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Equivariant free boundary minimal discs
and annuli in ellipsoids

Mario B. Schulz

Abstract

We employ equivariant variational methods to construct new examples of nonplanar free
boundary minimal discs in ellipsoids. We also prove that every ellipsoid contains at least
three distinct embedded free boundary minimal annuli with dihedral symmetry.

1 Introduction

The classical Plateau problem asks for a minimal surface bounded by a given Jordan curve.
This problem was famously resolved by Douglas [6] and Radé [39], who independently proved
the existence of a solution with the topology of a disc. A few years later, Courant [4, Part II]
addressed the “Plateau problem with free boundaries”, which concerns the existence of nontrivial
area minimising surfaces whose boundaries are free to move on a given manifold. Given a
compact, three-dimensional ambient manifold M with boundary OM, we call a compact, two-
dimensional submanifold of M which is stationary (and not necessarily minimising) for the area
functional among all surfaces > C M with boundary 0¥ = X NOM a free boundary minimal
surface. Equivalently, a free boundary minimal surface has vanishing mean curvature and meets
the ambient boundary OM orthogonally along its own boundary.

The case where M is the Euclidean unit ball B® C R3 has attracted considerable attention,
partly due to its intriguing connection with the optimisation problem for the first Steklov
eigenvalue on surfaces with boundary [11,13,16,23]. Existence results have been obtained using
gluing methods [2,3,7,19-22], min-max methods [1,9,17,18,26,30] and via Steklov eigenvalue
optimisation [24,38]. Equally interesting is the question whether a given free boundary minimal
surface is unique in a given class of solutions. Nitsche [37] proved the uniqueness of the
equatorial disc in the class of immersed free boundary minimal discs in B3 up to ambient
isometries. This result has been generalised to higher codimensions by Fraser and Schoen [12].
A famous conjecture asserts the uniqueness of the critical catenoid in the class of embedded free
boundary minimal annuli in B? up to ambient isometries [10]. In [28,36], the uniqueness of the
critical catenoid has been proved under additional symmetry assumptions. In general however,
embedded free boundary minimal surfaces in B? are nonunique in the class of solutions with
the same topology and symmetry group [3].
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The construction of free boundary minimal surfaces in more general ambient manifolds M has
been pioneered by Struwe [42], who constructed parametric minimal discs with free boundary
constraint to surfaces S C R? diffeomorphic to the sphere, and by Griiter and Jost [17] who
proved the existence of an embedded free boundary minimal disc in any convex domain M C R3.
This emphasis on solutions with the topology of a disc is reminiscent of the classical Plateau
problem and their existence has been investigated by several authors [14,29,31,33]. Haslhofer
and Ketover [18] proved that any strictly convex ball M with nonnegative Ricci-curvature
contains at least two embedded free boundary minimal discs. Moreover the area of their
second solution is strictly less than twice the area of the Griiter—Jost solution. An interesting
consequence of this result is [18, Corollary 1.5] stating that ellipsoids

My = {(z1,22,23) € R : (z1/01)? + (22/002)” + (w3/03)* < 1} (1)

with a = (a1, ag, as) € ]0, 00[? satisfying a3z > 2max{aj,as} contain a nonplanar, embedded
free boundary minimal disc, in addition to the three planar solutions

D, :=M,N{z, =0}, ce€{1,2,3} (2)

In the case a; = ag, this statement recovers an independent result of Petrides [38] about
nonplanar, embedded free boundary minimal discs in M, which converge to the planar solution
D5 with multiplicity 2 as ag — co. These discoveries are in stark contrast with Nitsche’s [37]
aforementioned uniqueness result in B3 and solve a long-standing open problem originally raised
by Smyth [41, p.411] (see also [5, p.335]). Petrides’ approach relies on the optimisation of
combinations of first and second Steklov eigenvalues on the disc while Haslhofer and Ketover
employed a two-parameter min-max construction in arbitrary convex balls with nonnegative
Ricci-curvature. In this article, we prove several existence results demonstrating that a one-
parameter equivariant min-max approach suffices to construct nonplanar free boundary minimal
discs in Euclidean ellipsoids.

Notation. We equip R? with standard Cartesian coordinates xi, s, x5 and denote the k-
dimensional Hausdorff measure on R3 by #*. Given j € {1,2,3}, the intersection of the
ellipsoid M, defined in (1) with the z;-axis is denoted by &; and R; denotes the rotation
of angle 7 around the zj-axis. By definition, R;M, = M, for every j € {1,2,3} and any
choice of a € ]0,00[3. Let D; be the group of Euclidean isometries generated by R; and
let Do be the group of Euclidean isometries generated by {Ri,Ra}. Note that D; ~ Zy and
Rs =Ry 0oR; € Dy ~ Zy X Zg. Our convention is consistent with the notation in [1,3,9], where
D,, denotes the dihedral group of order 2n acting on R3.

Theorem 1.1. For any o € ]0,00[® satisfying az > 2max{a1,as} the ellipsoid M, contains
an embedded, D1 -equivariant free boundary minimal disc C with the following properties.

(i) C is nonplanar with area 2(C) < 2.¢2(Ds).
(ii) C intersects the segment &1 exactly once and the intersection is orthogonal.
(iii) C has equivariant index equal to 1.

It is reasonable to expect that C coincides with the aforementioned solutions found in [18,38],
at least in the case where a; = ao. In slightly more elongated ellipsoids, we also obtain a new
type of nonplanar free boundary minimal disc (see Figure 1):
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Figure 1: D;-equivariant free boundary minimal discs C C M35 6) and S C M(3/22.6)-

Theorem 1.2. For any a € ]0,00[? satisfying as > 3max{ay,as} the ellipsoid M, contains
an embedded, D1 -equivariant free boundary minimal disc S with the following properties.

(i) S is nonplanar with area strictly between S*(Ds) and 3.%(Ds).
(ii) S contains the segment &;.
(iii) S has equivariant index equal to 1.

In [1], the authors introduced for all 2 < n € N an effective D,,-sweepout of the Euclidean unit
ball B3 in order to construct embedded free boundary minimal surfaces in B? with connected
boundary and prescribed genus n — 1. The case n = 1 would have been vacuous in that setting,
because a solution in B with connected boundary and genus zero is necessarily a flat disc [37].
The punchline of this article is that we can prove Theorem 1.2 by mimicking the sweepout
construction in [1, §2] for n =1 (i.e. genus g = 0) in M,, where the resulting min-max free
boundary minimal surface is not necessarily a flat disc. Similarly, Theorem 1.1 can be proved
using a similar sweepout as in [9, § 5] for n = 1 in M,. We outline the construction of the
sweepouts in section 2, establish the required min-max width estimate in section 3 and prove
the main theorems in section 4. In general, the ellipsoid M, is not equivariant with respect to
any dihedral group D,, with n > 2 but for n = 2, it is natural to expect that a Ds-equivariant
min-max approach could establish the existence of free boundary minimal surfaces in M, with
nontrivial topology. We investigate this idea in Theorem 1.3 below.



M. B. Schulz Equivariant free boundary minimal discs and annuli in ellipsoids

Maximo, Nunes and Smith [35, Theorem 1.1] showed that any compact, strictly convex domain
K C R? contains at least one embedded free boundary minimal annulus. In the case where the
domain K is an arbitrary ellipsoid, we improve this result by proving the existence of at least
three embedded, Ds-equivariant free boundary minimal annuli:

Theorem 1.3. For any o € ]0,00[® the ellipsoid M, contains three embedded, Do-equivariant
free boundary minimal annuli Ay, Aa, As with the following properties for every ¢ € {1,2,3}.

(i) A, has area #7%(A,) < 2mingeg o3y H7%(Dy).
(ii) A, is disjoint from the segment &, and intersects the other two segments orthogonally.
(iii) A, has equivariant indez equal to 1.

Property (ii) ensures that the three solutions Aj, .49, A3 are indeed distinct, and in fact
noncongruent if the parameters o, aso, ag are all different, because there is no ambient isometry
interchanging segments ¢, of different length. (See Lemma 4.5 about the general structure of Do-
equivariant annuli in M,.) Simulations of the free boundary minimal annuli from Theorem 1.3
are visualised in Figure 2. In analogy with the existence result [I, Theorem 1.1 for g = 1] in B?,
we conjecture that every ellipsoid also contains an embedded, Do-equivariant free boundary
minimal surface with genus one and connected boundary (see Figure 2, last image).

When employing min-max methods to construct solutions with nontrivial topology, it is essential
to prove that the limit of the resulting min-max sequence is not just a topological disc. In [1,9],
this step relies on Nitsche’s [37] uniqueness result for free boundary minimal discs in B3. However,
it is evident that this argument does not generalise to ellipsoids. In fact, Theorem 1.4 stated
below provides a counterexample even in the class of Ds-equivariant solutions, reaffirming the
dramatic nonuniquenss of free boundary minimal discs in M. Instead, our proof of Theorem 1.3
must rely on a much weaker property of Dg-equivariant discs in M, (cf. Corollary 4.3).

Theorem 1.4. For any a € |0,00[3 satisfying asz < ayas/(aq + o) the ellipsoid M, contains
a Dy-equivariant free boundary minimal disc U with with the following properties.

(i) U is nonplanar with area H*(U) < H#?(D3).
(ii) U contains the segments & U &a.
(iii) U is equivariantly stable.

Proof. Let & == My N{x; > 0 = 29 = 23} and & = M, N {r2 > 0 = 21 = z3}. Then
&M U &S is a Jordan curve in R? with endpoints on dM,. By [5, §4.6, Theorem 2] there
exists an area-minimising disc ¥ spanning ¢ U & with partially free boundary on 9M,,.
The assumption on « implies that the competitor I' = (D; U D3) N {x1, z2, 23 > 0} has area
(D) = 3m(azas + araz) < frajas = 1%(Ds). Being minimising, #%(X) < #2(T). By
the Schwarz reflection principle, the surface

U=XURZURXY UR{RX

is a Do-equivariant free boundary minimal disc with area J22(U) = 47%(X) < #*(D3)
containing &; U &s. In particular, &/ must be nonplanar. Being equivariantly area-minimising, U
is equivariantly stable. O
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Figure 3: A nonplanar, De-equivariant free boundary minimal disc U in M, for a = (6,4,2).

Remark 1.5. Lima and Menezes proved that free boundary minimal surfaces in the Euclidean
unit ball B? satisfy the two-piece property [32, Theorem 2], which states that the equatorial disc
divides any compact, embedded free boundary minimal surface of B? in exactly two connected
components. A key step in their proof is based on [32, Lemma 2| stating that any immersed,
stable, partially free boundary minimal surface in B? with fixed boundary contained in the
equatorial disc is necessarily totally geodesic. This property does not generalise to ellipsoids
and the surface constructed in Theorem 1.4 is a counterexample.

Remark 1.6. The respective condition on « in Theorems 1.1, 1.2 and 1.4 is not expected to be
sharp but it ensures relevant area estimates. It is an interesting problem to determine the set
of all a € ]0,00[? for which the respective existence result remain true (cf. [18, Remark 2.11]).
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Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation) under Germany’s Excellence
Strategy EXC 2044 — 390685587, Mathematics Miinster: Dynamics—Geometry—Structure, and
the Collaborative Research Centre CRC 1442, Geometry: Deformations and Rigidity.

2 Sweepout construction

Let M, be as in (1) and D3 = M, N {x3 =0} as in (2). The notion of equivariant sweepout is
defined e.g. in [9, Definition 1.1].
Lemma 2.1. There exists a D;-sweepout {Ztc}te[(),l] of M, such that

o HAES) = H2ES) =0 and H2(EE) < 25%(D3) for all t €]0,1],
o X% is a topological disc intersecting the x1-axis orthogonally for all t €10,1].
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Proof. We follow part (I) in the proof of [9, Theorem 5.1] and employ comparable notation.
Let B:(p1) denote the open ball of radius € > 0 around the point p; = (a1,0,0) € OM,. Let
D, := D3\ Bs(p1) and Dy, := V1 — 2D, + (0,0, ast) for any ¢t € |—1,1[. Then D;. C M, and
if € > 0 is sufficiently small, D; . is a topological disc. With 0 < tg <1 and €9 > 0 to be chosen,
let e: [to, 1[ — ]0,p] be a continuous function of ¢ such that e(t) — 0 as t — 1 and define

Qt = U DT,E(t)? Et = aQt \ 8Ma (3)
TE[—t,1]

as in [9, (25)] for all ¢ € [to, 1[, where 9§ refers to the topological boundary of the set €; C R3.
Then % is the union of D4, . with a connecting ribbon. In particular, 3; is D;-equivariant.
By the coarea formula, there exists a constant ¢, depending only on « such that the area of
the ribbon is bounded from above by c,e9t and we have

%02(Et) < 2(1 — tQ)L%ﬂQ('Dg) + cqeot < Q%Q(Dg) (4)

for all ¢ € [to, 1] by choosing €9 = (tg/ca)#*(D3). As t decreases from tq to 0 we intend to
deform ¥; continuously and D;-equivariantly into a neighbourhood of the point —p; € 0M,
without violating the area bound (4) and such that s#2(%;) — 0 as t \, 0. This is made
possible by the so-called catenoid estimate [27, Proposition 2.1 and Theorem 2.4] if to > 0 is
chosen sufficiently small (see also [18, §2.3]). The estimates can be carried out explicitly as
detailed in [1, §2] and [9, §5]. O

Lemma 2.2. For each v € {1,2,3} there exists a Da-sweepout {Xi}ici01) of Mo such that
o H2(TY) =224 =0 and (X)) < 24%(Ds) for all t €]0,1],

o XY is an annulus which is disjoint from the x,-axis for all t € ]0,1[ and intersects the
other two axes orthogonally.

Proof. For ¢ = 2 it suffices to replace D, with D3\ (B:(p1)UB:(—p1)) in the proof of Lemma 2.1.
For « = 1 we additionally replace the point p; by pa = (0, as2,0) and then follow exactly the
same approach. With these modifications, ¥; defined as in (3) becomes Ds-equivariant and
resembles the union of the horizontal discs D ;) with two connecting ribbons. Estimate (4)
still holds for all ¢ € [to, 1], possibly with a different constant c,. As t decreases from tg to
0, the catenoid estimate allows us to Ds-equivariantly widen the two ribbons, deforming >34
continuously into a neighbourhood of the segment &;.

For ¢ = 3, we return to the proof of Lemma 2.1 and replace D, with D3\ B:(0). Then ¥, defined
as in (3) is the Dy-equivariant union of the planar annuli D4, ;) with a connecting central
tube (instead of connecting ribbons with boundary). As ¢ decreases from ¢y to 0 the catenoid
estimate allows us to Dge-equivariantly widen the tube without violating the area estimate (4),
deforming ¥; continuously into a neighbourhood of the equator 0Ds. ]

Lemma 2.3. There ezists a D -sweepout {Ef}te[()’l] of M,, such that

o HAXE) = H(EY) = H%(Ds3) and H?(7) < 342(Ds) for all t €10,1],
. Zf is a topological disc containing the segment & for all t €0, 1].
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Proof. We closely follow the proof of [1, Lemma 2.2] but for genus g = 0 rather than g > 1.
Given & > 0 and p* = (0, £az,0) consider the sets

DF := D3\ B.(pF), DY:=DfnD_, D, := V1 —12DF £ (0,0, ast)

for any t € [0,1[. With 0 < tg < 1 and g9 > 0 to be chosen, let ¢: [tg, 1[ — ]0, 0] be a continuous
function of ¢ such that £(¢) — 0 as t — 1 and define

Of = |J Df SE =005\ (B3 U D), S =S UDYy U Sy
T€[0,t]
as in [1, Eqn. (4)]. Then ¥, is the union of the three parallel topological discs cha(t), Dg(t)
with two ribbons joining them. As in the proof of Lemma 2.1 there is a constant ¢, such that
the total area of the two ribbons is bounded from above by c,e9t and we obtain

H2(%4) < (3= 2t1) A2 (D3) + cacot < 35%(D3) (5)

for all t € [tg, 1[ by choosing g9 = (to/ca)#*(Ds). If ty > 0 is chosen sufficiently small, the
catenoid estimate allows us to increase the width of the ribbons as ¢ decreases from ¢y to 0
without violating the area bound (5) such that ¥; is deformed smoothly and D;-equivariantly
into D3 as t \, 0. The corresponding estimates are detailed in [1, § 2]. O

Remark 2.4. By setting p* := (ay cos(£%), agsin(+7%),0) and DF := D3\ (B (p*) U B-(—p™*))

in the proof of Lemma 2.1 we can follow the same approach to construct a Ds-sweepout
{Zt}efo,1) of My such that

o H2(Xg) = (X)) = H?(D3) and (%) < 34%(Ds) for all t €]0,1],
o Y, contains &; U &9, and has genus one and connected boundary for all ¢ € ]0, 1[.

3 Width estimate

We recall (e.g. from [9, Definition 1.3]) that the equivariant saturation II of a given equivariant
sweepout { };¢(0,1) of My, is defined as the set of all { f(t, ¥¢) }+e[0,1), Where f: [0,1] x My — M,
is smooth such that f(¢,-) is an equivariant diffeomorphism for all ¢ € [0, 1] which coincides
with the identity if ¢t € {0,1}. The corresponding min-max width of II is

Wi = inf  sup JE%(Ay).
{At}EH te[O,l]

The min-max approach (cf. [9, Theorem 1.4] and references therein) requires the strict inequality
Wi > max{#?%(%g), #?(31)}. This estimate is typically proven by levering the (relative)
isoperimetric inequality in the ambient space. We recall the notation D3 := M, N {x3 = 0}.

Lemma 3.1 (Isoperimetric inequality in ellipsoids [40, Corollary 1]). Let M, be as in (1)
such that as > max{ay,a2}. Then any finite perimeter set F' C M, with Lebesque measure
H3(F) = 3(M,) has relative perimeter P(F; M) > 7#%(Ds).
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Lemma 3.2 (Uniqueness of isoperimetric sets in ellipsoids). Let M, be as in (1) such that
a3 > max{ay, as}. Suppose F C M, has Lebesque measure 7#3(F) = 3 43(M,) and relative

perimeter P(F; M,) < 7#%(Ds3). Then the relative boundary of F in M, coincides with Ds.

Proof. Towards a contradiction, assume that > # Dj is the relative boundary of F' in M,.
The assumption #3(F) = 3.¢3(M,) implies that ¥ intersects D3. In particular, z3 is not
constant on ¥. Let A = max{aj,as}/as and F = {(z1,z0,23) € R® : (z1,29,23/\) € F}.
Then, J3(F) = A3 (F) = 34°%(M,) = 3.#3(Ma), where & := (a1, as,Aag). On the
one hand, Lemma 3.1 implies P(F;Ms) > #2(Mz N {x3 = 0}) = % (M, N {23 = 0})
because Aag > max{ai,az}. On the other hand, the area formula [34, Theorem 8.1] implies
P(F; Mg) < P(F; M,) < s%(M, N {x3 = 0}) because x3 is nonconstant on ¥ and A < 1 by
assumption. This contradiction proves the claim. O

Lemma 3.3 (Stability of the isoperimetric inequality in ellipsoids). Let M, be as in (1) such
that a3 > max{aj,as}. For every € > 0 there exists § > 0 such that given F C M, with
Lebesgue measure S°3(F) = 13(M,) and relative perimeter P(F; Z) < #*(D3) + 6, we have
either A3 (F A (Mo N {z3 > 0})) <e or 3(F A (My N {x3 <0})) <e.

Proof. We follow the proof of [1, Lemma 3.6]. Towards a contradiction, suppose that there exist
e > 0 and a sequence {F}}xen of finite perimeter sets satisfying J3(Fy) = 153 (M,) and

A3 (F, A (Mo, N {£23 > 0})) > ¢, P(Fy; M,) < #72(D3) + 6y,

such that 0y — 0 as k — oco. The compactness result [34, Theorem 12.26] for finite perimeter
sets implies the existence of Fiy, C M, with finite perimeter such that a subsequence of { Fj }ren

satisfies 73 (Foo A F)) — 0 as k — oo. In particular, 523 (Fy) = %%”3(Ma). Moreover,

P(Fyo; M) < li’ifn inf P(Fy; M,) = A2 (Ds)
—00

since the perimeter is lower semicontinuous (cf. [34, Proposition 12.15]). Lemma 3.2 then
implies that either J#3(Foo A (My N {z3 > 0})) = 0 or 3 (Fso A (My N {x3 <0})) =0 in
contradiction with our choice of the sequence {F} }ren. a

Lemma 3.4 (Width estimate). Let M, be as in (1) such that az > max{ai,az} and let
{Et}te[o,l] be any one of the equivariant sweepouts of M, constructed in Lemmata 2.1-2.5.
Then the min-max width Wi of the corresponding equivariant saturation satisfies

WH > %Q(Dg) > maX{%Q(EQ),%2(21)}.

Proof. Given the stability of the isoperimetric inequality in M, stated in Lemma 3.3, the proof
is exactly the same as in [9, Theorem 5.1 (II)] (for the sweepouts from Lemmata 2.1 and 2.2)
respectively [1, Proposition 3.7] (for the sweepout from Lemma 2.3). O



M. B. Schulz Equivariant free boundary minimal discs and annuli in ellipsoids

4 Geometric and topological control

In this section we prove Theorems 1.1-1.3. We recall the fact that, since the ambient manifold
M, is simply connected, any properly embedded surface in M, must be orientable. Moreover,
as M, is strictly convex, [10, Lemma 2.4] implies that every free boundary minimal surfaces in
M., is necessarily connected.

Let {X¥¢}se(0,1) be any one of the equivariant sweepouts of M, constructed in Lemmata 2.1-2.3.
The width estimate stated in Lemma 3.4 and the mean-convexity of M, ensure that the
min-max theorem [9, Theorem 1.4] applies: In each case, we obtain a min-max sequence
{371 jen converging in the sense of varifolds to mI', where I is a compact, connected, embedded,
equivariant free boundary minimal surface in M, and where the multiplicity m is a positive
integer. Moreover, the width Wy coincides with m.#?(T"). It remains to verify the desired
properties of I'. In particular, the topology of I' must be determined, because topology is not
necessarily preserved under varifold convergence.

We start with a classification of all planar free boundary minimal surfaces in M, which will allow
us to conclude that the solutions constructed in Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 are in fact nonplanar.

Lemma 4.1. Let X be a free boundary minimal surface in M, which is planar in the sense
that ¥ = M, N P for some plane P C R3. Then ¥ € {Dy1,Da, D3} up to ambient isometries.

Proof. Since M, is strictly convex, [10, Lemma 2.4] implies that ¥ intersects D;. If ¥ = Dy
the proof concludes. Otherwise, the intersection £ = 3 N Dy is a straight line segment since
both ¥ and D; are planar. The free boundary property of ¥ implies that £ meets 0D;
orthogonally in both its endpoints 7(sg) and 7(ty), where we have parametrised 9D; by
v(s) = (0,2 cos s, g sin s). It is elementary to show that (sg,to) is necessarily a critical point
of the function f(s,t) = |y(s) —v(t)|>. By determining all critical points of f explicitly, we
conclude that & coincides with either the major or the minor axis of the ellipse D1, respectively
with a diameter of Dy in the case s = 3. Up to a coordinate rotation in the zs-z3-plane
we have £ = D1 N Ds. Repeating the argument with D3 in place of D1 we obtain necessarily
XN D3 = D3N Dy. In particular, X contains both axis of the ellipse Ds. Since X is planar,
Y = Dy follows. O

The next results pertain the general structure of properly embedded, equivariant discs which are
not necessarily free boundary minimal surfaces in M,. We recall that &, = M, N{ze =0 = z3}.

Lemma 4.2. Let M, be as in (1) and let ¥ C M, be any smooth, properly embedded, D1 -
equivariant topological disc. Then either & C X or X N &1 contains exactly one point and the
intersection is orthogonal.

Proof. We recall that the group ID; is generated by the rotation R; of angle w around &;. Let
p € ¥\ &. Then p # Ryp € ¥. Since ¥ is connected, a curve v C ¥ connects p and Ryp. If
~ is disjoint from &; then v U Ry~ is a simple closed curve winding around &;. This curve is
contractible in ¥ because ¥ is a topological disc. Therefore, ¥ N &; must be nonempty.

10
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By [25, Lemma 3.4 (2)] we have either & C ¥ (which would complete the proof) or ¥ N¢&; is
finite and every intersection is orthogonal. Let 1 < j € N be the number of points in > N ¢&;.
The quotient ¥/ = 3 /D is a connected topological surface with boundary and therefore has
Euler-Characteristic x(X') < 1. A variant of the Riemann—Hurwitz formula (see e. g. [15, §IV.3])
and the fact that Dy ~ Zy implies 1 = x(X) = 2x(X') — j(2 — 1) and thus j =2x(X') —1 < 1.
Therefore j = 1 as claimed. O

Corollary 4.3. Any smooth, properly embedded, Ds-equivariant topological disc ¥ C M,
contains two of the three segments &1, &s,&3.

Proof. We recall that Do contains the the rotation R, of angle 7 around &, for any ¢ € {1, 2, 3}.
Hence, Lemma 4.2 implies that either £, C X or ¥ N¢, contains exactly one point. Being smooth
and embedded, ¥ cannot contain £, for all « € {1,2,3}. Therefore there exists k € {1,2,3} such
that p € £ N Y is unique. Since ¥ is Do-equivariant, R,p € { N for every ¢ € {1,2,3}. Hence,
p=(0,0,0). Lemma 4.2 then implies that ¥ contains &, for all « € {1,2,3} \ {k} because ¥ is
orthogonal to &, and thus tangent to £, at the origin. O

Lemma 4.4. Any smooth, compact, connected, properly embedded, D1-equivariant surface
3. C M, which contains the segment &1 divides M, into two equal volumes.

Proof. The surface X is connected by assumption and orientable because M, is simply connected.
Thus, M, \ ¥ has exactly two connected components Fi, Fo C M,. Let vy be a unit normal
vector for ¥ at 0 € £ C ¥ and recall that R; denotes the generator of ;. Then, Rivg = —1y
and therefore RiF} = Fy. Since Ry is an isometry, the claim s#3(F)) = 5#3(F) follows. [

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Let mC be the limit of the min-max sequence resulting from applying
[9, Theorem 1.4] to the Dj-sweepout {%¢ }te[o,1) constructed in Lemma 2.1. Every surface along
the min-max sequence is a topological disc, hence the lower semicontinuity result [9, Theorem 1.8]
implies that the first Betti number of C vanishes. Since M, C R? does not contain any closed
minimal surfaces, we directly obtain that C has genus zero and connected boundary (cf.
[9, Prop. A.1]), i.e. C is a free boundary minimal disc.

(i) We recall that #%(X$) < 2#2(Dj3) for all t € [0,1]. Thus,
H*(D3) < Wi = mA?(C) < 202 (Ds). (6)

By assumption, #%(D;) = magas > 2ragag = 25¢%(D3) and similarly, 5#%(Ds) > 2%(D;).
Therefore, (6) implies 7#2(C) # #*(D,) for all © € {1,2,3} and C is nonplanar by Lemma 4.1.

(ii) By Lemma 4.2, the surface C either intersects the segment & exactly once and the
intersection is orthogonal, or £; C C. By Lemma 2.1, every surface along the min-max sequence
intersects & orthogonally. The Dj-equivariance then implies that if £ C C, the multiplicity
m € N is even by [26, Theorem 3.2.iv] (see also [25, Theorem 1.3.f]); in particular, m > 2.
Moreover, C divides M, into two equal volumes by Lemma 4.4. The isoperimetric inequality
stated in Lemma 3.1 then yields #2(C) > 2#?(D3) which contradicts inequality (6) for m > 2.

11
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(iii) The min-max theorem [9, Theorem 1.4] (see also [8, Theorem 1.10]) states that the
equivariant index is bounded from above by the number of parameters in the sweepout. Thus,
the D;-equivariant index of C is at most 1. Statement (ii) implies that the unit normal on C is
D1-equivariant. Hence any constant function on C is Dj-equivariant. Since the Jacobi quadratic
form is negative on nonzero constant functions, the Di-equivariant index of C is equal to 1. We
refer to [8, § 8] for more details. O

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Let mS be the limit of the min-max sequence resulting from applying
[9, Theorem 1.4] to the Di-sweepout {3F },¢(o.1] constructed in Lemma 2.3. As in the proof
of Theorem 1.1 we may apply [9, Theorem 1.8] to prove that S is a topological disc. By
construction, every surface along the min-max sequence contains the segment &;. Consequently,
&1 C S which proves Claim (ii) and implies that the multiplicity m is odd (see [26, §7.3]).
Moreover, being Di-equivariant and containing &1, the surface S divides M, into two equal
volumes by Lemma 4.4. Therefore, the isoperimetric inequality stated in Lemma 3.1 implies
H2(S) > A% (Ds). Since S%(XF) < 3%(D3) for all t € [0,1] we have

H*(D3) < Wi = mA?(S) < 3.%(D3). (7)

In particular, m < 3, and being odd, m = 1. By assumption, J#%(Dy), #%(Dy) > 3¢%(D3).
Therefore, (6) implies 5#2(C) # #*(D,) for all « € {1,2,3} and we obtain that C is nonplanar
by applying Lemma 4.1. This completes the proof of (i).

As in the proof of Theorem 1.1 (iii), we obtain that the D;-equivariant index of S is at most 1.
Since S is nonplanar containing &;, the function u(xi,xe,x3) = x3 restricts to a nonzero,
D;-equivariant negative direction for the Jacobi quadratic form on & which proves that the
D1-equivariant index of S is equal to 1 (cf. [8, §8]). O

Lemma 4.5. Let M, be as in (1) and let ¥ C M, be any smooth, properly embedded, Ds-
equivariant annulus. Then, % is disjoint from exactly one of the three segments £1,&2,&3 and it
intersects each of the other two segments exactly twice and orthogonally.

Proof. Let 71 and 2 denote the two boundary components of 3. Let W; and W5 be the two
connected components of dM,, \ 71 labelled such that o C Ws. Suppose there exist p € 1
and R € Dy \ {id} such that R(p) = p. Then Ry; = 1 and Rya € RWy = W) would be a
third boundary component of ¥. This contradiction proves that -; (and similarly v2) does not
contain any fix points of the group action. In particular, 3 does not contain any of the three
segments £1, €9, £3, because their endpoints being fixed by Dy cannot be on 93.

Given any k € {1,2, 3}, the set ¥N& is finite (possibly empty) by [25, Lemma 3.4 (2)], and every
occurring intersection is orthogonal. Let jr € NU{0} be the cardinality of ¥N¢x. As in the proof
of Lemma 4.2 we consider the connected topological surface ¥/Ry with Euler-Characteristic
X(2/Rk) <1 and apply the Riemann—-Hurwitz formula [15, §IV.3] to obtain

0 =x(X) = 2x(X/Rk) — ji (8)

and thus ji € {0,2}. If j; = 2 then x(X/R;) = 1 implying that ¥/R; has connected boundary
and thus Riv; = 9. If additionally jo = 2 then Ry = 71 and R3yy = Re o Ryy1 = 1.

12
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Consequently, ¥/Rs has two boundary components, implying x(X/Rs) = 0 and j3 = 0 by (8).
We conclude that ¥ is disjoint from at least one of the segments in question.

Towards a contradiction, suppose that ¥ is disjoint from two of the segments — without loss
of generality & and &. Then j; = 0 = j3 and (arguing as above) Riy; = 71 = Ray1. Since 1
does not contain any fix points of the group action, we have Ry (p) # p for any k € {1,2,3} and
any given p € 1. Hence, 71 \ {p,Ri(p)} has two connected components c; and ¢y satisfying
Rici = ¢9; in particular, they are of equal length. Arguing similarly for 1 \ {p, R2(p)} we
obtain Ra(p) = Ri(p) and thus the contradiction Rz(p) = R2(R1(p)) = p. Therefore X is disjoint
from exactly one of the three segments and the proof concludes. O

Proof of Theorem 1.3. Let a € ]0,00[% be arbitrary. If a1 = ag = as, then M, C R? is a
round ball and the claim follows by rescaling and rotating the critical catenoid in B3 suitably.
Otherwise, we may assume a3 > max{aj,as} up to a change of coordinates, such that
H?(D3) = minge(y 2,33 7*(Dy). In particular, the width estimate stated in Lemma 3.4 applies.

(i) Given ¢ € {1,2,3}, let m.A, be the limit of the min-max sequence {X"/},cy resulting from
applying [9, Theorem 1.4] to the Da-sweepout {¥}¢co,1) of M constructed in Lemma 2.2. The
corresponding area estimates imply

%2(273) <Wp = m%”z(.AL) < 2%2(D3). (9)

Since every surface along the min-max sequence is an annulus, the topological lower semicon-
tinuity results [9, Theorems 1.8-9] imply that A, has genus zero and at most two boundary
components. Towards a contradiction, suppose that A, is a topological disc. Since A, is
Dsy-equivariant, Corollary 4.3 implies that A, contains two of the three segments &1, &2, &3.
However, by Lemma 2.2, every surface along the min-max sequence intersects two of the
segments orthogonally. Therefore, the Dy = Zo X Zs-equivariance implies that the multiplicity
m is even by [26, Theorem 3.2.iv]. Applying Lemmata 4.4 and 3.1 yields ##2(A,) > % (D3)
which contradicts (9) for m > 2. Therefore, A, is an annulus as claimed, satisfying (i).

(ii) It remains to prove that A, is disjoint from the segment ¢, and intersects the other two
segments orthogonally in order to distinguish the three free boundary minimal annuli in question.
Towards a contradiction suppose that A, intersects &,. By Lemma 4.5 the Dy-equivariant annulus
A, must be disjoint from & for some ¢ € {1,2,3}\ {¢}. Let £ > 0 be sufficiently small, such that
the e-neighbourhood U, A, is still disjoint from &, and such that U, A, N 9M, has two connected
components N7 and Nz, one around each boundary component of A,. By [9, Theorem 4.11] we
may apply a topological surgery procedure to all surfaces ¥%7 in the min-max sequence with
sufficiently large j € N to obtain Dy-equivariant surfaces 47 C U..A, such that the sequence
{3491, still converges to m.A, in the sense of varifolds.

Since ¥/ is an annulus, [9, Lemma 3.3 and 3.6] imply that at most one connected component of
347 is an annulus and its remaining connected components are all topological discs or spheres.
Indeed, employing [9, Definition 1.6], we have genus complexity g(X*/) = g(¥“/) = 0 and
boundary complexity b(3“7) < b(X47) = 1 (recalling that 1+ b counts the number of boundary
components of a connected surface). Since the limit A, is also annulus, the topological lower
semi-continuity stated in [9, Theorem 4.11] then implies that exactly one connected component
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$td of 340 has annular topology, because 1 = b(A4,) < b(249) < 1. In particular, 347 is
Dy-equivariant and has two boundary components 41,42 C Ny U No. Since R,N; = Ny we have
R,41 = A2. However, the boundary components 71,72 of the original surface ¥/, which is
Ds-equivariantly isotopic to one of the surfaces ¥} in the sweepout constructed in Lemma 2.2,
satisfy Ryt = v for both k£ € {1,2}. We recall that $4J is obtained from ¥/ through surgery
in the sense of [9, Definition 3.1 (c)], i.e. by

(1) discarding connected components.

(2) cutting away a neck,

(3) cutting away a half-neck formed by a single boundary component,

(4) cutting away a half-neck formed by two different boundary components,

and note that any Do-equivariant surgery procedure involving only operations of type (1)—(3)
preserve the property that R,y =~ for both k& € {1,2}. The first occurrence of operation (4)
however irreparably reduces the boundary complexity b(f}“j) from 1 to 0. This contradiction
proves the claim.

(iii) The computation of the equivariant index is analogous to the proof of Theorem 1.1 (iii). O
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