each b-ball By, (xp) is (k + 1,2n)-symmetric.

(c) c-ball By, (x.) is not a b-ball and satisfies Vol(B,,, P, :(x.)) > ey”_k .
(e) Each e-ball By, (x,) satisfies P, ¢(x.) = 0.

(s) 8 ¢ S(X) and H*(Sh) = 0.

Furthermore, we have k-content estimates ), r’,; + D r’e‘ <C(n,y)and }, rlc‘ < C(n,v)e

Remark 10.4. In this proposition, the ball types and the pinching set P, are with respect to the given
V< inf e, (p) /\76—1()() above.

Proposition 10.5 (c-ball decomposition). Let (M;, g;, pi) — (X.d, p) satisfy Vol(Bi(p;)) = v > 0 and let
n>0andV < inf e, (p) Vg—l(.X). For any € < €(n,v), y < y(n,v,€), 6 < o(n,v,n) and & < &(n, v, €,y,0,n).
Then the following holds. If Richn > —(n — )& Vol(B,(P1(p) = ey"‘k and By (p) is not (k + 1,2n)-
symmetric, then we have the decomposition:

Bi(p)  (CoUNNBi(p) U By, (o) U Br(xo) U Brxa) U Bratxo), (10.22)
b c d e

where
(@) N = By(p) \ (€0 U Up By, () U Ue By (x0) U Uy Br,(xa) U U, By, (o)) is a (k. 8, m)-neck region.
(b) Each b-ball By,,(xp) is (k + 1,2n)-symmetric.
(c) Each c-ball By, (x.) is not (k + 1,2n)-symmetric and satisfies Vol(B,,, P, ¢(x.)) > ey krn,
(d) Each d-ball By, (xq) satisfies VOl(By,, P, £(xq)) < ey * .
(e) Each e-ball B, (x,) satisfies P, £(x.) = 0.

Furthermore, we can build this decomposition so that we have the k-content estimates

Do D A D A st€on Bipp) < ), (10.23)
XpE€B32(p) X4€B3,2(p) Xe€B3/2(p)
Z < Cn, v)e. (10.24)

Xc€B3/2(p)
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Remark 10.6. In this Proposition the ball types and the pinching set P, are defined with respect to the
given V < inf ep,(p) Ve-1(x) above.

10.4. Proof of Proposition 10.2 modulo Propositions 10.3 and 10.5. In this subsection we will state
and prove Lemma 10.7. The proof involves using iteratively the decompositions of Proposition 10.5 and
Proposition 10.3. Then by using Lemma 10.7 a definite number of times we are able to remove all the c-balls
and d-balls, thereby proving Proposition 10.2. This proves Theorem 10 modulo the proofs of Proposition
10.5 and Proposition 10.3. These two propositions will be proved in the remaining two subsections.

d _
Lemma 10.7. Let (M, gi, pi) —> (X", d, p) satisfy Vol(B1(p;)) > v > Owithn > Oand V := inf vep,(p) V1 (x).
Then for 6 < d(n,v,n) and ¢ < E(n,v,0,n), ifRicMin > —&(n—1), we have

Bi(p) < | J(Coa UNa 1 B, (x)) U B, () U By () U B (10.25)
a b e

where

(1) Ny C By, (x,) are (k,5,m)-neck regions with associated singular set C .

(2) Each b-ball By, (xp) is (k + 1, 2n)-symmetric.

(3) For each e-ball By,,(x.) we have P, ((x,) = O where P, ¢(x,) :={y € Bay,(xe) : Ve, (y) < V + &)L
@) 8¢ c S(X) and 3 (Sk) = 0.

Moreover, we have content estimate
k k
Zrﬁ—i—Zrb—i-Zre <Cm,v).
a b e

Proof. Fix € < €(n,v), y <y(n,v,€) and 6 < d(n, v,n) such that Proposition 10.5 and Proposition 10.3 hold.
We can assume B;(p) is not a b-ball or e-ball. Otherwise, there is nothing to prove.

So assume one of the following two cases holds.

1) By(p)is a c-ball with Vol(B,P; £(p)) > €y"* and with By(p) is not (k + 1, 21))-symmetric.
2) By(p) is a d-ball with Vol(B, P ¢(p)) < ey"_k.

It will be evident that up to reversing the order of which decomposition we apply first, the argument is
the same in both cases. Therefore, without essential loss of generality, we will assume that B,(p) is a c-ball.

By the c-ball decomposition Proposition 10.5, if ¢ < &(n, v, 6, €, 17), then we have:

Bi(p) € (CoUNNBi(p) U By, (xp) (B (e U Bryxa) [ B (x0), (10.26)
b c d e

and in addition the following k-content estimates hold

Z ry+ Z ry+ Z rh + 35(Cp) < Cn), (10.27)
d e

b
YA <cmve. (10.28)
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By applying the d-ball decomposition of Proposition 10.3 to each d-ball B,,,(x4), we arrive at

Bi(p) € 8f U UNN Bi(p) U U By () U By U Bru(xo). (10.29)

where Sk Ua Sk is a countable union of k-Hausdorff meansure zero sets, and thus J{k(Sk) = 0. Moreover,
we have content estimates

D < Couvie+ C)Cn,vie < Cn. Ve, (10.30)
Z ry+ Z rh + 3 (Co) < C(n) + C()C(n,y) < C(n, ). (10.31)
b e

Next, we repeat the above process verbatim, except that we first apply the c-ball decomposition of Propo-
sition 10.5 to each c-ball above and then apply the d-ball decomposition of Proposition 10.3 to each remain-
ing d-ball. The result is:

Bi(p) € 85U J€oa UN, 0 By (xa) U| By, o) U | B2 U Br,(x0), (10.32)
7 ; : :
with content estimates 3“(8) = 0 and
Zrk <1+C0nv)e, Z(rl)k Cn,ve), (1033)
Z + Z o Z H*(Coa) < Cny)(1+ C(n, V). (10.34)
b

After repeating this process i times we arrive at

Bi(p) € 8f U JCou UN, N B ) U B0 U B U Brxe), (10.35)
a b c e

with content estimates U{k(gf) =0and

DUk <> (Cnve) D < (Cmve), (10.36)
a j=0 c
Dk 3 kY 3@ < Couy) Y (Cnvie) (10.37)
b e a Jj=0
Consider the discrete set 8’ := {x'}. By the construction, we have
By,i8"' € B,,i(8)), (10.38)
where
B,,i(8}) := UcBy,i(xl). (10.39)
Define the set limit by:
8= ([ BoBD. (10.40)

>l j>i
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It is clear from the construction that S, c S (X™). Set §; := 2 max, ré. Since 8, Bzr{, (Sé), we have by the
definition of Hausdorff measure,

HSe) = inf{ 7k, where ry < 6; and 8, € UgB,, (o)} < 28 > (h)F < 25(Can, V)e)i, (10.41)

which implies H*(8.) = 0.
Set 8% := 8. U ;s S¥. Then H*(8%) = 0 and 8 ¢ S(X).

Fix € = €(n,v) and y = y(n,v) such that C(n,v)e < 1/10. Then by taking the limit as i — oo, we will
arrive at the decomposition

Bi(p) € 8 U( J(€oa UNa N B, (xa)) U| By, () U] Bro(xe). (10.42)
a b 4

To see (10.42), if y € Bi(p) \ S then by (10.40) we must have y ¢ Bzr{, (Sé) for some i which in particular
implies by (10.35) that y belongs to the set on the right-hand side of (10.42).

By letting i — oo we have by (10.37) the following content estimates

Yo, (10.43)
a
Dk > ey 3 (Cow) < Crv). (10.44)
b e a
This completes the proof of Lemma 10.7. O

Now we can prove the inductive decomposition of Proposition 10.2.

Proof of Proposition 10.2. For any n and 6 < d6(n,v,n), fix & = &(n,v,8,n) as in Lemma 10.7. Consider a
Vitali covering {Bz(xy)} of Ba(p) such that By s5(xy) are disjoint. Thus, by volume comparison, the number
of such balls is bounded by a constant L(n, v,§). By scaling the ball Bx(x¢) to a unit ball, we arrive at a unit
ball satisfying all the condition of Lemma 10.7 with

Vei=  inf Ve(y) > inf V =V
f YEB 2 (xy) §(}7) YEB4(p) 10)

. If apply the decomposition of Lemma 10.7 to each ball B (xy) in order, we arrive at the covering

Bi(p) € 8 U{ J(€oa UNa N B, (xa)) U| By () U] Bro(xe), (10.45)
a b 4

with ry, rp, 7o < & and

DoAY e Y < CvLn v, < Cn, v, 6)
b

a e
and

H* 8% = 0.
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To finish the proof, it suffices to recover each e-ball by v-balls. In fact, for each e-ball B,,(x,) C Bz (x¢),
consider the Vitali covering {Bg,e(xﬁ)} of B,,(x,) with x) e B,,(x.) such that B, /5 (x}) are disjoint. We will
show that Bsc,e(xé) are v-ball for vy = & 13,

Since P, g(x,) :={y € Bay,(xe) : Ver, (y) < Vy+&} = 0, we have for all y € By, (x,) that Ve, (y) > Vi+& >

V + & On the other hand, we have Bug, (x]) C By, (x.). Therefore, inf Bagn, () Ver, () = V + €. Setting

vo := & we have that Bg,e(xg) is a v-ball as in Proposition 10.2. The content estimate for v-balls follows
easily from the content estimate of e-balls and the Vitali covering. This completes the proof of Proposition
10.2. ]

10.5. Proof of d-ball covering Proposition 10.3.

Proof of Proposition 10.3. For any 0 < €,y < 1/10, let us first consider a Vitali covering {By(x}), x} €
Bi(p)} of Bi(p) such that By/s(x}.) are disjoint. Let us seperate {By(x})} into b-balls, c-balls, d-balls and
e-ball’s from subsection 10.2:

Nl N N N

Bi(p) C U B,(x})U U B,(x))u U B,(x))u U B,(x}), (10.46)
b=1 d=1

c=1 e=1

where Bzy(x})) is (k + 1, 2n)-symmetric, Bzy(xi) is not (k + 1, 2n)-symmetric and satisfies Vol(Byz‘P),,,;:(xi)) >
ey"*y", and Vol(B 2Py £(x})) < ey"*y", and P, £(x}) = 0 with P, z(x) := {y € B4p(x) : Vye(y) < V + &} and

V :=infyep,(p) Ve-1(y). By volume doubling we have

NN
D+ < Canynt < ). (10.47)
b=1 e=1

Let us prove a slightly more refined content estimate for the c-balls and d-balls. Since Bzy(xé), Bzy(x[ll) -
B>(p), we have P, ¢(x.), Py ¢(xqs) C P1e(p) where we should notice that in our setting a d-ball is not an
e-ball. The following content estimates for c-balls and d-balls depend only on the fact that P, ¢(x.) and
P, £(x4) are nonempty. We will only discuss the content estimate for d-balls, since the case of c-balls is no
different from this one. Indeed, for each ball By(xﬁll), there exists a point y}l € Bzy(xé) N P1¢(p) which in
particular implies By(ytll) C ByP1(p). The ball By(yé) may overlap with other balls By(ytll,). Due to the
Vitali covering property and volume doubling, the balls overlap at most C(n) times. By standard covering
argument and noting Vol(B, (P £(p))) < €y" ¥, we can now conclude that

N Ny
Zyk + Z YF < Cn, v)e. (10.48)
c=1 d=1

For each d-ball B),(xcli), let us repeat this decomposition. We get
N Ny Ng Ng Ng
B | B ul Beedul B ul ) Becd). (10.49)
d=1 b=1 =1 d=1 e=1

13Recall v-balls are defined with respect to the background parameter vy
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Furthermore, by the same arguments as above we have the content estimates

N2 N2 N 1

Z e+ Z ¥ <Cny) Z Y < CnyCn,v)e

NZ
Zd yzk + Z yzk <C(n,v)e Zd yk < (C(n, V)E)2 .
d=1 c=1 d=1

Therefore, we arrive at the decomposition

2 N 2 N 2 N
Bi(p) C U Bt Ul U B, u By o B
j=1b=1 j=1 c=1 j=1 e=1
with content estimates
N
Z)/Zk < (C(n, V)E) ,
d=1
A 2 N
Z Z yk 4 Z Y < Cny) + Cn.y)Cn,v)e < Cn,y)(1+ C(n. v)e)
=1 b=1 =1 e=1
2 N
Z y* < C@n,ve +(Cn, V)e))
j=1 c=1

(10.50)

(10.51)

(10.52)

(10.53)

(10.54)

(10.55)

If we repeat this d-ball decomposition for each B, (xi), then after i iterations of the decomposition we get

Bi(p) UB Z(Xd) U U U Byf(x]) U U U By/(xl) U U U By](xj)

j=1b=1 j=1 c=1 j=1 e=1
with content estimates
Ny
Zl yik < (C(n, V)E) ,
d=1
1 )
Z Z Y+ Z Z yh<cmn S (ERIE
Jj=1 b=1 j=1 e=1 Jj=0
i N i .
Y < (cmve).
j=1 c=1 =1

Let € < e(n,v) and y < y(n, v, €) be such that y and € satisfies Theorem 4.9 and C(n, v)e < 1/10.

Consider the discrete set Sj‘ = {xi }. By construction, we have that Sf.: , C Byigf.‘ . Moreover,

N‘ N’

VOI(B Sk) < Z VOI(B (xd)) < C(n) nym < C(I’l)(C(n V)G) i(n— k)
d=1 d=1

(10.56)

(10.57)

(10.58)

(10.59)

(10.60)
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Letting i — oo, we can define the Hausdorff limit of Sj‘ by Si‘l = lim Sj‘ By (10.60) and Sﬁl C Byigf.‘,
we have for any i > 1

Vol(B,:85) < C(m) 107y, (10.61)

which implies ﬂ{k(gs) = 0. Moreover, we have S’; C S(X™). To see this, assume there exists x € S 5 \ S (X),
this implies for any € > 0 there exists rye > 0 such that dgu (B, ,(x), By ,(0")) < €'rye. On the other
hand, since x € S’; we have P, , #(x) is nonempty. Hence, applying the volume convergence in [Col] and
[ChO1] to B, (x) would imply V+&>1-¢€ providing € < € (n,v, €”). Therefore we arrive at V > 1 — ¢
which implies By(p) C Py ¢(p). In particular Vol(B, (P £(p))) > Vol(Bz(p)) > v > 0 which contradicts with
the d-ball assumption if € < v.

On the other hand, since C(n, v)e < 1/10, the content estimates (10.59) is finite. Therefore, we arrive at
the desired decomposition. This completes the proof of Proposition 10.3. O

10.6. Proof of the c-ball covering Proposition 10.5. In this subsection we prove Proposition 10.5, which
is concerned with the decomposition of a c-ball. We will construct a neck region on B(p) which is GH-close
to a ball in some some cone R x C(Y).

10n

Proof of Proposition 10.5. Recall that in the definition of neck region 7 = 7, = 107" w,. Fix € > 0 and

v < y(n,v,€) such that the cone-splitting based on k-content of Theorem 4.9 holds. By Theorem 4.9 we
have that By-1(g) is (k, 6’2)—symrnetric for some g € B4(p). In particular, Bg-1(q) is 8% close to a metric
cone RF x C(Y).

Denote the ¢’>-GH map lg,1 : B(;H(Ok, Ye) = Bg-1(q) and consider the approximate singular set £, :=
g, L(RF x {vc}) N B4(p). Choose a Vitali covering {By2 (x}), x; € L1} of L1 such that B, (x;) are disjoint.

We denote the balls Bz,,(x}.) by:
1) b-balls if Bgy(x}.) is (k + 1, 317/2)-symmetric,
2) ¢-balls if Bzy(x;) is not (k + 1, 317/2)-symmetric and Vol(B,., P, £( x} ) > ey Ky,
3) d-balls if VOI(B,., Py ¢(x})) < ey *y".

We have

L1 | JBay@) Ul BayGH U( ) Bey(E)). (10.62)
b c d

Therefore we arrive at an approximate neck region N':

M= B\ (| By U By G U ) Bay()). (10.63)
b c d

The approximate neck N' is not yet the one we are looking for, since c-ball content is not small. There-
fore, we continue to refine the construction by redecomposing the ¢-balls in the decomposition. Once
again, by applying content splitting of Theorem 4.9 to each ¢-ball, we have the approximate singular set
L fly =l ’Y(Rk X {y.H N B4y()~c£) associated with a ¢">y-GH map Lyl Bys-1 (0%, Ye) = Bygi ()Ncg).
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Consider the Vitali covering {B 2,2 (x?)} of

U La \( U B, (F) U U B (%)), (10.64)
c b d
such that B4, (x}) are disjoint and
el Jea V([ Bay@yul ) BayE)). (10.65)
c b d

In particular, if y < 107! the balls By (x}) are also mutually disjoint with BT4),()?})) and Bﬁy(.)?}l).

We denote the ball Bzyz(x?) by Bzyz(fci), B2 (fc%) and Bzyz()”cfl) according to the same scheme as above.
Thus, we have

N =B\ || By | ([Bp@E)ul By,-(xé))] : (10.66)
c 1<j<2 b d
After repeating this decomposition i times to each ¢-ball, we get an approximate neck region given by
Ne= B\ || By | (LB ul By,-(fcg))] : (10.67)
c 1<j<i b d
Set
€ = (%)

By construction we have
i1 -
e c B,i(Cp).

Therefore, we can define the Hausdorff limit

Co := lim €' . (10.68)
By letting i — oo, we get
Ni= B\ |Cou| ) B U ) BrGa) | (10.69)
b d

Set
Cy o= {Xg, B} -
By construction, the balls B4;_(X) are disjoint for X € @, and in addtion,
i¢ ) Boy@. (10.70)
yEé+,7}7>7‘§
Moreover, C := é+ U éo is a closed set.

It is easy to check that N satisfies all the condition of a (k, &, n)-neck except (n5) i.e. Lip7F, < ¢
Therefore, our construction requires some additional refinement.

In the following construction, in which we refine our covering in order to get the desired (k, 6, 7)-neck,
we will use %, X7 € é+ to denote the center of a b-ball and d-ball of N, and the associated radius 7y, and Tg,,
respectively.
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By the construction of B; (X) with X € @, there exists some &-ball B,-1; (%) which is (k, §’%)-symmetric
with respect to £ %.y-17 such that B (¥) C Bj,-17 (%) and ¥ € L
Yy > r = 7z the ball B,
volume pinching estimate

%17 - It is easy to see that for any

(%) is also (k, 5"?)-symmetric with respect to a set £ %..y-1r This follows from the

|/\7§?g(~i6) - /\76_1(566)| S ga
and the fact that B,-1,.(X) is (k, 5’3)—splitting since this ball is contained in a (k, 6’3)—symrnetric ball with
comparable radius.
Notation. For our convenience sake we will make the following notion:

For any ¥ € C denote X, to be the associated center of &-ball satisfying the above properties.  (10.71)

To refine the approximate neck N, let us build a good approximate singular set §. Indeed we define S to
be a subset of U; _zB3;.(X) such that y € § if and only if one of the following holds
(1) y € Ly 17, withd(y, €) = d(y, %) < 7,
(2) y € Ly 1, with 7 := d(y, €) = d(y, %) > F+.
Now we define a radius function on § such that
re = 2T if d(x, ©) = d(x, %) < 75,
Iy i= 62d(x, é) otherwise. (10.72)
It is obvious that |Lipr,| < 62 and @ c §. Choose a maximal disjoint collection {Bp, (x),x € S} such that
the center set C, C § containing C. This allows us to build a neck region

N:=Bap)\ (G u | ) Br(w). (10.73)

xeCy

Notation. In order to make the notations consistent, we put Gy := G and € := C,. U C,.
Next, we will check that N is a (k, 6, n)-neck if 8" < 6’(8,y, ) small.

The Lipschitz condition (n5) and the Vitali condition (n1) in the neck region are satisfied by the construc-
tion. If &’ < 6(6,7,n), let us check the volume ratio condition (n2). In fact, for any x € C, let X € C be
such that d(x, C) = d(x, ¥). Denote X, the associated center point of ¢-ball such that B; (X) C B,-1;7.(X) . For
0’ <0'(n,v,6) small and y € By, L3 53, , we always have Vs, (x) = Vs, (0)] < 5190 since B, (x) and B, (y)
are &'r,-close to the same cone at scale r,. On the other hand, by the definition of a ¢-ball, there exists

Y € By Ly, 53, N Ps, g(Xe).
This implies V53, (y) — V| < &. Therefore, if & < 6*° we conclude that Vsr (x) = V| < 515, By (2.2), the
monotonicity of the volume ratio, we finally get
Vsr, () = Vg (x)] < 6.
Thus, the volume ratio condition (n2) is satisfied.

Next, note that if 8 < §(6,y,n), then by the definition of S we will have for x € © that B,(x) is not
(k + 1,n)-symmetric and B,(x) is (k, 62)—symmetric for all 6! > r > r,. To see this, first note that B,(x)
is (0, 63)—symmetric by the volume pinching estimate (n2) for 8" < ¢’(n, v,n,0). On the other hand, B,(x)
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is a subset of B,-1,(X.) with comparable sizes, which is (k, §'%)-symmetric with respect to £ %,.y-1r but not

(k + 1,3n/2)-symmetric. From this we conclude that B,(x) is not (k + 1,17)-symmetric and B,(x) is (k, 6%)-
symmetric. Hence we prove the condition (n3).

The covering condition (n4), which says that the approximate singular set £, with » > r, is covered
by B;(C), is satisfied by the construction of N and N. To see this, for each x € €, denote the associated
% € @ with d(x, ®) = d(&, x). Moreover, denote %, the associated center point of &-ball such that By (%) C
B,-1; (%.). Since B,-1,.(X.) is a ¢-ball, by the cone-splitting Theorem 4.6 and since B,-1,(%.) is not (k +
1, 3n/2)-symmetric, we have £, , C BT,/4(£)~CC,771r).

On the other hand, by the construction of the approximate neck N, we have that £ fylr C B4(C).
Noting from the construction of C that C C C, we arrive at

Lr C Bepjals, 1, C Berpa(€) C Brypa(©), (10.74)

Xeyy '

which proves the condition (n4). Therefore, we have shown that if & < &(n, v, y,8,n), then N is a (k, 6, n)-
neck.

We now focus on the content estimates of Proposition 10.5.

Notation. Denote the ball B, (x) with x € C by B,,(xp), B,.(x.), B,,(x4) and B, (x.), where By, (xp) is
(k+1,2n)-symmetric, By, (x.) is not (k+1, 2n)-symmetric and Vol(B,,, P, «(x.)) > Ey"_kr?, By, (x4) satisfies
Vol(B,,,Pr, e(xa)) < ey”‘krg and By, (x,) satisfies P, ¢(x.) = 0.

The content estimates rely on the neck structure of Theorem 2.9:
HCoNBis) + . rk+ > A YAy Y A <cm. (10.75)

Xp€B15/8 Xc€B15/8 X4€B15/8 Xe€B15/8

In order to finish the proof, it suffices to show the content of c-balls is small. This is reasonable since the
approximate neck N doesn’t contain any ¢-ball’s at all. Thus, we need to verify that our process of going
from N to N did not create too many c-balls.

Denote the center of the c-balls B, (x.) by a subset €. C € N B3;2(p). From the construction of the
approximate neck N and the definition of S it follows § c U cc@ B (%). To consider u(C.) 4we will restrict
to each By (X) with X € C. Let us first consider the content of G, in B;,(X). Since Pz, £(X;) has small volume
we have the following lemma:

Lemma 10.8.
ﬂ(ec N U 337,1/2(56[1)) < C(n,v)e,

)~C,1€é
Proof. We will see that it suffices to prove that for each d-ball Bj,(%4) with X4 € @, we have

H(Ce N By, 2(30)) < Cln, Ve p(B oz, (3a)) (10.76)

1445 usual, let =Y e 5, + H¥e, is the packing measure associated with the (k, 5, 7)-neck region N.



100 JEFF CHEEGER, WENSHUAI JIANG, AND AARON NABER

In fact, since By, (Xg) are disjoint and u is a doubling measure with 7 = 7,,, we have by (10.76) that

p(Cen | ByruaE)) < - (€ 0 Bazyo(3)) < CuvIe D (B, (Ra)) < C(n, V)eu(Bisys(p)) < Cln, Ve,
7,e@ I %4e@

(10.77)

where we have used the Neck Structure Theorem 2.9 in the last inequality. Thus, we only need to prove
(10.76).

By the definition of r, in (10.72), we have for any x. € C. N B3,/2(Xy) that r, < 106°7,. Since B, (x.)isa
c-ball, there exists y € By, (x.) such that [V, (y)— V| < €. In particular, this implies y € Pre(Xa) N Bsg,3(Xq)
and Byz,/10(y) C By, P, £(X4). On the other hand, since r, < 106°7, and d(y, x;) < 4r. we have By, o0(x.) C
Byi,1000) C By, Py, e(Xa)-

Consider a maximal disjoint collection {B,,/20(x), x; € €. N B3z,/2(%;)} with cardinality N. We have

NC(n, v)y"F < Z Vol(Byz,/20(x))) < Vol(Byz, Py, () < /™7 (10.78)

i

Therefore, we have N < eC(n, v)y‘k and so,

u(Ce 0 By (3)) < D (Ce N Byryys(x))) < CONYT < eCn, )Py < €C(n vu(Briz, (X)) (10.79)

X
1

This finishes the proof of (10.76). Thus, the proof of Lemma 10.8 is complete. O

Having controlled the content of €. in d-balls in Lemma 10.8, we will now consider the content of G, in
b-balls. However, unlike the case of d-balls, there exists no a priori small volume set. Thus, we will need to
argue in a different way from in Lemma 10.8.

Remark 10.9. Prior to beginning the proof proper, we will give a brief indication of the argument.

Let x, € By(Xp). In the definition of S (see (10.72)) we require that S is a subset of Usee Bz (0).
Therefore, we may assume x. € Bz, (%5). Since each b-ballis (k+1,3n/ 2)-symmetric and each c-ball is not
(k + 1,2m)-symmetric, this will force the c-ball B, .(x;) C Bas,(Xp) to have small radius r, << 7. From the
definition of 7, in (10.72) there must exist some X € © with d(x., %) = d(x., é) such that 7z << 7. By (10.70)
we have that ¥ ¢ Bs;, (X5). Thus one sees from the definition of r, in (10.72) that x. € A5, (1_s) 37, (Xp); se€
(10.80) below for further details. Therefore the content estimate of C. N By, (X;,) would be controlled by the

content estimate of C. N A5, (1_s) 37, (¥p) Which is small by a simple covering argument.

Now we begin in the proof the content estimate of C. N By, (%) more carefully. For 0 < 5 < €, we define
a subset of C.. by those points with small radius compared with a b-ball by

C; := U {y € Con B, (%) : ry < 667} (10.80)

XpeCy

We will see below that C; contains all the centers of c-balls inside b-balls.
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Indeed, note that if & < (8,6, €,n,v,y) and ry > 541467, with y € €N By,(Xp), then the ball B, (y) is
(k + 1,5n/3)-symmetric which in particular implies that By, (y) is not a c-ball. Therefore, to estimate the
content of c-ball in b-balls, it will suffice to consider the set Cj.

From the definition of C;, we can see that C5 N B(_s)35,(%5) = 0. In fact, if y € C5N B(y_j):37, (%), then by
the definition of ry there must exist X € € such that d(y, X) = d(y, C) with 7z < 7, which implies ¥ ¢ B35, (%)
by (10.70). This is enough to deduce a contradiction with 6°d(y, ¥) = ry < 547457, since d(y, %) > 677,
Therefore, we have showed that

Cs5 N B(1_5)r37, (%) = 0. (10.81)
By removing the points in d-balls we have the following content estimate of C 5
Let Bj,(%4) denote the d-balls with X; € C in the approximate neck region N.
By taking out the points in d-balls we have the following content estimate of Cs
Lemma 10.10. Let 6 < 6(y, €) < € and & < £(5,6,n,V,y, €,1).

Then

u(Cs\ ( U By, (%) < €. (10.82)

d

Proof. We will divide the proof into two steps.
In the first step, we consider content of C; N B35, (X) which is actually equal to the content of C; N
A (125037, 37, (Xp) by (10.81).

In the second step, we will consider content of the remainder C3 N A 35

7, (Xp) Which is zero after taking

out all the points of By, (%z).

The reason for this division of cases based on the radius 737 is that the construction of the approximate
neck N satisfies (10.64) and (10.70).

Step 1: Denote C;; := C5 N (Ufc,,eé BTsfh(fc;,)). We will show that u(Cs ; \ (Ud B;d(fcd))) < C(n,y)5. By
the Ahlfors regularity of measure y, it will suffice to prove u(Cz N B35, (X)) < C(n, y)Sy(BTz;;h (%p)) for each
B, (Xp). Since C5 N B(y_g),37,(%p) = 0 in (10.81), we will only need to prove

1(C5 N A5y, 1137, (7)) < C1,) - & - u(Byss, () - (10.83)
Let us prove (10.83). In fact, by the construction of N, there exists a ¢-ball By,-17,(Xc) as in (10.71) which
is not (k + 1, 3n/2)-symmetric such that By, (Xp) C By,-15,(Xc). Let L3 17 be the set the ¢-ball B, 15, (X) is

7
(k, 0")-symmetric with respect to. For & < £(0, 6, €,v,n,y,n), we must have

Cs N A(1-105)3%,.(1:+105)737, (Xb) © (BSZy-lﬁbefcc,y-lib N A(I—IOS)T37b,(1+IOS)T37b(ib))' (10.84)

Otherwise, there will be another splitting factor for B,-i; (%) which would contradict with the fact that
B-15,(Xc) is not (k + 1, 3n/2)-symmetric.

Now consider a collection of maximal disjoint balls

(Bjes, (X0)s X € C3 0 Ay _gymss, (1457097, (F))- (10.85)
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Denote this set by {Bj5,(xi),i = 1,- -+, K} with cardinality K. By the covering property in (10.84), we have
K < C(n, y)SH‘. Therefore, we arrive at
K

,U(GS N A(1—3)737;,,(1+5)T3?;,()Ncb)) = Zﬂ(B3ST37,,(xi))
i=1

<K-Am)-v*- 57
< C(n,y) 87
< C(n,y) -6 - p(Braz, (7)) , (10.86)

where we have used the Ahlfors regularity of u for (k, 0, n)-neck regions in Theorem 9. Thus, we have
proved (10.83). Since B4z, (%) are disjoint and Cz N B _)p37,(Xp) = 0, and noting the definition of Cj ;, we

have
pCsi\ (| BruGa)) < ) 1Beas, (8) 1 C5) < D" (A gy, 5, (55) 0 C) (10.87)
d 7l %€
< C, )8 ). uBosr, (%)) < Cn, Y)u(Ba(p)) < Cn,7)3 . (10.88)
beé

Step 2: Denote C;, := C; \ C; to be the centers of c-balls outside B sz, (). We will show that Cj, \
(Ud B;d(fcd)) = () which will be good enough to conclude the estimate in Claim 2 by combining with the
estimate in step 1. To this end, one key ingredient is the construction of the approximate neck satisfying
(10.64) and (10.70), which roughly implies there exits no approximating singular set outside B.s; (X) with
fieC.

For a given b-ball By, (Xp,) consider Gg,b = (65,2 N B;b()”c;,)) \ (Uxeé,ix < By, /2()?)). Let us see that it will
suffice to prove C;z, = 0 for any X, € C. Indeed, assume C;, = 0 for any %, € C, then we will show that
Csn \ (Ud B;d(fcd)) = (0. Assume there exists y € C;, \ (Ud B;d()"cd)) # 0, then let By, (Xp) be the minimal
sized ball such that y € By, (%,). We must have 7, > 0 since otherwise y € Cp, which is not a point in C..
Therefore, we have y € C;,. But this is a contradiction as Cj, = 0.

We will now prove that C;;, = 0. For a given b-ball By(%y) if there exists y € € 5.»» then by the definitions
of ry, Cs;, and C; there must exist § € C such that

86747y > 5 1= d(y,5) = d(y, C) > 75/2. (10.89)

Here, the last inequality follows from the definition of Cj,, while the first inequality follows from the
definitions of r, and C;.

Let B,-1; (J) be the associated ¢-ball covering B5(y) as in (10.71). Then by the definition of S we have

yel By the construction of the approximating neck N through (10.64) and s < 6y27;, we have

Lyca)’fls = U B‘r37;((5€) U U Brs(X). (10.90)

x€C X€C,F:<Fp

Fesytse

Since y ¢ B.37,(X) by the definition of Cj,, there exists ¥ € C such that d(y, ¥) < s < s which contradicts
that d(y, C) = 5. Therefore we finish step two.
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Fix § < 0(n,y,€). Since C; = Cs.1 U C5, by combining Step 1 and Step 2, we complete the proof of

Lemma 10.10. m|

The bound on content of c-balls follows easily from Lemma 10.8 and Lemma 10.10. This completes the

proof of Proposition 10.5 and hence, of Proposition 10.2 and Theorem 2.12 as well. O
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