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Abstract

We introduce a rigorous approach to the study of the symmetry breaking and pattern
formation phenomenon for isotropic functionals with local/nonlocal interactions in compet-
ition.

We consider a general class of nonlocal variational problems in dimension d ≥ 2, in which
an isotropic surface term favouring pure phases competes with an isotropic nonlocal term
with power law kernel favouring alternation between different phases.

Close to the critical regime in which the two terms are of the same order, we give a
rigorous proof of the conjectured structure of global minimizers, in the shape of domains
with flat boundary (e.g. stripes or lamellae).

The natural framework in which our approach is set and developed is the one of calculus
of variations and geometric measure theory.

Among others, we detect a nonlocal curvature-type quantity which is controlled by the
energy functional and whose finiteness implies flatness for sufficiently regular boundaries.

The power of decay of the considered kernels at infinity is p ≥ d+ 3 and it is related to
pattern formation in synthetic antiferromagnets. The decay p = d+ 3 is optimal to get the
flatness of regular boundaries of finite energy in the critical regime.

Keywords: Nonlocal variational problems, geometric measure theory, pattern formation.

1. Introduction

We consider the following class of functionals, in general dimension d ≥ 1: for J > 0, Ω ⊂ Rd

open and bounded and E ⊂ Rd, let

F̃J,p,d(E,Ω) =
1

|Ω|

[
JPer(E; Ω) −

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Rd

∣∣∣χE(x+ ζ) − χE(x)
∣∣∣K(ζ) dxdζ

]
, (1.1)

where Per(·,Ω) is the classical isotropic perimeter functional relative to Ω (measuring for regular
sets the surface measure of their boundary inside Ω) and K is an isotropic integrable kernel
with p-power law decay at infinity (for precise assumptions see (2.13)–(2.17)).
It is since long well-established that such a type of energy competition (between short range
interactions favouring pure phases and long range interactions favouring alternation between
different phases) is at the base of spontaneous pattern formation in nature. In particular,
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experiments and simulations in different physical systems suggest that in a suitable regime in
which the competition is active (modulated in our case by the value of the constant J) the
continuous symmetry of the functionals is broken, namely minimizers have less symmetries
than the original functionals, and moreover they are organized, far from boundary effects, into
periodic or nearly periodic structures (see e.g. [44, 5, 47, 29, 45, 4, 30, 41] and references
therein).
A long standing problem in the mathematical community is to understand rigorously the mech-
anisms that are at the base of energy-driven pattern formation. While in dimension d = 1
periodicity of minimizers is now understood under convexity (see e.g. [2, 38, 9, 43, 24]) or
reflection positivity assumptions on the kernel (see e.g. [21, 23]), in more than one space dimen-
sion the additional phenomenon of symmetry breaking makes the problem significantly more
challenging.
In general, suitably tuning the parameters modulating the competition between the short range
and the long range term, one expects to observe a variety of different patterns.
A very common pattern is that given by small droplets centered at the vertexes of a periodic
lattice. This picture is observed for example in a regime in which the surface term is dominant
w.r.t. the nonlocal term and a volume constraint is imposed. The problem of periodic droplets
formation, and the related study of the shape of minimizers in the Gamov’s liquid drop model,
has received a lot of attention and has been widely investigated, giving deep and interesting
results in low volume fraction regimes (see e.g. [11, 12, 32, 39, 31, 6, 13, 34, 20, 33, 27, 26,
40, 10] and references therein). However, the exact shape of droplets and their arrangement in
periodic structures still remains a major open problem in its full generality.
In this paper we are interested in studying the emergence of another type of pattern ubiquitous
in nature, namely the so-called stripes/lamellae. By stripes we mean phases separated by flat
and disjoint interfaces orthogonal to a given direction. Such patterns are the first one which are
expected to emerge from uniform phases once symmetry is broken and are observed for example
in a regime in which the surface term and the nonlocal term are of the same order.
In this regime, in more than one space dimension, symmetry breaking has been recently proved
w.r.t. a discrete group of symmetries (i.e. coordinate permutations). The discreteness of the
symmetry group was either due to the anisotropy of the domain (in the discrete setting of [25])
or of the interactions (in [16, 28]). In the discrete domain given by a square lattice, for kernels
with power p > 2d, striped pattern formation was first proved in [25]. On continuous domains
but for anisotropic interactions (perimeter and kernel) symmetric w.r.t. the group of coordinate
permutations, symmetry breaking was proved in [28], for powers p > 2d. For the same class
of interactions and domains, in [16] the authors proved exact striped pattern formation for
exponents p ≥ d + 2 (see also [19]). Similar results were then obtained for screened Coulomb
kernels [18], for diffuse interface versions of the model [14, 17] (proving exact one-dimensionality
of minimizers in general dimension), and including a volume constraint [15].
In the case of isotropic interactions, there are in the literature only partial results: for Coulomb
kernels in dimension d ≥ 2 we mention the seminal paper of Alberti, Choksi and Otto [1] in
which they prove that minimizers satisfy a uniform distribution of energy; in dimension d = 2
exact pattern formation was proved on thin domains Ω = (0, ε) × (0, 1), with ε≪ 1 [36]. More
recently, Muratov and Simon [42] proved that in dimension d = 2 and for kernels decaying at
infinity with power p = d + 3, when considering the Γ-limit as the radius of the regularization
of the kernel at the origin tends to 0 in the critical regime, minimizers exist and cannot be
disks. Such a decay (in dimension d = 2) is physically related to the energy of two identical,
but oppositely oriented dipolar patches lying in parallel planes separated by a given positive
distance. Such a model is, for example, relevant to synthetic antiferromagnets, in which the
antiparallel alignment of spins in adjacent layers is favoured by antiferromagnetic exchange
coupling through a spacer layer (see, e.g. [37]). Heuristically, the kernel behaves as in a dipolar
layer on scales smaller than the distance between the two planes, while on large scales the kernel
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decays faster, thus reducing the long-range repulsion in the far field.

In this paper, we consider kernels with power law decay at infinity p ≥ d+ 3 in general dimen-
sion d.
If the kernel decays at infinity like a power p > d + 1, it is well known that there is a critical
constant Jc > 0 such that for J > Jc, F̃J,p,d ≥ 0 and it is minimized by the trivial sets ∅,Rd
(see [21]). The constant Jc is given by

Jc =

ˆ

Rd

|ζ1|K(ζ) dζ, (1.2)

where ζ1 = 〈ζ, e1〉. Symmetry breaking and striped pattern formation is conjectured for J < Jc,
|J − Jc| ≪ 1.
Our main result (see Theorem 1.1 below) consists in proving such a conjecture. To state it
precisely, we need to introduce some further notation and to suitably rescale the functional
(without changing the structure of the minimizers). Set τ := Jc − J > 0. Minimizing F̃Jc−τ,p,d
in the class of periodic unions of stripes, one can see that for 0 < τ ≪ 1 the stripes with
optimal energy have width and distance of order τ−1/p−d−1 and energy of order τ (p−d)/(p−d−1).
Therefore it is natural to rescale the spatial variables and the functional so that the optimal
width and distance for unions of stripes is O(1) and the energy is O(1) for 0 < τ ≪ 1. Assume
w.l.o.g. that 0 ∈ Ω. Then, setting τ−1/(p−d−1)ζ ′ = ζ, τ−1/(p−d−1)x′ = x and F̃Jc−τ,p,d(E,Ω) =
τ (p−d)/(p−d−1)Fτ,p,d(Eτ1/(p−d−1),Ωτ1/(p−d−1)), and rescaling the kernel K into Kτ satisfying
assumptions (2.13)–(2.17), one ends up considering the functional

Fτ,p,d(E,Ω) =
1

|Ω|

[
JτPer(E,Ω) −

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Rd

|χE(x+ ζ) − χE(x)|Kτ (ζ) dxdζ

]
, (1.3)

where
1

C max{τ1/(p−d−1), ‖ζ‖}p ≤ Kτ (ζ) ≤ C

max{τ1/(p−d−1), ‖ζ‖}p (1.4)

and

Jτ =

ˆ

{‖ζ‖≤1}
|ζθ|Kτ (ζ) dζ for any θ ∈ S

d−1, ζθ = 〈ζ, θ〉, ζ = ζθθ + ζ⊥θ . (1.5)

To avoid boundary effects, for L ≫ 1 assume now that Ω = [0, L)d and that we consider sets
E ⊂ Rd which are [0, L)d-periodic. Our main result is the following

Theorem 1.1. Let d ≥ 2, p ≥ d + 3, L > 0. Then, there exists τ̂ > 0 such that for every
0 < τ < τ̂ the [0, L)d-periodic minimizers Eτ of Fτ,p,d(·, [0, L)d) are, up to a rigid motion, of
the form

Eτ = Êτ × R
d−1, Êτ =

⋃

k∈N

(2kh∗L, (2k + 1)h∗L), (1.6)

for some h∗L > 0 such that 2kh∗L = L for some k ∈ N.

In [28, 16], a similar rescaling around the critical constant Jc led the authors to consider the
rescaled functionals on Ω = (0, L)d given by

F1
τ,p,d(E, (0, L)d) =

1

Ld

[
J1
τPer1(E, (0, L)d)−

ˆ

(0,L)d

ˆ

Rd

|χE(x+ζ)−χE(x)|K1
τ (ζ) dxdζ

]
, (1.7)

where Per1(E, (0, L)d) is the anisotropic perimeter functional defined by

Per1(E, (0, L)d) =

ˆ

∂∗E
‖νE(x)‖1 dHd−1(x), ‖z‖1 =

d∑

i=1

|zi|, (1.8)

3



the kernel K1
τ is symmetric w.r.t. coordinate permutations, converges monotonically increasing

for τ → 0 to 1
‖ζ‖p1

, satisfies

1

C(τ1/(p−d−1) + ‖ζ‖)p
≤ K1

τ (ζ) ≤ C

(τ1/(p−d−1) + ‖ζ‖)p
, (1.9)

and

J1
τ =

ˆ

Rd−1

ˆ 1

−1
|ζi|K1

τ (ζ) dζi dζ⊥i for any i = 1, . . . , d, ζi = 〈ζ, ei〉, ζ = ζiei + ζ⊥i (1.10)

with ei coordinate directions.
In order to show that minimizers for 0 < τ ≪ 1 are close to stripes (in [28] for p > 2d and
in [16] for p ≥ d+ 2) the authors introduced the following strategy:

1. Find a decomposition of the functional into d terms penalizing oscillations of χE in each
coordinate direction plus a cross interaction term penalizing boundaries which are not
orthogonal to the coordinate directions e1, . . . , ed;

2. Show that the Γ-limit of F1
τ,p,d(·, (0, L)d) as τ → 0 is finite only on stripes with boundaries

orthogonal to one of the coordinate directions (rigidity estimate).

Then, in [16], exact striped pattern formation for 0 < τ ≪ 1 was proved by a so called stability
estimate in which it was shown that for sufficiently small τ and for sets with sufficiently small
L1 distance from stripes, stripes have lower energy.

Understanding which mechanisms are at the base of symmetry breaking and striped pattern
formation in the isotropic setting, fundamental for most physical applications, remained an
open problem.
To prove continuous symmetry breaking (namely, breaking of rotational symmetry) requires
major steps forward with respect to discrete symmetry breaking. In both cases, the goal is
to show that the normal to the boundary of the minimizers is locally constant. However,
while in the anisotropic setting there is a discrete hence disconnected set of preferred directions
{e1, . . . , ed}, in the isotropic setting every direction ν ∈ Sd−1 is admissible. Moreover, one of the
difficulties in the isotropic setting is to control both small curvature deviations on large scales
and large curvature deviations on small scales. In order to do so, we first identify an integral
geometric formulation (see Proposition 3.1) for the functional (1.3) which in the critical regime
τ = 0 allows to control a nonlocal type of curvature of the boundary of sets of finite energy
(see Proposition 5.2). Such a control implies flatness of the boundaries of Lipschitz sets of
finite energy (see Lemma 5.7). Hence, to show flatness we proceed by showing regularity of the
boundary of sets of finite energy in the critical regime (see Theorem 5.3 and for more details on
the analysis in the critical regime, see the first part of Section 5). Once the symmetry is broken
in the limit τ → 0, for 0 < τ ≪ 1 we proceed via a d-dimensional optimization argument.

1.1 Plan of the paper

In Section 2 we introduce some preliminary notation, classical geometric measure theory facts,
and the main assumptions on the nonlocal kernel. The proof of Theorem 1.1 is organized
following the above meta-strategy, namely: finding a suitable decomposition of the functional
bounding quantities with geometrical meaning; proving a rigidity estimate that shows that
minimizers are close to stripes as τ → 0; showing stability estimates for 0 < τ ≪ 1. In Section 3
we introduce an integral geometric formulation for the functional (1.3) which will be crucial in
our analysis. Section 4 contains a series of one dimensional energy bounds and one dimensional
optimization procedures which will be applied in the following sections to the one dimensional

4



slices of the minimizing sets. Section 5 contains the main rigidity estimates in the critical regime
and Γ-convergence results as τ → 0. To guide the reader, at the beginning of Section 5 we give
an outline of the main steps of the proof. A part of the regularity estimates needed in Section 5
is reported in the Appendix. Finally, in Section 6 we complete the proof of Theorem 1.1 by
showing exact striped pattern formation for 0 < τ ≪ 1.
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2. Notation and preliminaries

We denote by Sd−1 the unit sphere in Rd and by Br(x) the Euclidean ball of radius r > 0. We
let 〈x, y〉 be the scalar product between x, y ∈ Rd and by ‖x‖ the Euclidean norm of x ∈ Rd.
We let Hd−1(E) be the (d − 1)-dimensional Hausdorff measure of a set E ⊂ Rd and by |E| its
Lebesgue measure. When restricting to k-dimensional affine subspaces of Rd and it is clear from
the context, we will use the same notation | · | to denote the k-dimensional Hausdorff measure.
We denote by ωd the Lebesgue measure of the unit ball in Rd. Given a Radon measure µ on Rd,
we denote by |µ| its total variation and by sptµ its support. Given a bounded set A ⊂ Rd and
a point x ∈ Rd, we define dist(x,A) = inf{‖y − x‖ : y ∈ A}. Moreover, given ρ > 0, we define
(A)ρ = {z ∈ Rd : dist(z,A) < ρ}. We denote by #A the cardinality of the set A and by Ā its
closure. For sets A,B ⊂ Rd, we let A∆B = (A \B) ∪ (B \A) be their symmetric difference.
For every θ ∈ Sd−1, we let

θ⊥ :=
{
x ∈ R

d : 〈x, θ〉 = 0
}

(2.1)

and given Ω ⊂ Rd we denote by (Ω)⊥θ the projection of Ω on the (d− 1)-dimensional plane θ⊥.
Given a vector x ∈ Rd we can decompose it as a sum of orthogonal vectors x = x⊥θ +xθθ, where
θ ∈ Sd−1, x⊥θ ∈ θ⊥ and xθ ∈ R. We define the one dimensional slice of E in direction θ with
reference point x⊥θ ∈ θ⊥ as

Ex⊥θ
:=
{
z ∈ R

d : z ∈ E ∩ (x⊥θ + θR)
}
. (2.2)

With a slight abuse of notation we will also identify the points in Ex⊥θ
with the points s ∈ R

such that x⊥θ + sθ ∈ E.
Given k = 1, . . . , d− 1, we denote the Grassmanian of k-dimensional planes in Rd, by G(k,Rd).
We denote the elements of G(k,Rd) by πk and by π⊥k the d−k-dimensional subspace orthogonal
to πk. We also decompose points x ∈ Rd as x = xπk + x⊥πk , where xπk ∈ πk and x⊥πk ∈ π⊥k and
denote by Ex⊥πk

the k-dimensional slice of E with the affine k-dimensional plane parallel to πk

and passing through the point x⊥πk . We let Sk−1
πk

= Sd−1 ∩ πk and for θ ∈ Sk−1
πk

we denote the

points in (πk)⊥θ by x(πk)⊥θ
.

We denote by µk,d the invariant finite Radon measure on G(k,Rd) such that for any measurable
function f : Sd−1 → R+

ˆ

G(k,Rd)

ˆ

S
k−1
πk

f(θ) dθ dµk,d(πk) =

ˆ

Sd−1

f(θ) dθ. (2.3)
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For a set of locally finite perimeter E ⊂ Rd, we denote by DχE the associated Radon measure,
by ∂∗E the reduced boundary and by νE the measure theoretic exterior normal at points of
∂∗E. We let ∂E be the topological boundary of E, where we consider a representative E such
that

sptDχE = {x ∈ R
d : 0 < |E ∩Br(x)| < ωdr

d, ∀ r > 0} = ∂E. (2.4)

In general, ∂∗E ⊂ ∂E and ∂∗E = ∂E.
We notice also that, by the blow-up properties of the reduced boundary, for every z ∈ ∂∗E and
for every r > 0 it holds

∣∣∣{s ∈ [0, r] : z + sθ ∈ E}
∣∣∣ > 0, for a.e. θ s.t. 〈νE(z) · θ〉 < 0

∣∣∣{s ∈ [0, r] : z + sθ ∈ R
d \ E}

∣∣∣ > 0, for a.e. θ s.t. 〈νE(z) · θ〉 > 0. (2.5)

For x ∈ ∂∗E we denote by HνE(x)(x) the affine halfspace HνE(x)(x) := {y ∈ Rd : 〈y−x, νE(x)〉 <
0}.
Given η > 0, ν ∈ Sd−1, x ∈ Rd, we define the cone with vertex at x, base plane ν⊥ and opening
η as

Kη(x, ν) = {y ∈ R
d : |yν − xν | < η}.

Using the slicing properties of sets of finite perimeter, for any set E of locally finite perimeter,
for a.e. θ ∈ Sd−1, for a.e. x⊥θ ∈ θ⊥, the set Ex⊥θ

is a one dimensional set of locally finite

perimeter. Hence, on any compact interval [a, b] ⊂ R, #(∂∗Ex⊥θ
∩ [a, b]) < +∞.

Given a point xθ ∈ ∂∗Ex⊥θ
, we denote by x+θ and x−θ the points in ∂∗Ex⊥θ

which are closest to

xθ and for which respectively x+θ − xθ > 0, x−θ − xθ < 0. For later use, we introduce also the
following notation

rθ(x) := |xθ − x+θ |. (2.6)

We will denote by Per1D(A) the one dimensional perimeter of a set A ⊂ R, and by Per1D(A,Ω)
the one dimensional perimeter of A relative to Ω ⊂ R. Moreover, with a slight abuse of notation,
given B ⊂ Rd such that B = {x+ sθ : s ∈ A} for some x ∈ Rd, θ ∈ Sd−1 and A ⊂ R, we define
Per1D(B) := Per1D(A). The same applies to the perimeter of a set B as above relative to a set
Ω ⊂ Rd.
We recall (see e.g. [3, 35]) the following classical slicing formula: given Ω ⊂ Rd and a measurable
function g : Ω × Sd−1 → R+ such that g(·, θ) is Hd−1x(∂∗E ∩ Ω)-summable, one has that

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ω
|〈νE(x), θ〉|g(x, θ) dHd−1(x) =

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈∂∗E
x⊥
θ
∩Ω

x⊥
θ

g(x⊥θ + sθ, θ) dx⊥θ . (2.7)

Moreover,

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ω
〈νE(x), θ〉g(x, θ) dHd−1(x) =

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈∂∗E
x⊥
θ
∩Ω

x⊥
θ

sign
(
〈νE(x⊥θ + sθ), θ〉

)
g(x⊥θ + sθ, θ) dx⊥θ .

(2.8)
Given a set of locally finite perimeter E ⊂ Rd, and a point x ∈ Rd, one defines the (spherical)
excess of E in the ball of radius r centered at x as

Exc(E, x, r) =
1

rd−1

[
|DχE |(Br(x)) − |DχE(Br(x))|

]
. (2.9)

One has that for all x ∈ ∂∗E, Exc(E, x, r) → 0 as r → 0. The converse does not necessarily
hold. However, we will use in the proof the following sufficient condition, guaranteeing that
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∂E = ∂∗E (see [46]). Whenever for x ∈ ∂E there exist R,C1, C2, α > 0 such that for all
0 < r < R, the following holds:

Per(E,Br(x)) ≥ C1r
d−1 (2.10)

Exc(E, x, r) ≤ C2r
α, (2.11)

then x ∈ ∂∗E. In particular, if (2.10) and (2.11) hold for every x ∈ ∂E, then ∂E = ∂∗E.
Given a sequence of sets {En}n∈N ⊂ Rd, we say that En → E in L1(Ω) whenever |(En∆E)∩Ω| →
0 as n→ ∞, or equivalently if ‖χEn − χE‖L1(Ω) → 0 as n→ ∞.
For simplicity of exposition we fix the kernel K in (1.1) to be

K(ζ) :=
1

max(1, ‖ζ‖p) (2.12)

and thus the rescaled kernels (see Section 1) are

Kτ (ζ) :=
1

max(τ1/(p−d−1), ‖ζ‖)p
.

However, the specific form (2.12) is not necessary for Theorem 1.1 to hold.
More in general, we will need the following properties, which are in particular satisfied by (2.12)
(for a proof of the last property see Section 4):

∃C :
1

C(‖ζ‖ + τ1/(p−d−1))p
≤ Kτ (ζ) ≤ C

1

(‖ζ‖ + τ1/(p−d−1))p
, p ≥ d+ 3, (2.13)

Kτ (ζ) converges monotonically increasing for τ ↓ 0 to
1

‖ζ‖p , (2.14)

Kτ is symmetric under rotations. (2.15)

Moreover, we need to assume an additional property on Kτ . Define

K̂τ (t) :=

ˆ

Rd−1

K1(te1 + t⊥1 ) dt⊥1 , t ∈ R,

and the one dimensional functional

F1D
τ,p,d(E, [0, L)) :=

1

L

(
JτPer1D(E; [0, L)) −

ˆ

[0,L)

ˆ

R

|χE(s+ t) − χE(s)|K̂τ (t) ds dt.

)
(2.16)

where E ⊂ R is an L-periodic set and Jτ is defined in (1.5). We assume that for every L > 0
there exists τ̄ > 0 such that for every 0 < τ < τ̄ and for every Eτ ∈ argminF1D

τ,p,d(·, [0, L)) there
exists h∗L such that up to translations it holds

Eτ =
⋃

k

(2kh∗L, (2k + 1)h∗L). (2.17)

Thanks to condition (2.15), we will also use the notation Kτ (t) := Kτ (z) for z ∈ ∂B|t|(0), t ∈ R.

For simplicity of notation, for t ∈ R we will also denote Kτ (t) := |t|d−1Kτ (t).
Given a bounded open set Ω ⊂ Rd, we define

Fτ,p,d(E,Ω) =
1

|Ω|
(
JτPer(E,Ω) −

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Rd

∣∣χE(x+ ζ) − χE(x)
∣∣Kτ (ζ) dxdζ

)
. (2.18)

Notice that for any set which, up to a rigid motion, is of the form E = Ê × Rd−1, Ê ⊂ R, then

Fτ,p,d(E, [0, L)d) = F1D
τ,p,d(Ê, [0, L)).
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In the following we will often use this notation: given a, b ∈ R+

a . b, a & b,

to denote that there exists a geometric constant C > 0 depending only on p, d such that
respectively it holds

a ≤ Cb, a ≥ Cb.

3. An integral geometric formulation

In this section we provide an integral geometric formulation for the functional Fτ,p,d introduced
in (1.3), which will be fundamental in our analysis.
We recall the definition of the functional Fτ,p,d relative to a bounded open set Ω ⊂ Rd

Fτ,p,d(E,Ω) =
1

|Ω|
(
JτPer(E,Ω) −

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Rd

∣∣χE(x+ ζ) − χE(x)
∣∣Kτ (ζ) dxdζ

)
(3.1)

Our main result is the following

Proposition 3.1. Let Fτ,p,d be the functional defined in (3.1). One has that

Fτ,p,d(E,Ω) =
1

|Ω|

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈∂∗E
x⊥
θ
∩Ω

x⊥
θ

rτ (Ex⊥θ
, s) dx⊥θ dθ, (3.2)

where we set

rτ (Ex⊥θ
, s) :=

ˆ 1

−1
|ρ|Kτ (ρ) dρ−

ˆ s

s−

ˆ +∞

0

∣∣χE
x⊥
θ

(u) − χE
x⊥
θ

(u+ ρ)
∣∣Kτ (ρ) dρdu

−
ˆ s+

s

ˆ 0

−∞

∣∣χE
x⊥
θ

(u) − χE
x⊥
θ

(u+ ρ)
∣∣Kτ (ρ) dρdu. (3.3)

Moreover,

Per(E; Ω) =
1

C1,d

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

π⊥
θ

Per1D(Ex⊥θ
,Ωx⊥θ

) dx⊥θ dθ, (3.4)

where

C1,d :=

ˆ

Sd−1

|〈θ, e1〉|dθ. (3.5)

Proof. Let us first consider the local term of Fτ,p,d. By the rotational invariance of the kernel,
polar change of coordinates and Fubini Theorem, one has that

JτPer(E; Ω) =

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ω

ˆ

{‖ζ‖≤1}
|ζθ|Kτ (ζ) dζ dHd−1(x)

=

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ω

ˆ

{‖ζ‖≤1}
|〈ζ, νE(x)〉|Kτ (ζ) dζ dHd−1(x)

=
1

2

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ω

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

[−1,1]
|ρ|d|〈θ, νE(x)〉|Kτ (ρ) dρdθ dHd−1(x)

=
1

2

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ω
|〈θ, νE(x)〉|

ˆ

[−1,1]
|ρ|dKτ (ρ) dρdHd−1(x) dθ

=
1

2

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈∂∗E
x⊥
θ
∩Ω

x⊥
θ

ˆ 1

−1
|ρ|Kτ (ρ) dρdx⊥θ dθ, (3.6)
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where in the last equality we used the classical slicing formula for the perimeter in direction θ
given in (2.7).
Let us now consider the nonlocal term. By polar change of coordinates, Fubini Theorem
and (2.7), one obtains

ˆ

Ω

ˆ

Rd

∣∣χE(x + ζ) − χE(x)
∣∣Kτ (ζ) dxdζ =

=
1

2

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ +∞

−∞

ˆ

Ω

∣∣χE(x) − χE(x + ρθ)
∣∣|ρ|d−1Kτ (ρ) dxdρdθ

=
1

2

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

ˆ

Ω
x⊥
θ

ˆ +∞

−∞

∣∣χE
x⊥
θ

(u) − χE
x⊥
θ

(u+ ρ)
∣∣Kτ (ρ) dρdudx⊥θ dθ

=
1

2

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈∂∗E
x⊥
θ
∩Ω

x⊥
θ

[ˆ s

s−

ˆ +∞

0

∣∣χE
x⊥
θ

(u) − χE
x⊥
θ

(u+ ρ)
∣∣Kτ (ρ) dρdu

+

ˆ s+

s

ˆ 0

−∞

∣∣χE
x⊥
θ

(u) − χE
x⊥
θ

(u+ ρ)
∣∣Kτ (ρ) dρdu

]
dx⊥θ dθ. (3.7)

Putting together (3.6) and (3.7), one obtains (3.2).
To show (3.4), which is a classical formula, one can use Fubini Theorem and the slicing for-
mula (2.7) as follows

Per(E; Ω) =

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ω
‖νE(x)‖dHd−1(x)

=
1

C1,d

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ω

ˆ

Sd−1

|〈νE(x), θ〉|dθ dHd−1(x)

=
1

C1,d

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ω
|〈νE(x), θ〉|dHd−1(x) dθ

=
1

C1,d

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥
Per1D(Ex⊥θ

,Ωx⊥θ
) dx⊥θ dθ.

Remark 3.2. Defining also the one-dimensional functionals

∣∣Ωx⊥θ

∣∣F 1D
τ,p,d(Ex⊥θ

,Ωx⊥θ
) =

∑

s∈∂E
x⊥
θ
∩Ω

x⊥
θ

rτ (Ex⊥θ
, s), (3.8)

formula (3.2) can be rewritten as

Fτ,p,d(E,Ω) =
1

|Ω|

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥
|Ωx⊥θ

|F 1D
τ,p,d(Ex⊥θ

,Ωx⊥θ
) dx⊥θ dθ. (3.9)

For every x = x⊥θ + xθθ ∈ ∂∗E, let us also set for later convenience, with a slight abuse of
notation,

rτ,θ(E, x) := rτ (Ex⊥θ
, xθ).

Thus,

Fτ,p,d(E,Ω) =
1

2|Ω|

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ω
|〈νE(x), θ〉|rτ,θ(E, x) dHd−1(x) dθ.

Notice that
F

1D
τ,p,d(E, [a, b)) 6= F1D

τ,p,d(E, [a, b)),

where F1D
τ,p,d was defined in (2.16), since the two kernels are different.
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4. One dimensional estimates

In this section we derive one dimensional estimates, namely estimates which depend only on
one dimensional slices Ex⊥θ

of E.

Recall the formula for rτ given in (3.3)

rτ (Ex⊥θ
, s) :=

ˆ 1

−1
|ρ|Kτ (ρ) dρ−

ˆ s

s−

ˆ +∞

0

∣∣χE
x⊥
θ

(u) − χE
x⊥
θ

(u+ ρ)
∣∣Kτ (ρ) dρdu

−
ˆ s+

s

ˆ 0

−∞

∣∣χE
x⊥
θ

(u) − χE
x⊥
θ

(u+ ρ)
∣∣Kτ (ρ) dρdu.

The following proposition contains one dimensional estimates analogous to those proved along
the coordinate directions for the anisotropic functionals considered in [28, 16]. Also in this
setting the proof is very similar, though we report it here for completeness and consistency of
notation.

Proposition 4.1. There exist γ0, γ1 > 0 depending only on p, d such that

rτ (Ex⊥θ
, s) ≥ −γ0 + γ1 min

{
|s − s−|−(p−d−1), τ−1

}
+ γ1 min

{
|s− s+|−(p−d−1), τ−1

}
. (4.1)

In particular, whenever p > d + 1 there exist τ0, η0 > 0 such that whenever min{|s − s−|, |s −
s+|} < η0 and τ < τ0, then rτ (Ex⊥θ

, s) ≥ γ1
2 min

{
|s− s−|−(p−d−1), |s− s+|−(p−d−1), τ−1

}
.

Proof. By the estimates
ˆ s

s−

∣∣χE
x⊥
θ

(u+ ρ) − χE
x⊥
θ

(u)
∣∣ du ≤ min{ρ, s− s−}, ∀ ρ > 0,

ˆ s+

s

∣∣χE
x⊥
θ

(u+ ρ) − χE
x⊥
θ

(u)
∣∣ du ≤ min{−ρ, s+ − s}, ∀ ρ ≤ 0,

(see [28, 16]) one finds that

ˆ 1

0
ρKτ (ρ) dρ−

ˆ s

s−

ˆ +∞

0

∣∣χE
x⊥
θ

(u+ ρ) − χE
x⊥
θ

(u)
∣∣Kτ (ρ) dρdu

≥
ˆ 1

0
ρKτ (ρ) dρ−

ˆ +∞

0
min{|s− s−|, ρ}Kτ (ρ) dρ

=

ˆ 1

|s−s−|

(
ρ− |s− s−|

)
Kτ (ρ) dρ−

ˆ +∞

1
|s− s−|Kτ (ρ) dρ

and analogously

ˆ 0

−1
|ρ|Kτ (ρ) dρ−

ˆ s+

s

ˆ 0

−∞

∣∣χE
x⊥
θ

(u+ ρ) − χE
x⊥
θ

(u)
∣∣Kτ (ρ) dρdu

≥
ˆ 1

|s−s+|

(
ρ− |s− s+|

)
Kτ (ρ) dρ−

ˆ +∞

1
|s− s+|Kτ (ρ) dρ.

In particular, by property (2.13) and p > d+ 1, implying in particular the uniform integrability
of ρKτ (ρ) on the interval [1,+∞), there exist γ0, γ1 > 0 depending only on p, d such that

rτ (Ex⊥θ
, s) ≥

ˆ +∞

|s−s−|

(
ρ− |s− s−|

)
Kτ (ρ) dρ

+

ˆ +∞

|s−s+|
(ρ− |s − s+|)Kτ (ρ) dρ− 2

ˆ +∞

1
ρKτ (ρ) dρ

≥ −γ0 + γ1 min
{
|s− s−|−(p−d−1), τ−1

}
+ γ1 min

{
|s− s+|−(p−d−1), τ−1

}
.
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The last statement in the proposition follows immediately from the fact that p > d+ 1.

As an immediate consequence of the above proposition we show as in [28, 16] that the equi-
boundedness of the function rτ on a family of sets of locally finite perimeter in R and on the set
of their boundary points which are contained in a fixed open bounded set implies compactness
of the sets in the L1 topology and convergence to a set of locally finite perimeter. Moreover, a
stronger type of convergence holds, namely the sets ∂∗Eτ converge in the Hausdorff topology.
This will be a fundamental ingredient of the proof of the Γ-convergence Theorem 5.13. The
lemma below is the analogue of [16, Lemma 7.5] and we report the proof here for completeness.
In the proof of Theorem 5.13 it will be applied to the one dimensional slices of E in direction
θ ∈ Sd−1.

Lemma 4.2 (Compactness). Let {Eτ}τ>0 ⊂ R be a family of sets of locally finite perimeter
and let I ⊂ R be a bounded open interval. If

lim sup
τ→0

∑

s∈∂∗Eτ∩I

rτ (Eτ , s) < +∞, (4.2)

then there exists E0 ⊂ R of finite perimeter in I such that, up to subsequences, Eτ → E0 in
L1(I). Moreover, if {s01, . . . , s0m(0)} = ∂∗E0 ∩ I, then

lim inf
τ↓0

∑

s∈∂∗Eτ∩I

rτ (Eτ , s) ≥
m(0)∑

i=1

(
− γ0 + γ1|s0i − s0i+1|−(p−d−1)

)
, (4.3)

where γ0, γ1 are constants as in (4.1).

Proof. Let us denote by {sτ1 , . . . , sτm(τ)} = ∂∗Eτ ∩ I. We will also denote by

sτ0 = sup
{
s ∈ ∂∗Eτ : s < sτ1

}
and sτm(τ)+1 = inf

{
s ∈ ∂∗Eτ : s > sτm(τ)

}
.

Denote by A the r.h.s. of (4.2). From (4.1), one has that rτ (Eτ , s
τ
i ) ≥ −γ0 + γ1 min

{
|sτi −

sτi+1|−(p−d−1), τ−1
}

. Thus, by the last statement of Proposition 4.1, there exist η̃ and τ̃ > 0
such that for every τ < τ̃ , whenever

min
i∈{0,...,m(τ)}

|sτi+1 − sτi | < η̃

then ∑

s∈∂∗Eτ∩I

rτ (Eτ , s) ≥ A.

Hence, assume there exists a subsequence τk such that |sτki+1 − sτki | > η̃ for all i ≤ m(τk). Up to
relabelling, let us assume that it holds true for the whole sequence of Eτ .
Since mini |sτi+1− sτi | > η̃, the convergence Eτ → E0 in L1(I) can be upgraded to the Hausdorff
convergence of the reduced boundaries, namely one has that there exists a τ̃ such that for τ < τ̃ ,
it holds #(∂∗Eτ ∩ I) = #(∂∗E0 ∩ I) = m(0) and sτi → s0i .
Then because of the convergence of the boundaries, we have that

lim inf
τ↓0

∑

s∈∂∗Eτ∩I

rτ (Eτ , s) ≥ lim inf
τ↓0

m(0)∑

j=1

(
− γ0 + γ1 min

{
|sτi − sτi+1|−(p−d−1), τ−1

})

≥
m(0)∑

j=1

(
− γ0 + γ1|s0i − s0i+1|−(p−d−1)

)
.
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From the above one can indeed show the following quantitative perimeter bounds.

Corollary 4.3. There exists 0 < τ1 ≪ 1 such that the following holds.

(i) Let I = (a, b) ⊂ R and let E ⊂ R be a set of locally finite perimeter such that

∑

s∈∂∗E∩I

rτ (E, s) ≤ A < +∞, for some 0 < τ < τ1.

Then, there exists a constant η1 > 0 such that

Per(E, I) ≤ (1 + γ0)
b− a

η1
+A, (4.4)

where γ0 is as in the one-dimensional estimate (4.1).

(ii) Let E ⊂ Rd be a set of locally finite perimeter. Assume that

Fτ,p,d(E,Ω) < +∞, for some 0 < τ < τ1.

Then,

Per(E,Ω) . |Ω|
(

1 + Fτ (E,Ω)
)
. (4.5)

Proof. (i). From Proposition 4.1, there exist η1, τ1 > 0 such that, whenever s ∈ ∂∗E∩I satisfies
min

{
|s− s−|, |s − s+|

}
< η1 and 0 < τ < τ1, then rτ (E, s) > 1. This implies that there are at

most b−a
η1

points s ∈ ∂∗E∩ I where rτ (E, s) < 1. Given that, by Proposition 4.1, rτ (E, ·) ≥ −γ0
for some universal constant γ0 independent of τ , it follows immediately that

∑

s∈∂∗E∩I

rτ (E, s) ≥ −γ0
b− a

η1
+ max

{
Per(E, I) − b− a

η1
, 0
}
.

Hence, as claimed, (4.4) holds.
(ii). For the proof of the second statement, we use (3.4), (i) and the integral geometric formu-
lation (3.2). Indeed, one has that for τ < τ1

Per(E,Ω) =
1

C1,d

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥
Per1D(Ex⊥θ

,Ωx⊥θ
) dx⊥θ dθ

≤ 1

C1,d

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

(1 + γ0)

η1

[∣∣Ωx⊥θ

∣∣+
∑

s∈∂∗E
x⊥
θ
∩Ω

x⊥
θ

rτ (Ex⊥θ
, s)
]

dx⊥θ dθ

. |Ω|
(

1 + Fτ,p,d(E,Ω)
)
.

Let us now consider the rescaled kernel

Kτ (ζ) :=
1

max(τp/(p−d−1), ‖ζ‖p) .

In the following we are concerned with the periodicity of optimal stripes for the correspond-
ing functional Fτ,p,d introduced in (1.3). This is a simple extension of the periodicity of one
dimensional minimizers for functionals with reflection positive kernels, given in [21, 23].

Definition 4.4. Given θ ∈ Sd−1, let us denote by Sθ,L the family of [0, L)d-periodic sets E
composed of finitely many stripes such that νE(x) ∈ {±θ}, for all x ∈ ∂E. We will say that E
is a simple periodic set if up to rotations and translations there exists Ê ⊂ R, h > 0 such that
Ê =

⋃
k∈Z

[2kh, (2k + 1)h) and E = Ê × Rd−1.
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The following periodicity result holds.

Proposition 4.5. For every L > 0 and every θ ∈ Sd−1 such that Sθ,L 6= ∅, let us consider
E ∈ argminSθ,L

Fτ,p,d(·, [0, L)d). Then E is a simple periodic set.

Proof. W.l.o.g., we can assume that θ = ed. Thus there exists Ê ⊂ R (0, L)-periodic, such that
E = Rd−1 × Ê and Ê ∩ [0, L) =

⋃
k∈Z

(x2k, x2k+1). Denote by

K̂τ (t) :=

ˆ

Rd−1

Kτ (ζ⊥d + ted) dζ⊥d .

For any α, β > 0, let

Ĵτ,α =

ˆ

{|ζd|≤α}
|ζd|Kτ (ζ) dζ =

ˆ α

−α
|t|K̂τ (t) dt

Jτ,β =

ˆ

{‖ζ‖≤β}
|ζd|Kτ (ζ) dζ. (4.6)

In particular, Jτ,1 = Jτ , where Jτ was defined in (1.5) and Ĵτ,α > Jτ,α for every α > 0. Moreover,
by the integrability of the kernel and the fact that Kτ (ζ) = ‖ζ‖−p whenever τ1/(p−d−1) < ‖ζ‖,
it is not difficult to see that there exists γ > 0 such that Jτ,1 = Ĵτ,1−γ for all τ sufficiently small.
When restricting the functional to Sed,L, we have that

Fτ,p,d(E, [0, L)d) = F1D
τ,p,d(Ê, [0, L))

with

LF1D
τ,p,d(Ê, [0, L)) :=

ˆ 1−γ

−1+γ
|t|K̂τ (t)Per1D(Ê; [0, L)) −

ˆ L

0

ˆ +∞

0
|χÊ(s+ t) − χÊ(s)|K̂τ (t) dt ds

−
ˆ L

0

ˆ 0

−∞
|χÊ(s+ t) − χÊ(s)|K̂τ (t) dt ds.

It is well-known that if K̂τ is reflection positive (i.e. it is the Laplace transform of a nonnegative
function), any Ê as above is simple periodic (see [21, 23]). Given that for τ = 0 the kernel K̂τ

is not integrable at the origin, it is convenient to write the functional as

LF1D
τ,p,d(Ê, [0, L)) :=

ˆ 1−γ

−1+γ

(
|t|Per(Ê; [0, L)) −

ˆ L

0
|χÊ(s + t) − χÊ(s)|ds

)
K̂τ (t) dt

−
ˆ L

0

ˆ

R\(−1+γ,1−γ)
|χÊ(s+ t) − χÊ(s)|K̂τ (t) dt ds

If E ∈ Sed,L is a minimizer, applying Proposition 4.1 to the analogous functional in which
±1∓ γ is substituted by ±1, there exist τ0, η0 > 0 such that whenever 0 < τ < τ0, we have that

min{|xi − xj | : i 6= j, xi, xj ∈ ∂∗Ê} > η0. (4.7)

Moreover,

ˆ L

0

ˆ +∞

0
|χÊ(s+ t) − χÊ(s)|K̂τ (t) dt ds =

∑

k

ˆ xk+1

xk

ˆ +∞

xk+1

K̂τ (s − t) ds dt

−
∑

k

∑

l≥1

ˆ xk+1

xk

ˆ xk+2l+1

xk+2l

K̂τ (s− t) ds dt.
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The first term on the r.h.s. of the above formula can be computed explicitly as

ˆ xk+1

xk

ˆ +∞

xk+1

K̂τ (s− t) ds dt =

ˆ +∞

0
min

{
|xk − xk+1|, t

}
K̂τ (t) dt.

Given that (4.7) holds and for 0 < τ < η0 < 1, it holds K̂τ (t) = K̂0(t) whenever t > η0, we have
that

ˆ 1−γ

0
tK̂τ −

ˆ xk+1

xk

ˆ +∞

xk+1

K̂τ (s− t) ds dt =

ˆ 1−γ

0

(
t− min

{
|xk − xk+1|, t

})
K̂τ (t) dt

=

ˆ 1−γ

0

(
t− min

{
|xk − xk+1|, t

})
K̂0(t) dt

and that
ˆ xk+1

xk

ˆ xk+2l+1

xk+2l

K̂τ (s− t) ds dt =

ˆ xk+1

xk

ˆ xk+2l+1

xk+2l

K̂0(s− t) ds dt.

Thus whenever Ê is such that ∂∗Ê =
⋃
k∈Z

{xk} with min
{
|xi − xj | : i 6= j, xi, xj ∈ ∂∗Ê

}
> η0

we have that F1D
τ,p,d(E, [0, L)) = F1D

0,p,d(E, [0, L)). To conclude, it is sufficient to notice that for

τ = 0 the kernel K̂0 is reflection positive, thus the only minimizers Ê are simple periodic sets.

By Proposition 4.5 one can define, for every L > 0 and for τ sufficiently small,

h∗L = min
E L-periodic

F1D
τ (E, [0, L)) (4.8)

and
h∗ = min

L>0
min

E L-periodic
F1D
τ (E, [0, L)). (4.9)

The following one dimensional Lemma will be used in the proof of Theorem 1.1 in Section 6.

Lemma 4.6. Let η0, τ0 be as in Proposition 4.1. There exists M0 > 0 such that for all 0 <
τ < τ0, h > 0, E ⊂ R set of locally finite perimeter, A0 ⊂ ∂∗E ∩ [0, h) and A1 = {s ∈
∂∗E ∩ [0, h) : min{|s − s−|, |s − s+|} < η0}, whenever F is a set of finite perimeter such that
∂∗F ∩ [0, h) = ∂∗E ∩ [0, h) \ (A0 ∪A1), then

∑

s∈∂∗F∩[0,h)

rτ (F, s) ≤
∑

s∈∂∗E∩[0,h)

rτ (E, s) +M0#(A0 ∪A1). (4.10)

Proof. By Proposition 4.1, there exist τ0 > 0, η0 > 0 such that whenever rτ (E, s) < 0 it holds
min

{
|s − s+|, |s − s−|

}
> η0. We say that a set C ⊂ ∂∗E is connected if there are no points

s ∈ A0∪A1 and x, y ∈ C such that x < s < y. Let C1, C2, . . . , CN be the connected components
of ∂∗F . It is immediate to notice that ∂∗F =

⋃
i Ci. Consider C1 := {s1, . . . , sm} and denote

by sm+1 = inf{s ∈ ∂∗E : s > sm} and by s0 := sup{s ∈ ∂∗E : s < s1}. From the above
we have that |s0 − s1|, |sm − sm+1| > η0. Moreover, for any x, y ∈ (s0, sm+1) we have that
|χE(x) − χE(y)| = |χF (x) − χF (y)|. From the definition of rτ we have that

∣∣∣
∑

s∈C1

rτ (E, s) − rτ (F, s)
∣∣∣ ≤ 2

ˆ sm

s0

ˆ +∞

sm+1

Kτ (x− y) dxdy + 2

ˆ sm+1

s1

ˆ s0

−∞
Kτ (x− y) dxdy.
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Because of the integrability of Kτ , we have that the r.h.s. of the above is bounded by a constant C̄
depending only on η0. Thus, by the fact that rτ (E, s) ≥ −γ0 for all s ∈ ∂∗E (see Proposition 4.1)
and since N ≤ #(A0 ∪A1), we have that

∑

s∈∂∗E∩[0,h)

rτ (E, s) −
∑

s∈∂∗F∩[0,h)

rτ (F, s) ≥
∑

i

(
∑

s∈Ci

rτ (E, s) −
∑

s∈Ci

rτ (F, s)

)
+

∑

s∈A0∪A1

rτ (E, s)

≥ −C̄N − γ0#
(
A0 ∪A1

)

≥ −(C̄ + γ0)#
(
A0 ∪A1

)
.

Finally, to obtain the desired claim (4.10), it is sufficient to take M0 ≥ C̄ + γ0.

The next lemma is similar to [16, Lemma 7.7]. It says that given a set of locally finite perimeter
F ⊂ R, and an interval I ⊂ R such that the minimal distance between points in ∂∗F ∩ I is
bounded from below, then the contribution to the energy

∑
s∈∂∗F∩I rτ (F, s), for τ sufficiently

small, is comparable to the periodic case up to a constant C depending only on the dimension
and on the minimal distance between points in ∂∗F ∩ I. Among periodic sets F , the energy
contribution on an interval I is bigger than or equal to the contribution of periodic stripes with
the same number of boundary points of F in I.

Lemma 4.7. Let η0, τ0 be as in Proposition 4.1. There exists a constant C = C(η0) such that
for all 0 < τ < τ0 the following holds. Let F of locally finite perimeter, I ⊂ R bounded open
interval, {k1, . . . , km} = ∂∗F ∩ I. Assume that

inf
i,j∈{1,...,m}

|ki − kj | > η0, (4.11)

dist(k1, ∂
∗F \ I) > η0, (4.12)

dist(km, ∂
∗F \ I) > η0, (4.13)

(4.14)

and let k0, km+1, km+2 ∈ R \ I such that k0 < k1 < · · · < km < km+1 < km+2 and

inf
i,j∈{0,...,m+2}

|ki − kj| > η0. (4.15)

Then, let Ĩ = [k0, kmax), with

kmax =

{
km+1 if m is odd

km+2 if m is even
(4.16)

and F̃ the |Ĩ |-periodic set of locally finite perimeter such that

F̃ ∩ I = F ∩ I (4.17)

∂∗F̃ ∩ Ĩ = {k0, k1, . . . , kmax−1, kmax}. (4.18)

Then, ∑

s∈∂∗F∩I

rτ (F, s) ≥
∑

s∈∂∗F̃∩Ĩ

rτ (F̃ , s) − C. (4.19)

Moreover, ∑

s∈∂∗F̃∩Ĩ

rτ (F̃ , s) ≥ |Ĩ |F 1D
τ,p,d(S̃, Ĩ), (4.20)

where S̃ is the simple periodic set of period 2 |Ĩ|

#∂∗F̃∩Ĩ
.
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Proof. Let us denote by k1 < . . . < km the points of ∂∗F ∩ I, and let k0, km+1, km+2, Ĩ, F̃ be
as in the statement of the lemma.
To prove (4.20), observe that the boundary points of F̃ are, by assumption, at mutual distance
larger that η0 > 2τ1/(p−d−1). Thus, Kτ (z) = ‖z‖−p behaves like a reflection positive functional
(similarly to the proof of Proposition 4.5 ). Therefore, as shown in [22] for reflection positive
functionals, (4.20) holds.
To show (4.19), notice that the symmetric difference between F and F̃ satisfies

F∆F̃ ⊂ (−∞, k1 − η0) ∪ (km + η0,+∞).

Let us assume w.l.o.g. that kmax = km+2 and denote by

k̄0 = sup{s ∈ ∂∗F \ I : s < k1}, k̄m+1 = inf{s ∈ ∂∗F \ I : s > km}.

By assumptions (4.12) and (4.13), |k̄0 − k1| > η0, |k̄m+1 − km| > η0. Using the fact that
rτ (E, s) < C/6 whenever min{|s − s−|, |s − s+|} > η0 (see Proposition 4.1), we have that

∣∣∣
m∑

i=1

rτ (F, ki) −
m+2∑

i=0

rτ (F̃ , ki)
∣∣∣ ≤ C

2
+
∣∣∣
m∑

i=1

rτ (F, ki) −
m∑

i=1

rτ (F̃ , ki)
∣∣∣

=
C

2
+A+B, (4.21)

where

A =

m−1∑

i=0

ˆ ki+1

ki

ˆ +∞

0
(s− |χF (s + u) − χF (u)|)K̂τ (s) ds du

−
m−1∑

i=0

ˆ ki+1

ki

ˆ +∞

0
(s− |χF̃ (s+ u) − χF̃ (u)|)K̂τ (s) ds du

B =

m∑

i=1

ˆ ki+1

ki

ˆ 0

−∞
(s− |χF (s+ u) − χF (u)|)K̂τ (s) ds du

−
m∑

i=1

ˆ ki+1

ki

ˆ 0

−∞
(s− |χF̃ (s + u) − χF̃ (u)|)K̂τ (s) ds du.

Thus by using the integrability of K̂τ , we have that

|A| ≤
ˆ km

k0

ˆ +∞

0
χF∆F̃ (u+ s)K̂τ (s) ds du ≤

ˆ km

k0

ˆ ∞

km+η̂
K̂τ (u− v) dv du ≤ C

4
,

where C is a constant depending only on η0. Similarly, |B| ≤ C/4.
Thus we have that

∣∣∣
m∑

i=1

rτ (F, ki) −
m+2∑

i=0

rτ (F̃ , ki)
∣∣∣ ≤ C

and the lemma is proved.

5. A rigidity result

Before stating the main theorem, let us define the following functional
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F0,p,d(E,Ω) :=

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ω

|〈νE(x), θ〉|
rθ(x)p−d−1

dHd−1(x) dθ, (5.1)

where
rθ(x) = |xθ − x+θ |. (5.2)

We recall that x = x⊥θ + θxθ, where x⊥θ ∈ θ⊥ and xθ ∈ R. The point x+θ ∈ R is such that
x⊥θ + θx+θ ∈ ∂∗E is the closest point to x in ∂∗Ex⊥θ

with x+θ − xθ > 0.

Notice that, as in Proposition 3.1, one can show the following integral geometric formulation
for the functional F0,p,d:

F0,p,d(E,Ω) =

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈∂∗E
x⊥
θ
∩Ω

x⊥
θ

1

|s− s+|p−d−1
dx⊥θ dθ. (5.3)

The main result of this section is the following theorem.

Theorem 5.1. The following holds:

1. Let E ⊂ Rd be a [0, L)d-periodic set of locally finite perimeter such that such that F0,p,d(E, [0, L)d) <
+∞, p ≥ d+ 3. Then, up to a rigid motion the set E is of the form

E = Ê × R
d−1, Ê ⊂ R, Ê ∩ [0, L) =

N0⋃

i=1

(si, ti), si < ti < si+1 < ti+1. (5.4)

2. Let {Eτ}τ>0 ⊂ Rd be a family of [0, L)d-periodic sets such that supτ>0 Fτ,p,d(Eτ , [0, L)d) ≤
M < +∞.

Then, up to subsequences, the sets Eτ converge in L1 to a [0, L)d-periodic set E0 with
F0,p,d(E0, [0, L)d) < +∞.

The proof of Theorem 5.1 will follow from a series of preliminary lemmas and propositions of
independent interest.
The core of Theorem 5.1 lies in the first statement of point 1. In order to prove such a rigidity
estimate, we develop a strategy which, up to our knowledge, is new in this type of problems.
The second point 2 of Theorem 5.1 can be instead proved basing on point 1., and the results of
Sections 3 and 4.
We now focus on point 1. of Theorem 5.1. Given the length and complexity of the proof, we
give an outline of the main strategy.

(i) First, we show that whenever p ≥ 2d the functional F0,p,d controls a nonlocal generalized
version of the curvature of the relative boundary of the set E. More precisely, we show
the following

Proposition 5.2. Let d ≥ 2, p ≥ 2d, M > 0. Then, there exists R0 > 0, C(M) > 0 such
that the following holds: for all Ω ⊂ Rd bounded open sets and for every E ⊂ Rd of locally
finite perimeter such that F0,p,d(E,Ω) ≤ M , for all 0 < r < R0 and for all z ∈ Ω such
that dist(z, ∂Ω) > 2r, it holds

ˆ

∂∗E∩Br(z)

ˆ

∂∗E∩Br(z)

‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖2
‖x− y‖p−2

dHd−1(x) dHd−1(y) . C(M)F0,p,d(E,Br(z)).

(5.5)

(ii) We prove the following regularity result.
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Theorem 5.3. Let d ≥ 2, p > 2d, ℓ > 0, M > 0. There exists R̄ > 0 such that the
following holds. Let Ω ⊂ Rd open and bounded and let E ⊂ Rd of locally finite perimeter
such that F0,p,d(E,Ω) ≤ M . Then, on ΩR̄ = {z ∈ Ω : dist(z, ∂Ω) > R̄} the set E enjoys
the following regularity properties:

1. ∂∗E ∩ ΩR̄ = ∂E ∩ ΩR̄;

2. For every x ∈ ∂E ∩ ΩR̄ the set ∂E ∩ Br(x), ∀ 0 < r < R̄, is given by the graph of
an ℓ-Lipschitz function defined on a connected open subset of a (d − 1)-dimensional
affine subspace of Rd.

(iii) We show that a uniform bound (w.r.t. r ≪ 1 and x) such as

sup
x∈Rd, r≤R̄

ˆ

∂∗E∩Br(z)

ˆ

∂∗E∩Br(z)

‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖2
‖x− y‖p−2

≤ C (5.6)

(as in (5.5)) together with regularity conditions on ∂E as properties 1 and 2 in Theorem 5.3
imply when p ≥ d+ 3 that ∂E is given by the union of disjoint hyperplanes (the fact that
they are parallel follows if the domain is a cube [0, L)d and we impose [0, L)d-periodicity).
This result is the content of Lemma 5.7. The proof of such Lemma uses a result of
Bourgain, Brezis and Mironescu [7, 8] implying that if ∂E can be locally parametrized by
a Lipschitz map defined on Rd−1 and (5.6) holds, then νE is locally constant and then ∂E
is flat.

(iv) Given Lemma 5.7, in order to show that the boundary of sets of F0,p,d-bounded energy is
flat we would like then to combine Proposition 5.2, Theorem 5.3 and Lemma 5.7. However,
notice that while for the validity of Lemma 5.7 it is sufficient (and indeed necessary, as a
simple computation with a C2 boundary would show) that p ≥ d + 3, for the validity of
Propositions 5.2 and 5.3 we need to assume that p > 2d, which is a stronger condition as
soon as d ≥ 3.

Thus, the proof of Theorem 5.1 will be given first for d = 2 (where 2d < d+ 3) and then
extended via a slicing argument with affine two dimensional planes to the case of general
dimension (see Proposition 5.12 and the proof of Theorem 5.1). More precisely, we will
apply a slicing formula of the functional F0,p,d w.r.t. the Grassmanian of 2-planes in Rd

(see Proposition 5.11), thus showing that a.e. two-dimensional slice of a set of finite energy
E is a union of stripes, which in turn will imply that E is a union of stripes in Rd.

In the next Sections 5.1–5.4, we proceed to the proof of (i)–(iv). In Section 5.5 we will give a
proof of point 2. of Theorem 5.1.

5.1 (i) A nonlocal curvature bound

For simplicity of notation, define

e(x) :=

ˆ

Sd−1

|〈νE(x), θ〉|
rθ(x)p−d−1

dθ, x ∈ ∂∗E. (5.7)

In particular,

F0,p,d(E,Ω) =

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ω
e(x) dHd−1(x).

Lemma 5.4. Let E ⊂ Rd be a set of locally finite perimeter. The following holds

e(x) + e(y) &
‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖2
‖x− y‖p−d−1

, ∀x, y ∈ ∂∗E. (5.8)
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Proof. For every x = x⊥θ + xθθ ∈ ∂∗E, y ∈ ∂∗E, define the sets

Ω(x, ‖y − x‖) = {θ ∈ S
d−1 : rθ(x) < 2‖x− y‖}, Ω(y, ‖y − x‖) = {θ ∈ S

d−1 : rθ(y) < 2‖x− y‖}.

W.l.o.g., we can assume that max
{
|Ω(x, ‖y−x‖)|, |Ω(y, ‖y−x‖)|

}
≤ dωd/4. Indeed, if |Ω(x, ‖y−

x‖)| > dωd/4 one has that

e(x) &

ˆ

Ω(x,‖y−x‖)∩{θ: |〈νE(x),θ〉|≥1/10}

|〈νE(x), θ〉|
‖x− y‖p−d−1

dθ

&
‖νE(x) − ν‖2
‖x− y‖p−d−1

, ∀ ν ∈ S
d−1,

where we used the fact that ‖νE(x)−ν‖ ≤
√

2 and Ω(x, ‖y−x‖)∩{θ : |〈νE(x), θ〉| ≥ 1/10} & 1
whenever |Ω(x, ‖y − x‖)| > dωd/4. In particular, for points x, y such that max

{
|Ω(x, ‖y −

x‖)|, |Ω(y, ‖y − x‖)|
}
> dωd/4, (5.8) is proved.

Assuming |Ω(x, ‖y − x‖)| ≤ dωd/4, one has that

e(x) &

ˆ

Ω(x,‖y−x‖)∩{θ: |〈νE(x),θ〉|≥|Ω(x,‖y−x‖)|/(2dωd)}

|〈νE(x), θ〉|
‖x− y‖p−d−1

dθ

&
|Ω(x, ‖y − x‖)|2
‖x− y‖p−d−1

. (5.9)

The rest of the proof is thus devoted to show that

|Ω(x, ‖y − x‖)| + |Ω(y, ‖y − x‖)| & ‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖. (5.10)

To this aim, define the cones

C+(x, 2‖y − x‖) := {x + sθ : 〈νE(x), θ〉 > 0, s ∈ (0, 2‖y − x‖)},
C−(x, 2‖y − x‖) := {x + sθ : 〈νE(x), θ〉 < 0, s ∈ (0, 2‖y − x‖)},
C+(y, 2‖y − x‖) := {y + sθ : 〈νE(y), θ〉 > 0, s ∈ (0, 2‖y − x‖)},
C−(y, 2‖y − x‖) := {y + sθ : 〈νE(y), θ〉 < 0, s ∈ (0, 2‖y − x‖)}.

Notice that, by simple geometric considerations (see Figure 1),

|C+(x, ‖y−x‖)∩C−(y, ‖y−x‖)|+|C−(x, ‖y−x‖)∩C+(y, ‖y−x‖)| ≥ C̄
1

2
dωd‖νE(x)−νE(y)‖‖x−y‖d,

(5.11)
for some dimensional constant C̄ > 0.

We now claim that (5.10) holds in the form (see Figure 2)

|Ω(x, ‖y − x‖)| + |Ω(y, ‖y − x‖)| ≥ C̄

20
dωd‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖. (5.12)

Indeed, assume that (5.12) does not hold for some x, y ∈ ∂∗E and let

δ(x, y) :=
C̄

20
‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖,

A(x, δ(x, y)) = {θ ∈ S
d−1 : |〈νE(x), θ〉| < δ(x, y)},

A(y, δ(x, y)) = {θ ∈ S
d−1 : |〈νE(y), θ〉| < δ(x, y)}.
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x

νE(x)

y

νE(y)

Figure 1: The light grey regions correspond to the sets C+(x, ‖y−x‖)∩C−(y, ‖y−x‖), C−(x, ‖y−
x‖) ∩ C+(y, ‖y − x‖).

By (2.5) and the fact that |Ω(x, ‖y − x‖)| + |Ω(y, ‖y − x‖)| ≤ δ(x, y)dωd, we obtain

∣∣{θ : 〈νE(x), θ〉 < 0 and xθ + [0, 2‖y − x‖]θ ∈ Ex⊥θ
}
∣∣ ≥

∣∣{θ : 〈νE(x), θ〉 < 0} \ (Ω(x, ‖y − x‖) ∪A(x, δ(x, y)))
∣∣

≥
(
1/2 − 2δ(x, y)

)
dωd∣∣{θ : 〈νE(y), θ〉 < 0 and yθ + [0, 2‖y − x‖]θ ∈ Ey⊥θ

}
∣∣ ≥

∣∣{θ : 〈νE(y), θ〉 < 0} \ (Ω(y, ‖y − x‖) ∪A(y, δ(x, y)))
∣∣

≥
(
1/2 − 2δ(x, y)

)
dωd∣∣{θ : 〈νE(x), θ〉 > 0 and xθ + [0, 2‖y − x‖]θ ∈ Ec

x⊥θ
}
∣∣ ≥

∣∣{θ : 〈νE(x), θ〉 > 0} \ (Ω(x, |y − x|) ∪A(x, δ(x, y)))
∣∣

≥
(
1/2 − 2δ(x, y)

)
dωd∣∣{θ : 〈νE(y), θ〉 > 0 and yθ + [0, 2‖y − x‖]θ ∈ Ec

y⊥θ
}
∣∣ ≥

∣∣{θ : 〈νE(y), θ〉 > 0} \ (Ω(y, ‖y − x‖) ∪A(y, δ(x, y)))
∣∣

≥
(
1/2 − 2δ(x, y)

)
dωd

which respectively imply

|C−(x, 2‖x − y‖) ∩ E| ≥ (1/2 − 2δ(x, y))ωd‖x− y‖d,
|C+(x, 2‖x − y‖) ∩ (Rd \E)| ≥ (1/2 − 2δ(x, y))ωd‖x− y‖d,

|C−(y, 2‖x − y‖) ∩ E| ≥ (1/2 − 2δ(x, y))ωd‖x− y‖d,
|C+(y, 2‖x − y‖) ∩ (Rd \E)| ≥ (1/2 − 2δ(x, y))ωd‖x− y‖d.

By the above, one obtains

|C+(x, 2‖y − x‖) ∩ C−(y, 2‖y − x‖)| ≤ |C+(x, 2‖y − x‖) ∩ C−(y, 2‖y − x‖) ∩ E|
+ |C+(x, 2‖y − x‖) ∩ C−(y, 2‖y − x‖) ∩ (Rd \E)|
≤ |C+(x, 2‖y − x‖) ∩ E|
+ |C−(y, 2‖y − x‖) ∩ (Rd \E)|
≤ 4δ(x, y)ωd‖x− y‖d,

and analogously

|C−(x, 2‖y − x‖) ∩ C+(y, 2‖y − x‖)| ≤ 4δ(x, y)ωd‖x− y‖d.

This, given the definition of δ(x, y), contradicts (5.11), thus proving (5.12).
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x

y

θ

νE(x)νE(y)

Figure 2: By the blow-up properties (2.5), a difference between νE(x) and νE(y) controls from
below Ω(x, ‖y − x‖) and Ω(y, ‖y − x‖).

Before stating the next lemma, we give the following definitions: for all k ∈ N ∪ {0} let

Ω̃k(x) :=
{
θ ∈ S

d−1 : rθ(x) ∈ (2−(k+1), 2−k]
}
, (5.13)

Ωk(x) :=
{
θ ∈ S

d−1 : rθ(x) ≤ 2−k
}
. (5.14)

Notice that
Ωk = ∪j≥kΩ̃j, (5.15)

where the union is disjoint.

Lemma 5.5. For all E ⊂ Rd sets of locally finite perimeter and for all x ∈ ∂∗E,

e(x) &
∑

k≥0

|Ω̃k(x)|2
2−k(p−d−1)

, (5.16)

e(x) &
∑

k≥0

|Ωk(x)|2
2−k(p−d−1)

. (5.17)

Proof. The proof of (5.16) follows from the same argument used to prove (5.9) in Lemma 5.4.
Indeed, since the Ω̃k(x) are disjoint,

e(x) &
∑

k≥0

ˆ

Ω̃k(x)∩
{
|〈νE(x),θ〉|≥min{1/10,|Ω̃k |/2}

}
|〈νE(x), θ〉|
2−k(p−d−1)

dθ &
∑

k≥0

|Ω̃k(x)|2
2−k(p−d−1)

.

To prove (5.17), we use (5.16), the disjoint union (5.15) and the following fact: there exists a
constant C = C(p, d) > 0 such that

∑

k≥0

(∑

j≥k

|Ω̃j(x)|
)2

2k(p−d−1) ≤ C
∑

k≥0

|Ω̃k(x)|22k(p−d−1). (5.18)

To show (5.18), we set for simplicity of notation ak := |Ω̃k(x)|2k (p−d−1)
2 . With this nota-

tion, (5.18) reads as ∑

k≥0

(∑

j≥k

aj2
(k−j) (p−d−1)

2
)2 ≤ C

∑

k≥0

a2k. (5.19)
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Using the fact that
∑

j≥k 2(k−j)
(p−d−1)

2 = 1

1−2−
(p−d−1)

2

and Jensen’s inequality, one has that

∑

k≥0

(∑

j≥k

aj2
(k−j) (p−d−1)

2
)2 ≤ 1

1 − 2−
(p−d−1)

2

∑

k≥0

∑

j≥k

a2j2
(k−j) (p−d−1)

2

=
1

1 − 2−
(p−d−1)

2

∑

j≥0

j∑

k=0

a2j2
(k−j) (p−d−1)

2

=

(
1

1 − 2−
(p−d−1)

2

)2∑

j≥0

a2j

(
1 − 2−(j+1)

(p−d−1)
2

)

≤
(

1

1 − 2−
(p−d−1)

2

)2∑

j≥0

a2j ,

corresponding to (5.19).

In the next lemma we show an upper bound for the perimeter of sets of finite energy inside a
ball, which is uniform w.r.t. the centres of the balls and with respect to the family of sets of
equibounded energy.

Lemma 5.6. Let d ≥ 2, p ≥ 2d, M > 0. Then, there exist R0 > 0, C0(M) > 0 such that the
following holds: for all Ω ⊂ Rd bounded open sets, E ⊂ Rd of locally finite perimeter such that
F0,p,d(E,Ω) ≤M , for all 0 < r < R0 and all x ∈ Ω such that dist(x, ∂Ω) > r,

Per(E,Br(x)) ≤ C0(M)rd−1. (5.20)

Proof. The claim follows immediately from the following bound:
(

Per(E,Br(x))

ωd−1rd−1
− 1

)p−d
. rp−2dF0,p,d(E,Br(x)),

which will be an immediate consequence of the following two estimates:
(

Per(E,Br(x))

ωd−1rd−1
− 1

)p−d
.

 

Sd−1

 

(Br(x))⊥θ

(
Per1D(Ez⊥θ

, (Br(x))z⊥θ
) − 1

)p−d
dz⊥θ dθ, (5.21)

 

Sd−1

 

(Br(x))⊥θ

(
Per1D(Ez⊥θ

, (Br(x))z⊥θ
) − 1

)p−d
dz⊥θ dθ . rp−2dF0,p,d(E,Br(x)).

The first estimate (5.21) is a direct consequence of the slicing formula (3.4) and Jensen’s in-
equality applied to the convex function t 7→ tp−d.
The second estimate can be deduced as follows, using the integral geometric formulation (5.3),
the convexity of the function t 7→ t−(p−d−1) and the fact that (d− 1) − (p − d− 1) = 2d− p

F0,p,d(E,Br(x)) =

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈∂∗E
z⊥
θ
∩(Br(x))z⊥

θ

1

|s− s+|p−d−1
dz⊥θ dθ

≥
ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

(
Per1D(Ez⊥θ

, (Br(x))z⊥θ
) − 1

)
·

·
∑

s,s+∈∂∗E
z⊥
θ
∩(Br(x))z⊥

θ

1(
Per1D(Ez⊥θ

, (Br(x))z⊥θ
) − 1

) 1

|s− s+|p−d−1
dz⊥θ dθ

≥
ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

(
Per1D(Ez⊥θ

, (Br(x))z⊥θ
) − 1

)p−d
r−(p−d−1) dz⊥θ dθ

& r2d−p
 

Sd−1

 

(Br(x))⊥θ

(
Per1D(Ez⊥θ

, (Br(x))z⊥θ
) − 1

)p−d
dz⊥θ dθ. (5.22)
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We can now give a proof of Proposition 5.2.

Proof of Proposition 5.2. Let 2ρ < R0, where R0 is chosen as in Lemma 5.6. We will show that,
for all z ∈ Ω such that dist(z, ∂Ω) > 2ρ,

ˆ

∂∗E∩Bρ(z)

ˆ

∂∗E∩Bρ(z)

‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖2
‖x− y‖p−2

dHd−1(x) dHd−1(y) . C(M)F0,p,d(E,Bρ(z)),

thus proving (5.5).
W.l.o.g., we assume that 2ρ = 1. Define, for all k ≥ 0, and for all x ∈ ∂∗E

Ãk(x) = {y ∈ ∂∗E : 2−k−1 < ‖y − x‖ ≤ 2−k}.

Notice that

y ∈ Ãk(x) ⇔ y − x

‖y − x‖ ∈ Ω̃k(x), (5.23)

where Ω̃k(x) was defined in (5.13). Then, using the equality p − 2 = (p − d− 1) + (d − 1), the
equivalence (5.23) and the bound (see (5.10))

‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖ . |Ωk−1(x)| + |Ωk−1(y)|, for |y − x| ≤ 2−k,

where Ωk(x) was defined in (5.14), we obtain

ˆ

∂∗E∩Bρ(z)

ˆ

∂∗E∩Bρ(z)

‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖2
‖x− y‖p−2

dHd−1(y) dHd−1(x) ≤

≤
ˆ

∂∗E∩Bρ(z)

∑

k≥0

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ãk(x)∩Bρ(x)

‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖2
‖x− y‖p−2

dHd−1(y) dHd−1(x)

≤
ˆ

∂∗E∩Bρ(z)

∑

k≥0

2(k+1)(p−d−1)

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ãk(x)∩Bρ(z)

‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖2
2−(k+1)(d−1)

dHd−1(y) dHd−1(x)

.

ˆ

∂∗E∩Bρ(z)

∑

k≥0

2(k+1)(p−d−1)

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ãk(x)∩Bρ(z)

|Ωk−1(x)|2 + |Ωk−1(y)|2
2−(k+1)(d−1)

dHd−1(y) dHd−1(x)

.

ˆ

∂∗E∩Bρ(z)

∑

k≥0

2(k+1)(p−d−1)
(
|Ωk−1(x)|2 + |Ωk−1(y)|2

)Per(E,B2−k (x))

2−(k+1)(d−1)
dHd−1(x).

Now we recall Lemma 5.5 and the fact that for 2−k ≤ 1 < R0 Lemma 5.6 holds, thus getting

ˆ

∂∗E∩Bρ(z)

ˆ

∂∗E∩Bρ(z)

‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖2
‖x− y‖p−2

dHd−1(y) dHd−1(x) .

.

ˆ

∂∗E∩Bρ(z)

∑

k≥0

2(k+1)(p−d−1)
(
|Ωk−1(x)|2 + Ωk−1(y)|2

)Per(E,B2−k(x))

2−(k+1)(d−1)
dHd−1(x)

. C0(M)

ˆ

∂∗E∩Bρ(z)

(
e(x) + e(y)

)
dHd−1(x)

. C0(M)F0,p,d(E,Bρ(z)).
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5.2 (iii) Regularity and nonlocal curvature bounds imply flatness

In the next lemma, we show that the finiteness of the nonlocal curvature quantity

ˆ

∂∗E∩Bρ(z)

ˆ

∂∗E∩Bρ(z)

‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖2
‖x− y‖p−2

dHd−1(y) dHd−1(x),

proved in Proposition 5.2, together with a regularity assumption on the reduced boundary of
E, implies when p ≥ d+ 3 flatness of the boundary of E. Together with [0, L)d-periodicity this
implies then that E has boundaries given by affine hyperplanes orthogonal to a fixed direction,
namely it is a union of stripes.

Lemma 5.7. Let d ≥ 2, p ≥ d + 3, ℓ > 0, R̄ > 0. Let Ω ⊂ Rd open and bounded, Ω2R̄ = {x ∈
Ω : dist(x, ∂Ω) > 2R̄} and let E ⊂ Rd of locally finite perimeter which enjoys in Ω the following
regularity properties:

1. ∂∗E ∩ Ω = ∂E ∩ Ω;

2. For every x ∈ ∂E ∩ Ω2R̄ the set ∂E ∩ Br(x), ∀ 0 < r < R̄, is given by the graph of an
ℓ-Lipschitz function defined on a connected open subset of a (d − 1)-dimensional affine
subspace of Rd.

If moreover, for all 0 < r < R̄ and for all x ∈ ∂E ∩ Ω2R̄, the following holds

ˆ

∂E∩Br(x)

ˆ

∂E∩Br(x)

‖νE(z) − νE(y)‖2
‖z − y‖p−2

dHd−1(z) dHd−1(y) < +∞,

then ∂E ∩ Ω2R̄ is given by the disjoint union of the intersections of finitely many hyperplanes
of Rd with Ω2R̄.
Moreover, if Ω = [0, L)d and in addition E is [0, L)d-periodic, up to a rigid motion the set E
satisfying the above is of the form

E = Ê × R
d−1, Ê ⊂ R, Ê ∩ [0, L) =

N0⋃

i=1

(si, ti), si < ti < si+1 < ti+1.

Proof. The statement of the lemma follows immediately from the following two technical tools.
The first is the Area Formula applied to the bi-Lipschitz parametrization of ∂E∩Br(x) given by
the graph of an ℓ-Lipschitz function. The second is the following result due to Bourgain, Brezis
and Mironescu [7, 8]: given D ⊂ Rd−1 open and connected, g ∈ L∞(D) such that g ≥ c > 0 on
D and f : D → Rd measurable such that

ˆ

D

ˆ

D

‖f(x) − f(y)‖2
‖x− y‖d+1

g(x)g(y) dxdy < +∞,

there exists a constant c ∈ Rd such that f = c a.e. on D.
Indeed, if φ : D ⊂ πd−1 → R is the ℓ-Lipschitz function such that ∂E ∩ Br(x) = {(z′, φ(z′)) :
z′ ∈ D}, by the Area Formula

ˆ

∂E∩Br(x)

ˆ

∂E∩Br(x)

‖νE(z) − νE(y)‖2
‖z − y‖p−2

dHd−1(z) dHd−1(y) &

&

ˆ

D

ˆ

D

‖νE((z′, φ(z′))) − νE((y′, φ(y′)))‖2
‖z′ − y′‖p−2

Jgraphφ(z′)Jgraphφ(y′) dz′ dy′,

where Jgraphφ is the Jacobian associated to the bi-Lipschitz map graphφ. Notice that Jgraphφ ≥
c > 0 due to the fact that the graph of φ is a bi-Lipschitz map.
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Applying then the result of Bourgain, Brezis and Mironescu recalled above to f(z) = νE((z, φ(z)))
and g(z) = Jgraphφ(z), one has that νE(x) = ν Hd−1x∂∗E-a.e. inside Br(x), ν ∈ Sd−1. Then,
by the standard characterization of hyperplanes in geometric measure theory and the fact that
the radii of the balls on which such result holds are uniform w.r.t. x ∈ ∂E ∩Ω2R̄, gives the first
statement of the Lemma.
The fact that the connected components of the boundary are all orthogonal to a single direction,
and thus E is a union of stripes, is a consequence of the [0, L)d-periodicity of E.

5.3 (ii) Regularity of sets of finite energy

The aim of this section is to give a proof of the regularity Theorem 5.3 for sets of finite energy.
The proof of Theorem 5.3 goes through a series of preliminary lemmas. As classical in regularity
theory, we look for uniform lower and upper density bounds on perimeter and volume of sets of
equibounded energy at boundary points and for power law decay of the excess.
In the next lemma, we show uniform lower bounds on perimeter and volume at points of the
topological boundary of E.

Lemma 5.8. Let d ≥ 2, p ≥ 2d, M > 0. Then, there exist C1, C̄1, R1 > 0 such that the
following holds. For all Ω ⊂ Rd open and bounded, for all E ⊂ Rd such that F0,p,d(E,Ω) ≤ M ,
for all 0 < r < R1 and for all x ∈ ∂E ∩ Ωr (where Ωr = {z ∈ Ω : dist(z, ∂Ω) > r})

min
{
|E ∩Br(x)|, |Br(x) \ E|

}
≥ C̄1r

d, (5.24)

Per(E,Br(x)) ≥ C1r
d−1. (5.25)

Proof. By the isoperimetric inequality, the proof of (5.25) follows immediately from (5.24).
In order to prove (5.24), let us consider w.l.o.g. a point x ∈ ∂E such that min

{
|E∩Br(x)|, |Br(x)\

E|
}

= |E ∩Br(x)| and

|E ∩Br(x)| = c1δ
drd, (5.26)

for some δ < 1/2, r < R1 and R1,c1 sufficiently small to be fixed later.
Then define, for y ∈ ∂∗E ∩Br(x), the sets

Θ(y) :=
{
θ ∈ S

d−1 : 〈νE(y), θ〉 < 0, |yθ − y+θ | < dist(y, ∂Br(x))
}
,

V (y) :=
{
z ∈ R

d : z = y + sθ, θ ∈ Θ(y), s ∈ (0, |yθ − y+θ |)
}
.

Notice that
V (y) ⊂ E ∩Br(x). (5.27)

Moreover, if c1 in (5.26) is sufficiently small, namely

c1 <
ωd
4
, (5.28)

then for all 0 < ω̄1 ≪ 1

|Θ(y)| ≥ ω̄1 for all y ∈ ∂∗E ∩Br(1−δ)(x). (5.29)

Indeed, by the properties (2.5) of the reduced boundary, for all θ ∈ Sd−1 such that 〈νE(y), θ〉 < 0
the segment [y, y⊥θ + y+θ θ] is contained in E. Thus, if (5.29) does not hold, there exists y ∈
∂∗E ∩ Br(1−δ)(x) and |yθ − y+θ | ≥ dist(y, ∂Br(x)) ≥ δr for a set of θ ∈ {〈νE(y), θ〉 < 0} \ Θ(y)

of measure greater than 1
2Hd−1(Sd−1) − ω̄1 ≥ 1

4Hd−1(Sd−1) ≥ ωd/2, thus implying by (5.28)

∣∣{z ∈ R
d : z = y + sθ, θ ∈ {〈νE(y), θ〉 < 0} \ Θ(y), s ≤ δr

}∣∣ ≥ |Sd−1 \ Θ(y)|(δr)d

≥ ωd
2

(δr)d

≥ 2c1δ
drd,
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which, by the fact that for y ∈ ∂∗E ∩Br(1−δ)(x)

{
z ∈ R

d : z = y + sθ, θ ∈ {〈νE(y), θ〉 < 0} \ Θ(y), s ≤ δr
}
⊂ E ∩Br(x),

contradicts (5.26).
In particular, by (5.29), one has that

|V (y)| > 0 ∀ y ∈ ∂∗E ∩Br(1−δ)(x). (5.30)

Using (5.29), Jensen’s inequality for the convex function t 7→ t−(p−d−1)/d, the inequality |〈νE(y), θ〉| ≤ 1
and (5.30), we get for some constant C(ω̄1)

F0,p,d(E,Br(x)) ≥
ˆ

∂∗E∩Br(x)

ˆ

Θ(y)

|〈νE(y), θ〉|
(rθ(y))p−d−1

dθ dHd−1(y)

≥ C(ω̄1)

ˆ

∂∗E∩Br(1−δ)(x)∩{y:|V (y)|>0}

( ˆ

Θ(y)
(rθ(y))d dθ

)− p−d−1
d

dHd−1(y)

≥ C(ω̄1)

ˆ

∂∗E∩Br(1−δ)(x)
|V (y)|− p−d−1

d dHd−1(y).

Now we use the following facts: first, since x ∈ ∂E, ∂∗E ∩ Br(1−δ)(x) 6= ∅ for all r > 0, then
as noticed in (5.27) V (y) ⊂ E ∩Br(x) and finally the isoperimetric inequality holds. Thus, we
obtain

F0,p,d(E,Br(x)) ≥ C(ω̄1)
Per(E,Br(1−δ)(x))

|E ∩Br(x)|(p−d−1)/d

≥ C(ω̄1)

(
min

{
|E ∩Br(1−δ)(x)|, |Br(1−δ)(x) \ E|

})(d−1)/d

|E ∩Br(x)|(p−d−1)/d
. (5.31)

Now we claim that, under the assumptions (5.26), (5.28) and δ < 1/2, it holds

min
{
|E ∩Br(1−δ)(x)|, |Br(1−δ)(x) \ E|

}
= |E ∩Br(1−δ)(x)|. (5.32)

Indeed, let us assume that (5.32) does not hold and define

α(r) :=
|E ∩Br(x)|

rd
,

Ar,δ = Br(x) \Br(1−δ)(x).

On the one hand, one has that (since |E ∩Br(1−δ)(x)| > |Br(1−δ)(x) \ E|)

α(r(1 − δ)) >
ωd
2
. (5.33)

On the other hand, by assumptions (5.26) and (5.28),

α(r) = c1δ
d <

δdωd
4

and thus since δ < 1/2

α(r(1 − δ)) =
|E ∩Br(1−δ)(x)|

(1 − δ)drd
≤ |E ∩Br(x)|

(1 − δ)drd
=

α(r)

(1 − δ)d
≤ c1δ

d

(1 − δ)d
≤ ωd

16
,

which contradicts (5.33).
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Hence, by (5.32) and the fact that p ≥ 2d, the lower bound (5.31) becomes

F0,p,d(E,Br(x)) ≥ C(ω̄1)
( |E ∩Br(1−δ)(x)|

|E ∩Br(x)|
)(d−1)/d

. (5.34)

Let us now define

µ(A) := F0,p,d(E,A), A ⊂ Ω Borel.

Then, (5.34) can be rewritten as

µ(Br(x)) ≥ C(ω̄1)
(α(r(1 − δ))

α(r)

)(d−1)/d
(1 − δ)(d−1).

Since µ≪ Hd−1x(∂∗E∩Ω), µ(Ω) ≤M < +∞, and by Lemma 5.6 Hd−1(∂∗E∩Bρ(x)) ≤ C0ρ
d−1

for all ρ ≤ r ≤ R0 and for all x ∈ ∂∗E ∩ Ωρ, one has that for every 0 < γ ≪ 1 there exists
0 < R̄(γ) < R0 such that for all r < R̄(γ) and for all x ∈ Ωr it holds

µ(Br(x)) ≤ γC(ω̄1). (5.35)

In particular, if γ is smaller than a dimensional constant,

α(r(1 − δ)) ≤ α(r)
( γ

(1 − δ)d−1

)d/(d−1)
≤ 1

2d
α(r).

Let us choose R1 = R̄(γ) such that (5.35) holds for all r < R̄(γ), where γ is such that for all
δ < 1/2 ( γ

(1 − δ)d−1

)d/(d−1)
≤ 1

2d
.

Let us then rename r0 := r < R1, δ0 := δ, α0 := α(r0), r1 := r0(1 − δ0), α1 := α(r1). Observe
that, by assumption (5.26)

α0

c1
= δd0 .

Using the assumption (5.28) on c1 and the fact that δ0 < 1/2, we were just able to show that

α1 ≤
1

2d
α0. (5.36)

Now define iteratively, for i ∈ N,

δi =
(αi
c1

)1/d

ri+1 = ri(1 − δi),

αi+1 = α(ri+1). (5.37)

Notice that, by (5.36), δi ≤ 1
2δi−1 ≤ 1

2 and thus one can reason as before getting the analogue
of (5.36) for all i ∈ N, namely

αi+1 ≤
1

2d
αi.

In particular,
lim
i→∞

αi = 0, lim
i→+∞

δi = 0. (5.38)

We now claim that
∃ r̄ > 0 : ri ≥ r̄ > 0 for all i ∈ N. (5.39)
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Once (5.39) is proved, we can easily conclude since by (5.38) one would have that α(r̄) = 0,
thus contradicting the fact that x ∈ ∂E and thus by (2.4) that α(r) > 0 for all r. In order to

prove (5.39), observe that by definition of ri, and by the fact that δi ≤
(
1
2

)1/d
δi−1 <

1
2 , one has

that there exists C > 0 such that

ln ri = ln r0 +

i−1∑

k=0

ln(1 − δk) ≥ ln r0 +

∞∑

i=0

δi − 2

∞∑

i=0

δ2i ≥ −C > −∞.

Thus we reached a contradiction to the assumption (5.26) and thus the Lemma is proved
by (5.26) and (5.28) choosing any

0 < C̄1 <
ωd
4

(1/2)d

and R1 as above.

Before stating the next lemma, we recall the definition of (spherical) excess given in (2.9),
namely

Exc(E, x, r) =
1

rd−1

[
|DχE |(Br(x)) − |DχE(Br(x))|

]
.

In order to show regularity, we will need power law decay of the excess, with uniform constants
which are independent of the point x. More precisely, we prove the following.

Lemma 5.9. Let d ≥ 2, p > 2d, M > 0. There exist R2, C2(M) > 0 such that for all
Ω ⊂ Rd bounded and open and E of locally finite perimeter such that F0,p,d(E,Ω) ≤M , for all
0 < r < R2 and for all x ∈ Ωr,

Exc(E, x, r) ≤ C2(M)r(p−2d)/max{p−d,8d}. (5.40)

Proof. W.l.o.g. we assume that x = 0 and we denote by Br = Br(0).
We first claim that in general dimension d the following integral geometric formula holds

rd−1Exc(E, 0, r) =
1

C1,d

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

∂∗E∩Br

|〈νE(y), θ〉|dHd−1(y) dθ

− 1

C1,d

ˆ

Sd−1

∥∥∥∥∥

ˆ

∂∗E∩Br

〈νE(y), θ〉dHd−1(y)

∥∥∥∥∥ dθ,

where C1,d is the constant defined in (3.5).
One can deduce the above directly from the definition of the excess, from the identity

‖z‖ =
1

C1,d

ˆ

Sd−1

|〈z, θ〉|dθ, z ∈ R
d

applied to z =
´

∂∗E∩Br
νE(y) dHd−1(y) and the formula (3.4). In particular, by the classical

slicing formulas (2.7) and (2.8) one has that

rd−1Exc(E, 0, r) =
1

C1,d

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈∂∗E
z⊥
θ
∩(Br)z⊥

θ

1 dz⊥θ dθ

− 1

C1,d

ˆ

Sd−1

∣∣∣∣∣

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈∂∗E
z⊥
θ
∩(Br)z⊥

θ

sign(〈νE(z⊥θ + sθ), θ〉) dz⊥θ

∣∣∣∣∣ dθ. (5.41)
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In order to show (5.40), we define

Ω1(θ
⊥) = {z⊥θ ∈ θ⊥ : Per1D(Ez⊥θ

, (Br)z⊥θ
) = 1},

Ω2(θ
⊥) = {z⊥θ ∈ θ⊥ : Per1D(Ez⊥θ

, (Br)z⊥θ
) ≥ 2}.

Using the triangle inequality we bound (5.41) in the following way

rd−1Exc(E, 0, r) ≤ 1

C1,d

ˆ

Sd−1

[
ˆ

Ω1(θ⊥)
1 dz⊥θ −

∣∣∣∣∣

ˆ

Ω1(θ⊥)
sign(〈νE(z⊥θ + zθθ), θ〉) dz⊥θ

∣∣∣∣∣

]
dθ

+
1

C1,d

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

Ω2(θ⊥)
2Per1D(Ez⊥θ

, (Br)z⊥θ
) dz⊥θ dθ. (5.42)

Now observe that, as in (5.22), using the formula (5.3), Jensen’s inequality and the fact that
whenever z⊥θ ∈ Ω2(θ

⊥) then ∃ s, s+ ∈ ∂∗Ez⊥θ
∩ (Br)z⊥θ

and thus |s − s+| ≤ r, one obtains the

lower bound

F0,p,d(E,Br) &

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

(Br)⊥θ

(Per1D(Ez⊥θ
, (Br)z⊥θ

) − 1)p−d

rp−d−1
dz⊥θ dθ

& r2d−pr(1−d)(p−d)

(
ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

(Br)⊥θ

[Per1D(Ez⊥θ
, (Br)z⊥θ

) − 1] dz⊥θ dθ

)p−d
.

Hence the part of the excess relative to the second term in (5.42) can be bounded in the following
way:

1

rd−1

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

Ω2(θ⊥)
Per1D(Ez⊥θ

, (Br)z⊥θ
) dz⊥θ dθ .

1

rd−1

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

Ω2(θ⊥)

[
Per1D(Ez⊥θ

, (Br)z⊥θ
) − 1

]
dz⊥θ dθ

. r(p−2d)/(p−d)F0,p,d(E,Br)
1/(p−d), (5.43)

implying in particular (by the boundedness of the functional on Ω) the decay for the excess
given in (5.40).
The estimate of the first term in (5.42) is instead more involved, due to the necessity of more
precise estimates in the case of cancellations inside the second integral.
We denote by

I =

ˆ

Sd−1

[
ˆ

Ω1(θ⊥)
1 dz⊥θ −

∣∣∣∣∣

ˆ

Ω1(θ⊥)
sign(〈νE(z⊥θ + zθθ), θ〉) dz⊥θ

∣∣∣∣∣

]
dθ,

Iθ =

ˆ

Ω1(θ⊥)
1 dz⊥θ −

∣∣∣∣∣

ˆ

Ω1(θ⊥)
sign(〈νE(z⊥θ + zθθ), θ〉) dz⊥θ

∣∣∣∣∣, θ ∈ S
d−1

and choose θ̄ ∈ Sd−1 an angle such that θ̄ ∈ argmaxθIθ. Such a maximum point always exists
as the map θ → Iθ is continuous and, by Lemma 5.6,

Iθ . Per(E,Br) . rd−1.

Then, decompose Ω1(θ̄
⊥) as follows:

Ω1(θ̄
⊥) = Ω+

1 ∪ Ω−
1 ,

Ω+
1 = {z⊥θ̄ ∈ Ω1(θ̄

⊥) : 〈νE(z⊥θ̄ + s(z⊥θ̄ )θ̄), θ̄〉 > 0},
Ω−
1 = {z⊥θ̄ ∈ Ω1(θ̄

⊥) : 〈νE(z⊥θ̄ + s(z⊥θ̄ )θ̄), θ̄〉 < 0}.
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z

Figure 3: By the blow-up properties (2.5), if the set {θ ∈ Sd−1 : rθ(z) < r} has small measure,
then the set E ∩Br(z) is close to HνE(z)(z) ∩Br(z)

where by s(z⊥
θ̄

) we denote the point such that ∂∗Ez⊥
θ̄
∩ (Br)z⊥θ

= {z⊥
θ̄

+ s(z⊥
θ̄

)θ̄}.

Assume w.l.o.g. that |Ω+
1 | ≥ |Ω−

1 | (the other case can be treated analogously). Notice that,
under this non restrictive assumption,

Iθ̄ = 2|Ω−
1 |. (5.44)

The proof of the Lemma reduces to show that |Ω−
1 | . rd−1+α, where α = (p − 2d)/(8d).

Assume on the contrary that
|Ω−

1 | ≥ Crd−1+α (5.45)

and denote by β = p− 2d.
Notice that

e(z) :=

ˆ

Sd−1

|〈νE(z), θ〉|
rθ(z)d−1+β

dθ

≥
ˆ

{θ∈Sd−1: rθ(z)<r}
|〈νE(z), θ〉|
rd−1+β

dθ

≥ Ĉ

∣∣∣
{
θ ∈ Sd−1 : rθ(z) < r

} ∣∣∣
2

rd−1+β
. (5.46)

Let now HνE(z)(z) be the affine halfspace given by {y : 〈y − z, νE(z)〉 < 0}. By the blow up

properties of the reduced boundary (2.5), whenever 〈νE(z), θ〉 > 0, then (z, z+ rθ(z)θ) ⊂ Rd \E
and whenever 〈νE(z), θ〉 < 0, then (z, z + rθ(z)θ) ⊂ E. By (5.46), we have that whenever
z ∈ ∂∗E is such that e(z) < C̄1Ĉr

−d+1−β/2/4, then |
{
θ ∈ Sd−1 : rθ(z) < r

}
| < C̄1r

β/4/4,
where C̄1 is the constant of Lemma 5.8. In particular, by the above consequences of the blow
up properties at points of the reduced boundary, there exists a cone with vertex in z and of
angles of total measure rβ/4, that we denote by C̃ := C̃(z, νE(z), rβ/4) such that (see Figure 3)

‖χHνE (z)(z) − χE‖L1(Br) ≤ ‖χC̃‖L1(Br) ≤
C̄1

4
rd+β/4. (5.47)

On the other hand, setting Γr =
{
z ∈ ∂∗E ∩Br : e(z) ≥ C̄1Ĉr

−d+1−β/2
}

, it is immediate to

notice that

M ≥ F0,p,d(E,Br) =

ˆ

∂∗E∩Br

e(z) dHd−1(z) & |Γr|r−d+1−β/2. (5.48)

We then consider the following two cases:
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Case 1 Assume |Γr| > |Ω−
1 |/2. In this case we have, by (5.45) and (5.48) that

Crα−β/2 ≤ |Ω−
1 |r−d+1−β/2 . 2|Γr|r−d+1−β/2 ≤ 2M.

Thus, if α < β/2 = (p−2d)/2 this leads to a contradiction for r smaller than some uniform
R≪ 1 depending only on M , α− β/2.

Case 2 Assume |Γr| ≤ |Ω−
1 |/2. In particular, there exist x ∈ ∂∗E ∩ P−1

θ̄⊥
(Ω+

1 ) ∩ Br \ Γr and

y ∈ ∂∗E ∩ P−1
θ̄⊥

(Ω−
1 ) ∩Br \ Γr, where P−1

θ̄⊥
: Rd → θ̄⊥ is the orthogonal projection map on

θ̄⊥.

In general, by Lemma 5.4 and the definition of Γr, whenever x, y ∈ ∂∗E ∩Br \ Γr, then

‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖ . rβ/4. (5.49)

Moreover, for x, y as above such that xθ̄⊥ ∈ Ω+
1 and yθ̄⊥ ∈ Ω−

1 , it holds 〈νE(x), θ̄〉 > 0 and
〈νE(y), θ̄〉 < 0, thus combining with (5.49) one has that max{|〈νE(x), θ̄〉|, |〈νE(y), θ̄〉|} .

rβ/4.

For x ∈ ∂∗E ∩ Br \ Γr, assume now that there exists y ∈ ∂∗E ∩ Br such that dist
(
y −

x, ∂HνE(x)(x)−x
)
> 2r1+β/(8d). Because of the volume density estimate (5.24) of Lemma 5.8

we have that there exists C̄1 such that |Br1+β/(8d)(y) ∩ E| > C̄1r
d+β/8 and |Br1+β/(8d)(y) \

E| > C̄1r
d+β/8, and by the fact that dist

(
y − x, ∂HνE(x)(x) − x

)
> 2r1+β/(8d) either

Br1+β/(8d)(y) ⊂ {z : 〈νE(x), z − x〉 > 0} or Br1+β/(8d)(y) ⊂ {z : 〈νE(x), z − x〉 < 0}. This,
by the blow up properties of the reduced boundary (2.5), would contradict the cone con-
dition (5.47) for HνE(x)(x) and the cone C̃ centered at x, provided r is sufficiently small

(being β/8 < β/4). Thus we have that supy∈∂∗E∩Br
dist

(
y−x, ∂HνE(x)(x)−x

)
≤ 2r1+β/(8d)

and then ∂∗E∩Br ⊂ (∂HνE(x)(x))2r1+β/(8d) , where (∂HνE(x)(x))2r1+β/(8d) is the 2r1+β/(8d)-
neighbourhood of ∂HνE(x)(x) defined in Section 2.

To conclude it is sufficient to notice that whenever x ∈ ∂∗E ∩ P−1
θ̄⊥

(Ω+
1 ) ∩ Br \ Γr,

|〈νE(x), θ̄〉| . rβ/4 and thus

Pθ̄⊥((∂HνE(x)(x))r1+β/(8d)) . rd−1+β/8,

and thus
rd−1+α|Ω−

1 | ≤ Pθ̄⊥((∂HνE(x)(x))2r1+β/(8d)) . rd−1+β/(8d),

which yields a contradiction for α < β/(8d) = (p− 2d)/(8d).

Proof of Theorem 5.3: In the Appendix we give a self-contained proof of the fact that uniform
upper and lower bounds on perimeter and volume, together with uniform power law decay of
the excess as in Lemmas 5.6, 5.8 and 5.9, imply the Lipschitz regularity of the boundary given in
Theorem 5.3. In particular, the boundary of E is of class C1,α, with α = p−2d

2max{p−d,8d} . Though
this general strategy is the same used to prove regularity of quasi-minimizers, we could not find
in the literature a self-contained proof of this fact not exploiting the quasi-minimality property.
Thus we give details for such an argument in the Appendix.

5.4 (iv) Rigidity: from d = 2 to arbitrary dimension

In dimension d = 2, whenever p ≥ d + 3 one has that Proposition 5.2, Theorem 5.3 and
Lemma 5.7 hold. Indeed, in this case 2d = 4 < 5 = d+ 3, so p > 2d whenever p ≥ d+ 3. This
gives the point 1. of the rigidity Theorem 5.1 in dimension d = 2.
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∂HνE(x)

θ̄

(
∂HνE(x)

)
2r1+β/(8d)

P
θ̄⊥

(
(∂HνE(x)(x))r1+β/(8d)

)

Figure 4: A picture for Case 2 of Lemma 5.9, at a point x such that |〈νE(x), θ̄〉| ≪ 1.

In general dimension d ≥ 3, to overcome the fact that 2d ≥ d + 3 and thus p ≥ d + 3 does not
imply p > 2d, we exploit another integral geometric formulation for the functional F0,p,d on
two dimensional affine planes and we recover the rigidity result from two dimensional rigidity
on such planes.
First of all, we prove an analogue of the integral geometric formulation (3.9), by decomposing
the functional F0,p,d along the Grassmanian of two dimensional linear subspaces in Rd instead
of one dimensional linear subspaces. For the notation, see Section 2.
Let us preliminarily recall some basic facts about slicing of sets of finite perimeter with k-
dimensional affine planes.

Remark 5.10. Let E ⊂ Rd be a set of locally finite perimeter and πk be a k-dimensional plane
in Rd. Denote by Pπk the orthogonal projection on πk. Then for almost any x⊥πk in π⊥k , the set

Ex⊥πk
is a set of finite perimeter. Moreover, for Hd−k-almost every x⊥πk and for Hk-almost every

xπk ∈ ∂∗Ex⊥πk
one has that

νE
x⊥πk

(xπk) =
Pπk
(
νE(x⊥πk , xπk)

)

‖Pπk
(
νE(x⊥πk , xπk)

)
‖ . (5.50)

Proposition 5.11. Let F0,p,d be the functional defined in (5.1), Ω ⊂ Rd bounded and open.
One has that

F0,p,d(E,Ω) =
1

2

ˆ

G(2,Rd)

ˆ

π⊥
2

ˆ

S1
π2

ˆ

∂∗E
x⊥π2

∩Ω

|〈νE
x⊥π2

(xπ2), θ〉|
rθ(xπ2)p−d−1

dH1(xπ2) dθ dx⊥π2 dµ2,d(π2)

=
1

2

ˆ

G(2,Rd)

ˆ

π⊥
2

F
2D
0,p,π2(Ex⊥π2

,Ωx⊥π2
) dx⊥π2 dµ2,d(π2), (5.51)

where

F
2D
0,p,π2(Ex⊥π2

,Ωx⊥π2
) =

ˆ

S1
π2

ˆ

∂∗E
x⊥π2

∩Ω
x⊥π2

|〈νE
x⊥π2

(xπ2), θ〉|
rθ(xπ2)p−d−1

dH1(xπ2) dθ. (5.52)

Proof. By the classical slicing formulas for the perimeter (2.7), Fubini Theorem and (2.3), one
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has that
ˆ

G(2,Rd)

ˆ

π⊥
2

ˆ

S1
π2

ˆ

∂∗E
x⊥π2

∩Ω
x⊥π2

|〈νE
x⊥π2

(xπ2), θ〉|
rθ(xπ2)p−d−1

dH1(xπ2) dθ dx⊥π2 dµ2,d(π2)

=

ˆ

G(2,Rd)

ˆ

π⊥
2

ˆ

S1
π2

ˆ

(π2)⊥θ

∑

xθ∈∂∗Ex
(π2)

⊥
θ

∩Ωx
(π2)

⊥
θ

1

rθ(xθ)p−d−1
dx(π2)⊥θ

dθ dx⊥π2 dµ2,d(π2)

=

ˆ

G(2,Rd)

ˆ

S1
π2

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

xθ∈∂∗Ex⊥
θ
∩Ω

x⊥
θ

1

rθ(xθ)p−d−1
dx⊥θ dθ dµ2,d(π2)

=

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

xθ∈∂∗Ex⊥
θ
∩Ω

x⊥
θ

1

rθ(xθ)p−d−1
dx⊥θ dθ

=

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ω

|〈νE(x), θ〉|
rθ(x)p−d−1

dHd−1(x) dθ.

As a consequence of the above two-dimensional slicing formula, one has that [0, L)d-periodic
sets of F0,p,d(·, [0, L)d)-finite energy are, on almost all two dimensional affine planes, periodic
stripes.

Proposition 5.12. Let p ≥ d+ 3, d ≥ 2, E ⊂ Rd [0, L)d-periodic set of locally finite perimeter
such that F0,p,d(E, [0, L)d) ≤ M < +∞. Then, for µ2,d-a.e. two dimensional plane π2 ∈
G(2,Rd) and for Hd−2-a.e. x⊥π2 ∈ π⊥2 , the boundary of the two dimensional slice of E ∩ [0, L)d

given by Ex⊥π2
∩[0, L)d

x⊥π2
is given by the disjoint union of the intersections of finitely many parallel

lines in x⊥π2 +π2 with [0, L)d
x⊥π2

. More precisely, for Hd−2-a.e. x⊥π2 there exists νx⊥π2
∈ Sd−1 such

that
νE

x⊥π2

(y) = ±νx⊥π2 for H1-a.e. y ∈ ∂∗Ex⊥π2
. (5.53)

Proof. Thanks to Proposition 5.11, if F0,p,d(E, [0, L)d) < +∞, then for µ2,d-a.e. two dimensional
plane π2 ∈ G(2,Rd) and for Hd−2-a.e. x⊥π2 ∈ π⊥2 one has that

F
2D
0,p,π2(Ex⊥π2

, ([0, L)d)x⊥π2
) < +∞. (5.54)

Recalling the formula (5.52), this means that if we identify the plane x⊥π2 + π2 with R2, then

F0,p,2(Ex⊥π2
, ([0, L)d)x⊥π2

) < +∞. (5.55)

Now we observe that for d = 2 it holds p ≥ d + 3 = 5 > 4 = 2d. Hence, Proposition 5.2,
Theorem 5.3 and Lemma 5.7 can be applied, implying that there exists R(x⊥π2) > 0 such that
for all z ∈ x⊥π2 + π2 and for all 0 < r < R(x⊥π2), there exists νz,r such that

νE
x⊥π2

(y) = νz,r for H1-a.e. y ∈ ∂∗Ex⊥π2
∩Br(z). (5.56)

Moreover, since E ⊂ Rd is [0, L)d-periodic,

1

Ld
F0,p,d(E, [0, L)d) =

1

(kL)d
F0,p,d(E, [−kL, kL)d) for k ≫ 1, (5.57)

thus for Hd−2-a.e. x⊥π2 there exists νx⊥π2
∈ Sd−1 such that

νE
x⊥π2

(y) = ±νx⊥π2 for H1-a.e. y ∈ ∂∗Ex⊥π2
, (5.58)

namely the connected components of the boundary of Ex⊥π2
are all flat and parallel (otherwise

they would intersect in a sufficiently large cube giving an infinite two dimensional energy).
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We are now ready to complete the proof of the point 1 of the rigidity Theorem 5.1.

Proof of Theorem 5.1, point 1. Our goal is to show that there exists ν ∈ Sd−1 such that for
Hd−1-a.e. x ∈ ∂∗E one has that νE(x) = ±ν. Let us instead assume that there exist x, y ∈ ∂∗E
Lebesgue points of νE w.r.t. Hd−1x∂∗E such that νE(x) 6= ±νE(y). For simplicity of notation
we will denote by ν1 = νE(x), by ν2 = νE(y) and by v = x−y

‖x−y‖ . One can consider the following
two cases:

1. |〈v, ν1〉| 6= 0 and |〈v, ν2〉| 6= 0;

2. |〈v, ν1〉| = 0 and/or |〈v, ν2〉| = 0.

Let us now show that in both cases our assumption leads to a contradiction with Proposi-
tion 5.12.

Case 1. For α ∈ (0, 1), consider the vector

θα =
αν1 + (1 − α)ν2
‖αν1 + (1 − α)ν2‖

.

Then it is not difficult to see that there exists α ∈ (0, 1) such that

|〈ν1, v〉|
|〈ν1, θα〉|

6= |〈ν2, v〉|
|〈ν2, θα〉|

. (5.59)

Denoting by π2 := span {v, θα}, because of (5.59) it is immediate to see that

Pπ2(ν1)

‖Pπ2(ν1)‖ ,
Pπ2(ν2)

‖Pπ2(ν2)‖

are linearly independent. Moreover, there exists ε > 0 such that for all ν̄1, ν̄2 ∈ Sd−1

with ‖ν̄1 − ν1‖ ≤ ε and ‖ν̄2 − ν2‖ ≤ ε, and for all π′2 ∈ G(2,Rd) with ‖π2 − π′2‖ < ε, then
Pπ′

2
(ν̄1)

‖Pπ′
2
(ν̄1)‖

,
Pπ′

2
(ν̄2)

‖Pπ′
2
(ν̄2)‖

are linearly independent.

Let now

Γ1 := {z ∈ ∂∗E : ‖νE(z) − ν1‖ < ε} and Γ2 := {z ∈ ∂∗E : ‖νE(z) − ν2‖ < ε} .

Our goal will be to show that

Hd−2
({
x⊥π′

2
: H1

(
(Γ1)x⊥

π′
2

) > 0, H1
(
(Γ2)x⊥

π′
2

) > 0
})

> 0, (5.60)

for all π′2 as above. If (5.60) holds, then for every x⊥π2 in the above set of positive measure
νE

x⊥π2

takes linearly independent values on sets of H1 positive measure, thus contradicting

Proposition 5.12.

Let us first show (5.60) for π2. Since v = x−y
‖x−y‖ ∈ π2, one has that Pπ⊥

2
(Br(x)) =

Pπ⊥
2

(Br(y)) and has measure proportional to rd−2. Let B2 be the two dimensional unit

ball centered at the origin in π2 and Bd−2 the (d − 2)-dimensional unit ball centered at
the origin in π⊥2 . Using the notation Ax,r = A−x

r , one has that by De Giorgi’s structure
theorem (assuming w.l.o.g. that π⊥2 = span{e1, . . . , ed−2} and π2 = span{ed−1, . . . , ed})

χEx,r → χHν1
in L1(Bd−2 ×B2),

χ(Ex,r)x⊥π2
→ χ(Hν1 )x⊥π2

in L1(x⊥π2 ×B2), for Hd−2-a.e. x⊥π2 ∈ Bd−2.
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Analogous estimates hold for the blow up of E at the point y with normal ν2. Moreover,
for a.e. x⊥π2 ∈ Bd−2,

lim inf
r

Per((Ex,r)x⊥π2
, B2) ≥ Per((Hν1)x⊥π2

, B2) ≥ C > 0,

lim inf
r

Per((Ey,r)x⊥π2
, B2) ≥ Per((Hν2)x⊥π2

, B2) ≥ C > 0

where in the last inequality we used the fact that 〈v, ν1〉 6= 0, 〈v, ν2〉 6= 0 and v ∈ π2.
Letting fx,r(x

⊥
π2) := Per((Ex,r)x⊥π2

, B2), one has then that for every ε > 0 there exists

r(ε) > 0 such that for every 0 < r < r(ε)

∣∣∣
{
x⊥π2 ∈ Bd−2 : fx,r(x

⊥
π2) ≥ C

2

}∣∣∣ ≥ |Bd−2|(1 − ε),

∣∣∣
{
x⊥π2 ∈ Bd−2 : fy,r(x

⊥
π2) ≥ C

2

}∣∣∣ ≥ |Bd−2|(1 − ε).

In particular,

∣∣∣
{
x⊥π2 ∈ Bd−2 : fx,r(x

⊥
π2) ≥ C

2
, fy,r(x

⊥
π2) ≥ C

2

}∣∣∣ ≥ 1

2
|Bd−2| > 0.

To obtain (5.60), we would like to substitute in the above the functions fx,r and fy,r
respectively with

gx,r(x
⊥
π2) := H1((Γ1,x,r)x⊥π2

∩B2),

gy,r(x
⊥
π2) := H1((Γ2,y,r)x⊥π2

∩B2).

This is indeed possible since one has that

fx,r − gx,r ≥ 0, fy,r − gy,r ≥ 0,
ˆ

Bd−2

(fx,r − gx,r) dx⊥π2 → 0,

ˆ

Bd−2

(fy,r − gy,r) dx⊥π2 → 0,

where the last convergence follows from the following fact: since x, y are Lebesgue points
for νE w.r.t. Hd−1 ∂∗E, one has that for every δ > 0, there exists r0 (depending on
x, y, δ) such that for every r < r0 one has that

Hd−1(∂∗E \ Γ1 ∩Br(x)) < δrd−1 and Hd−1(∂∗E \ Γ2 ∩Br(y)) < δrd−1.

Finally, from

∣∣∣
{
x⊥π2 ∈ Bd−2 : gx,r(x

⊥
π2) ≥ C

2
, gy,r(x

⊥
π2) ≥ C

2

}∣∣∣ ≥ 1

2
|Bd−2| > 0, 0 < r < r̄,

and from the fact that Pπ2(y − x) = 0, the lower bound above translates into the lower
bound (5.60) for π2. From the proof, it is evident that the above conditions are guaranteed
also on a sufficiently small neighbourhood of π2 in G(2,Rd), thus proving (5.60).

Case 2. Given ν1 6= ±ν2, with ν1 = νE(x) and ν2 = νE(y), then either y−x ∈ ∂Hν1 or x−y ∈ ∂Hν2 ,
thus contradicting, by the blow-up at the points y and respectively x, the condition
ν1 6= ±ν2.
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5.5 Γ-convergence as τ → 0

In this section we prove a stronger version of point 2. of Theorem 5.1, identifying the L1 Γ-limit
of Fτ,p,d(·, [0, L)d) as τ → 0.
In order to state our main result, define K0(ζ) = ‖ζ‖−p, K0(ρ) = ρd−1K0(ρ), and to avoid the
problem of nonintegrability of K0 at the origin,

r0(Ex⊥θ
, s) :=

ˆ 1

0

(
|ρ| −

ˆ s

s−

∣∣χE
x⊥
θ

(u) − χE
x⊥
θ

(u+ ρ) du
∣∣
)
K0(ρ) dρ

+

ˆ 0

−1

(
|ρ| −

ˆ s+

s

∣∣χE
x⊥
θ

(u) − χE
x⊥
θ

(u+ ρ) du
∣∣
)
K0(ρ) dρ

−
ˆ s+

s

ˆ −1

−∞

∣∣χE
x⊥
θ

(u) − χE
x⊥
θ

(u+ ρ)
∣∣K0(ρ) dρdu

−
ˆ s+

s

ˆ −1

−∞

∣∣χE
x⊥
θ

(u) − χE
x⊥
θ

(u+ ρ)
∣∣K0(ρ) dρdu.

Finally, let

F0,p,d(E, [0, L)d) :=
1

Ld

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈∂∗E
x⊥
θ
∩Ω

x⊥
θ

r0(Ex⊥θ
, s) dx⊥θ dθ

=
1

Ld

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥
F

1D
0,p,d(Ex⊥θ

, ([0, L)d)x⊥θ
) dx⊥θ dθ. (5.61)

One has that

LdF0,p,d(E, [0, L)d) &

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈∂∗E
x⊥
θ
∩([0,L)d)

x⊥
θ

[
−1 +

1

|s− s+|p−d−1

]
dx⊥θ dθ

& −Per(E, [0, L)d) + LdF0,p,d(E, [0, L)d),

where F0,p,d was defined in (5.1).
We can now state the main result of this section.

Theorem 5.13. The functionals Fτ,p,d(·, [0, L)d) Γ−converge as τ → 0 with respect to the
L1−convergence to the functional F0,p,d(·, [0, L)d) defined in (5.61).

Proof. The proof of the above Γ-convergence result consists of two parts: the proof of the
Γ-limsup inequality and of the Γ-liminf inequality.
One can immediately see, by Corollary 4.3 and Proposition 4.1, that as the functional F0,p,d is
finite only on stripes (as proved in the previous section), also the functional F0,p,d is finite only
on stripes.
For the Γ-limsup inequality, for any set of finite energy E = Ê × Rd−1 it is then sufficient
to take Eτ = E for all τ > 0 and notice that rτ (E, s) → r0(E, s), thus Fτ,p,d(E, [0, L)d) →
F0,p,d(E, [0, L)d) as τ → 0.
Let us now show the Γ-liminf inequality.
Let Eτ be such that supτ Fτ,p,d(Eτ , [0, L)d) < +∞. Then, by the bound on the perimeter
found in Corollary 4.3, we have that supτ Per(Eτ , [0, L)d) < +∞, so that we may extract a
subsequence, that we relabel as Eτ , converging in L1 to some [0, L)d-periodic set E of finite
perimeter. Let us initially notice that for any θ and for almost every x⊥θ , one has that χ(Eτ )x⊥

θ

→
χE

x⊥
θ

in L1
loc(R). Moreover, given that

Fτ,p,d(Eτ , [0, L)d) =
1

Ld

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥
F

1D
τ,p,d((Eτ )x⊥θ

, ([0, L)d)x⊥θ
) dx⊥θ dθ,
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and that F
1D
τ,p,d(·, ([0, L)d)x⊥θ

) is bounded from below, we have that for almost every θ ∈ Sd−1

and almost every x⊥θ ∈ θ⊥, it holds supτ>0 F
1D
τ,p,d((Eτ )x⊥θ

, [0, L)d
x⊥θ

) < Cx⊥θ
< +∞. This in

particular, by Lemma 4.2, implies that ∂∗(Eτ ∩ [0, L)d)x⊥θ
converges in the Hausdorff distance

to ∂∗(E ∩ [0, L)d)x⊥θ
. Finally, given that whenever ∂∗Eτ to ∂∗E in the Hausdorff distance then

F
1D
τ,p,d((Eτ )x⊥θ

, [0, L)d
x⊥θ

) → F
1D
0,p,d(Ex⊥θ

, [0, L)d
x⊥θ

), and using Fatou’s Lemma we have the desired

result.

6. Proof of Theorem 1.1

The goal of this section is to prove Theorem 1.1, thus showing that for sufficiently small τ > 0
minimizers of Fτ,p,d are periodic stripes.
By Theorem 5.1 and recalling the definition of h∗L given in (4.8), we know that the following
holds true.

Corollary 6.1. Let L > 0, p ≥ d + 3. Then, for every σ > 0 there exists τ(σ) > 0 such that
for all 0 < τ < τ(σ) any [0, L)d-periodic global minimizer Eτ of Fτ,p,d(·, [0, L)d) satisfies

‖χEτ − χSθ
‖L1[0,L)d ≤ σ, (6.1)

for some θ ∈ Sd−1 and some [0, L)d-periodic set Sθ made of stripes with boundaries orthogonal
to θ ∈ Sd−1, and of constant distance one from the other given by h∗L > 0.

In order to prove Theorem 1.1, we will show that among sets Eτ satisfying (6.1) as above for
sufficiently small σ, there are periodic stripes which have lower energy.
We will need a series of preliminary lemmas.
Let us now introduce some preliminary notation.
For any set E of locally finite perimeter, θ ∈ Sd−1 and δ > 0, define

eτ,δ,θ(Ex⊥θ
, xθ) :=

{
1

max{τ,|x+θ −xθ|p−d−1}
, if |xθ − x+θ | < δ,

0, otherwise.

eτ,δ(E, x) :=

ˆ

Sd−1

|〈νE(x), θ〉|eτ,δ,θ(Ex⊥θ , xθ) dθ.

Notice that for sufficiently small τ , by Proposition 4.1, it holds max{0, rτ (Ex⊥θ
, xθ)} & eτ,δ,θ(Ex⊥θ

, xθ).

Moreover if δ1 < δ2, eτ,δ1,θ < eτ,δ2,θ.
The proof of the next lemma is very similar to the proof of Lemma 5.4 for τ = 0.

Lemma 6.2. There exists a dimensional constant C3 > 0 such that the following holds. For
every set E of locally finite perimeter, x ∈ ∂∗E, α, r > 0, r < δ and 0 < τ < r, whenever
|
(
E∆HνE(x)(x)

)
∩Br(x)| > αrd it holds eτ,δ(E, x) > C3α

2/rp−d−1.

Proof. Define the set
Ω(x, r) = {θ ∈ S

d−1 : |xθ − x+θ | < r}.
By the blow up properties (2.5) at points of the reduced boundary and the fact that |

(
E∆HνE(x)(x)

)
∩

Br(x)| > αrd, one has that |Ω(x, r)| ≥ α. In particular, there exist c1, c2 > 0 such that the set
Sα(x) = {θ ∈ Sd−1 : |〈νE(x), θ〉| ≥ c1α} satisfies |Ω(x, r) ∩ Sα(x)| ≥ c2α. Hence,

eτ,δ(E, x) ≥ eτ,r(E, x) &

ˆ

Ω(x,r)∩Sα(x)

α

rp−d−1
dθ &

α2

rp−d−1
,

thus proving the desired claim.
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x

y

Figure 5: In the above figure x corresponds to (i) in Remark 6.3, and y corresponds to (ii) in
Remark 6.3.

Below we consider sets E which are close to an halfspace in a given rectangle and list some
geometric/measure theoretic conditions at points x ∈ ∂∗E implying that the function eτ,δ(E, x)
is large (see Figure 5).
Given L, δ > 0 we denote by RL,δ := [0, L)d−1 × (−δ, δ), by HL,δ := [0, L)d−1 × (−δ, 0).

Remark 6.3. Let δ > 0, L > 0, σ > 0, τ < min{δ, σ1/d}. Denote by RL,δ := [0, L)d−1×(−δ, δ),
by HL,δ := [0, L)d−1 × (−δ, 0) and by σ =

∣∣(E∆HL,δ) ∩RL,δ
∣∣. Let x, y ∈ ∂∗E ∩RL,δ. Then the

following hold:

(i) If σ < |xd|d/4 then eτ,δ(E, x) > c/|xd|p−d−1.

(ii) If ‖νE(x) − ed‖ > σ
4δd

, then eτ,δ(E, x) ≥ ‖νE(x) − ed‖/δp−d−1.

(iii) If ‖x− y‖ < δ, then eτ,δ(x) + eτ,δ(y) & ‖νE(x)−νE(y)‖2

δp−d−1 .

To prove the first two claims it is sufficient to notice that in the ball Br(x) with r = |xd| in the
first case and r = δ in the second case we have that, if x ∈ {χHL,δ

= 0}, |E∩HνE(x)(x)∩Br(x)| <
1/4rd and if x ∈ {χHL,δ

= 1}, |(Rd \ E) ∩ (Rd \HνE(x)(x)) ∩ Br(x)| < 1/4rd. Thus, by using
Lemma 6.2, we have the desired claim. The last statement follows from directly from Lemma 6.2.

The inequality of the following lemma will be used in the proof of Proposition 6.5.

Lemma 6.4. There exists a constant C4 > 0 such that the following holds. Let ρ > 0, L > 0
and Qρ(x) the d-dimensional cube of centre x and side length ρ > 0, for all x ∈ [0, L)d. Let
f ∈ L2

loc(R
d; Rd) be an [0, L]d-periodic function. Assume that

´

[0,L)d f dx = 0. Then,

C4

ρ2

ˆ

[0,L)d

 

Qρ(x)

∥∥∥f(y) −
 

Qρ(x)
f(z) dz

∥∥∥
2

dy dx ≥
ˆ

[0,L)d
‖f(x)‖2 dx. (6.2)

Proof. Assume that the statement of the lemma is false. Thus, there exist ρn ↓ 0 and fn ∈
L2
loc(R

d; Rd) a sequence of [0, L]d-periodic functions such that

1

ρ2n

ˆ

[0,L)d

 

Qρn(x)

∥∥∥fn(y) −
 

Qρn(x)
fn(z) dz

∥∥∥
2

dy dx ≤ 1

n

ˆ

[0,L)d
‖fn(x)‖2 dx. (6.3)
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W.l.o.g., we can assume that
´

[0,L)d ‖fn(x)‖2 dx = 1. We can also assume that fn → f0 weakly

in L2([0, L)d; Rd). Let ε > 0 and let ϕε be a convolution kernel. Then fn ∗ϕε → f0 ∗ϕε strongly
in L2([0, L)d; Rd). In particular

ˆ

[0,L)d
‖fn ∗ ϕε(x)‖2 dx→

ˆ

([0,L)d)
‖f0 ∗ ϕε(x)‖2 dx. (6.4)

We claim that
ˆ

[0,L)d

 

Qρn(x)

∥∥∥fn ∗ ϕε(y) −
 

Qρn(x)
fn ∗ ϕε(z) dz

∥∥∥
2

dy dx ≤

≤
ˆ

[0,L)d

 

Qρn(x)

∥∥∥fn(y) −
 

Qρn(x)
fn(z) dz

∥∥∥
2

dy dx. (6.5)

To prove (6.5), denote first by ψρ = 1
ρd
χQρ(0). For every function h ∈ L1

loc one has that
ffl

Qρ(x)
h(y) dy = h ∗ ψρ(x). By Jensen inequality and Fubini Theorem, we have that

ˆ

[0,L)d

 

Qρn(x)

∥∥∥fn ∗ ϕε(y) −
 

Qρn(x)
fn ∗ ϕε(z) dz

∥∥∥
2

dy dx =

=

ˆ

[0,L)d

 

Qρn(x)

∥∥∥fn ∗ ϕε(y) − fn ∗ ϕε ∗ ψρn(x)
∥∥∥
2

dy dx

=

ˆ

[0,L)d

 

Qρn(x)

∥∥∥
ˆ

Rd

(
fn(y − z) − fn ∗ ψρn(x− z)

)
ϕε(z) dz

∥∥∥
2

dy dx

≤
ˆ

[0,L)d

ˆ

Rd

[
 

Qρn(x)

∥∥∥(fn(y − z) − fn ∗ ψρn(x− z)
∥∥∥
2

dy

]
ϕε(z) dz dx

=

ˆ

[0,L)d

ˆ

Rd

hn(x− z)ϕε(z) dz dx, (6.6)

where

hn(x) :=

 

Qρn(0)
‖fn(x+ t) − fn ∗ ψρn(x)‖2 dt =

 

Qρn(x)

∥∥∥fn(y) −
 

Qρn(x)
fn(z) dz

∥∥∥
2

dy. (6.7)

By [0, L)d-periodicity,
ˆ

[0,L)d

ˆ

Rd

hn(x− z)ϕε(z) dz dx =

ˆ

[0,L)d
hn(x) dx, (6.8)

thus the claim (6.5) is proved. Thanks to (6.5) and (6.4), eventually convolving with a kernel
ϕε we can in addition assume that fn → f0 strongly in L2 and fn and f0 are uniformly C2.
Under these regularity conditions it is not difficult to see

1

ρ2n

ˆ

[0,L)d

 

Qρn(x)

∥∥∥fn(y) −
 

Qρn(x)
fn(z) dz

∥∥∥
2

dy →
ˆ

[0,L)d
‖∇f0(x)‖2 dx,

thus by using Poincaré inequality, (6.3) and the fact that ‖f0‖L2([0,L)d;Rd) = 1, we have the
desired contradiction.

Proposition 6.5. Let L, δ, C,M,M1 > 0. Then, there exist σ0, τ2 > 0 such that for every
0 < σ < σ0, 0 < τ < τ2, for every [0, L)d-periodic set E of locally finite perimeter with
Fτ,p,d(E, [0, L)d) < M and σ = |E∆HL,δ| it holds

ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ

eτ,δ(E, x) dHd−1(x) ≥M1

(
Per(E;RL,δ) −

∥∥∥
ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ

νE(x) dHd−1(x)
∥∥∥
)
. (6.9)
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Proof. From the uniform bound Fτ,p,d(E, [0, L)d) < M , by Corollary 4.3 we have that for every
τ̃ > 0 there exists a constant C̃ such that Per(E; [0, L)d) < C̃ whenever 0 < τ < τ̃ . By
[0, L)d-periodicity,

ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ

νE(x) dHd−1(x) = ed

∥∥∥
ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ

νE(x) dHd−1(x)
∥∥∥ (6.10)

Thus ∥∥∥
ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ

νE(x) dHd−1(x)
∥∥∥ =

∣∣∣
ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ

〈νE(x), ed〉dHd−1(x)
∣∣∣

For simplicity of notation let us denote by νd(x) := ed〈νE(x), ed〉 and by ν⊥d (x) = νE(x)− νd(x)
Let now fix ε > 0. The range of admissible values for ε will be apparent from the proof, but it
is helpful know in advance that ε will be chosen in such a way that τ2 < ε ≪ δ and σ0 ≪ εd.
Moreover, denote by

A1 := {x ∈ ∂∗E : ‖νE(x) − ed‖ > δ} ,
A2 :=

{
x = (x⊥d , xd) ∈ ∂∗E : |xd| > ε

}

and by

Ω0 :=
{
x⊥d ∈ [0, L]d−1 : Per1D(Ex⊥d

, (−δ, δ)) = 0
}

Ωδ
0 := Ω0 × (−δ, δ)

Ω1 :=
{
x⊥d ∈ [0, L]d−1 : Per1D(Ex⊥d

, (−δ, δ)) = 1
}

Ωδ
1 := Ω1 × (−δ, δ)

Ω2 :=
{
x⊥d ∈ [0, L]d−1 : Per1D(Ex⊥d

, (−δ, δ)) ≥ 2
}

Ωδ
2 := Ω2 × (−δ, δ)

In particular, we have
ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ

‖νE(x)‖dHd−1(x) −
∥∥∥
ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ

νd(x) dHd−1(x)
∥∥∥ ≤

≤
ˆ

(A1∪A2)C∩RL,δ

‖νE(x)‖dHd−1(x) −
∥∥∥
ˆ

(A1∪A2)C∩RL,δ

νd(x) dHd−1(x)
∥∥∥

+ 2Hd−1((A1 ∪A2) ∩RL,δ) (6.11)

Using Remark 6.3, we have that for every x ∈ (A1 ∪A2) ∩RL,δ, it holds eτ,δ(E, x) & 1/εp−d−1.
Thus,

ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ

eτ,δ(E, x) dHd−1(x) >
c

εp−d−1
Hd−1((A1 ∪A2) ∩RL,δ) (6.12)

for some constant c. In particular from the above if Hd−1((A1∪A2)∩RL,δ) > εp−d−1M
c Per(E;RL,δ),

then (6.9) is trivially satisfied. Thus we can assume w.l.o.g. that

Hd−1((A1 ∪A2) ∩RL,δ) <
εp−d−1M

c
Per(E;RL,δ) (6.13)

and given the uniform bound on Per(E;RL,δ) we can assume w.l.o.g. that Hd−1((A1 ∪ A2) ∩
RL,δ) ≪ 1.
Moreover,

ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ

‖ν⊥d (x)‖dHd−1(x) =

ˆ

A1∩RL,δ

‖ν⊥d (x)‖dHd−1(x) +

ˆ

AC
1 ∩RL,δ

‖ν⊥d (x)‖dHd−1(x)

≤
ˆ

A1∩RL,δ

‖νE(x)‖dHd−1(x) + δHd−1(AC1 ∩RL,δ)

. Hd−1(A1 ∩RL,δ) + δHd−1(AC1 ∩RL,δ) (6.14)

.
(
εp−d−1M + δ

)
Per(E;RL,δ) ≪ 1 (6.15)
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for ε, δ sufficiently small.
Using the triangle inequality we have that

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
1

‖νE(x)‖dHd−1(x) +

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
2

‖νE(x)‖dHd−1(x)

−
∥∥∥
ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
1

νE(x) dHd−1(x) +

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
2

νE(x) dHd−1(x)
∥∥∥

≤
ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
1

‖νE(x)‖dHd−1(x) −
∥∥∥
ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
1

νd(x) dHd−1(x)
∥∥∥

+ 2

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
2

‖νE(x)‖dHd−1(x). (6.16)

We now show that

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
2

eτ,δ(E, x) dHd−1(x) &
1

εp−d−1

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
2

‖νE(x)‖dHd−1(x). (6.17)

Notice that whenever x⊥d ∈ Ω2 and s, s+ ∈ ∂Ex⊥d
, then

sgn(〈νE(x⊥d , s), ed〉) 6= sgn(〈νE(x⊥d , s
+), ed〉)

Thus either (x⊥d , s) ∈ A1 or (x⊥d , s
+) ∈ A1. In particular, we have that either eτ,δ,ed(Ex⊥d

, s) >

c/εp−d−1 or eτ,δ,ed(Ex⊥d
, s+) > c/εp−d−1. Hence, we have that

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
2

eτ,δ(E, x) dHd−1(x) ≥
ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
2

|〈νE(x), ed〉|eτ,δ(E, x) dHd−1(x)

&

ˆ

Ω2

∑

s∈∂E
x⊥
d
∩(−δ,δ)

eτ,δ,ed(Ex⊥d
, s) dx⊥d

&
1

εp−d−1

ˆ

Ω2

Per1D(Ex⊥d
, (−δ, δ)) − 1

2
dx⊥d

&
1

εp−d−1

ˆ

Ω2

Per1D(Ex⊥d
, (−δ, δ)) dx⊥d . (6.18)

On the other hand,

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
2

‖νE(x)‖dHd−1(x) =

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
2∩A1

‖νE(x)‖dHd−1(x) +

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
2∩A

C
1

‖νE(x)‖dHd−1(x).

(6.19)

Given that in AC1 we have that ‖νE(x) − ed‖ < δ, we have that

ˆ

Ωδ
2∩∂

∗E∩AC
1

‖νE(x)‖dHd−1(x) ≤ 2

ˆ

Ωδ
2∩∂

∗E∩AC
1

‖νd(x)‖dHd−1(x) ≤
ˆ

Ω2

Per1D(Ex⊥d
, (−δ, δ)) dx⊥d .

(6.20)
Thus, combining (6.19) with (6.13), (6.20) and (6.18), we have that (6.17) holds.
Thus, by (6.16) and (6.17), the statement of the lemma is proved provided we show that

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
1

‖νE(x)‖dHd−1(x)−
∥∥∥
ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
1

νd(x) dHd−1(x)
∥∥∥ . εp−d−1

ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ

eτ,δ(E, x) dHd−1(x).

(6.21)
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To this aim, let us define

Ω− :=
{
x⊥d ∈ Ω1 : 〈νE(x), ed〉 ≤ 0 for x = (x⊥d , xd) ∈ ∂∗E ∩RL,δ

}

and Ω̃ := Pe⊥d
(A1 ∪A2). Given that Ω̃ ⊃ Ω− and using the triangular inequality we have that

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
1

‖νE(x)‖dHd−1(x) −
∥∥∥
ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
1

νd(x) dHd−1(x)
∥∥∥

≤
ˆ

Ω1\Ω̃

√
1 + ‖ν⊥d (x)‖2/‖νd(x)‖2 dx⊥d −

∣∣∣
ˆ

Ω1\Ω̃
sgn(〈νd(x), ed〉) dx⊥d

∣∣∣+ 2|Ω̃|

≤
ˆ

Ω1\Ω̃

√
1 + ‖ν⊥d (x)‖2/‖νd(x)‖2 dx⊥d − |Ω1 \ Ω̃| + 2|Ω̃|

≤
ˆ

Ω1\Ω̃
‖ν⊥d (x)‖2/‖νd(x)‖2 dx⊥d + 2|Ω̃|, (6.22)

where in the last inequality we used the fact that
√

1 + z2 − 1 ≤ z2.
Putting together estimates (6.16) and (6.22) we have

ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ

‖νE(x)‖dHd−1(x) −
∥∥∥
ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ

νd(x) dHd−1(x)
∥∥∥ ≤

≤ 2

ˆ

(Ω1\Ω̃)×(−δ,δ)
‖ν⊥d (x)‖2/‖νd(x)‖2 dHd−1(x) + 2|Ω̃| + 2

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ωδ
2

‖νE(x)‖dHd−1(x)

≤ 2

ˆ

(Ω1\Ω̃)×(−δ,δ)
‖ν⊥d (x)‖2/‖νd(x)‖2 dHd−1(x) + εp−d−1

ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ

eτ,δ(E, x) dHd−1(x).

(6.23)

To estimate the first term in (6.23), define

h(x⊥d ) :=

{
ν⊥d (x⊥d , xd)/‖νd(x⊥d , xd)‖, if x⊥d ∈ Ω1 \ Ω̃

0, otherwise.

Notice that from the slicing formula (2.7) and from the fact that Ω1 \ Ω̃ ⊂ Pe⊥d
(AC2 ), for every

Borel set A ⊂ Ω1 \ Ω̃ one has that

ˆ

A
h(x⊥d ) dx⊥d =

ˆ

∂∗E∩(A×(−ε,ε))
ν⊥d (x) dHd−1(x).

Indeed, in AC2 it holds |xd| < ε.
For γ > ε, z⊥d ∈ [0, L)d−1, let Q⊥

γ (z⊥d ) be the (d − 1)-dimensional cube of side length γ and

center z⊥d . Using Lemma 6.4 and the fact that p− d− 1 ≥ 2, one has that for ε < γ ≪ 1

1

γp−d−1

ˆ

[0,L]d−1

 

Q⊥
γ (z⊥d )

∥∥∥h(y⊥d )−
 

Q⊥
γ (z⊥d )

h(x⊥d ) dx⊥d

∥∥∥
2

dy⊥d &

ˆ

[0,L]d−1

‖h(x⊥d )−h̃‖2 dx⊥d (6.24)

with h̃ =
´

[0,L]d−1 h(x⊥d ) dx⊥d .
Notice that
ˆ

(Ω1\Ω̃)×(−δ,δ)
‖ν⊥d (x)‖2/‖νd(x)‖2 dHd−1(x) .

ˆ

[0,L]d−1

‖h(x⊥d ) − h̃‖2 dx⊥d + Ld−1‖h̃‖2. (6.25)
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Let us estimate the first term in (6.25). Letting N = ⌊log2(δ/ε)⌋ − 1, γi = 2iε, i = 1, . . . , N ,
and recalling (6.24), it holds

N

ˆ

[0,L]d−1

‖h(x⊥d ) − h̃‖2 dx⊥d .

.

N∑

i=1

1

γp−d−1
i

ˆ

[0,L)d−1

 

Q⊥
γi
(z⊥d )

∥∥∥h(x⊥d ) −
 

Q⊥
γi
(z⊥d )

h(y⊥d ) dy⊥d

∥∥∥
2

dx⊥d dz⊥d . (6.26)

Let Qγ(z⊥d ) be the d-dimensional cube given by Q⊥
γ (z⊥d )×(0, γ). Using the fact that γi > ε > xd

for all (x⊥d , xd) ∈ Ω1 \ Ω̃, the definition of h and Jensen inequality, we have that

 

Q⊥
γi
(z⊥d )

∥∥∥h(x⊥d ) −
 

Q⊥
γi
(z⊥d )

h(y⊥d ) dy⊥d

∥∥∥
2

dx⊥d .

.

 

∂∗E∩Qγi(z
⊥
d )

∥∥∥ν⊥d (x) −
 

∂∗E∩Qγi(z
⊥
d )
ν⊥d (y) dHd−1(y)

∥∥∥
2

dHd−1(x)

.

 

∂∗E∩Qγi(z
⊥
d )

 

∂∗E∩Qγi(z
⊥
d )

‖ν⊥d (x) − ν⊥d (y)‖2 dHd−1(x) dHd−1(y)

.

 

∂∗E∩Qγi(z
⊥
d )

 

∂∗E∩Qγi(z
⊥
d )

‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖2 dHd−1(x) dHd−1(y). (6.27)

Thus, recalling (6.26), we would like to estimate the following quantity

ˆ

[0,L]d−1

N∑

i=1

1

(γd−1
i )2

¨

Qγi
(z⊥d )∩∂∗E

‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖2
γp−d−1
i

dHd−1(x) dHd−1(y) dz⊥d . (6.28)

To this aim, we will use the following facts:

1. For any x, y such that ‖x− y‖ < γi and max{|xd|, |yd|} < γi

γd−1
i .

∣∣{z⊥d : x, y ∈ Qγ(z⊥d )}
∣∣ . γd−1

i . (6.29)

2. By (iii) in Remark 6.3, and the fact that the largest term in an geometric series bounds
the sum,

eτ,δ(x) + eτ,δ(y) &

N∑

i=1

‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖2
γp−d−1
i

χ(‖x−y‖,+∞)(γi) for τ < ε. (6.30)

3. There exists τ̃ > 0 such that for every 0 < τ ≤ τ̃ and for almost every x⊥d ∈ [0, L]d−1 we
have that

Hd−1(∂∗E ∩Qγi(x⊥d )) ≤ 2γd−1
i . (6.31)

Indeed, if (6.31) were false then there would exist τn ↓ 0 and σn ↓ 0, Cn → +∞ and a
set of x⊥d of positive measure such that Hd−1(∂∗En ∩ Qγi(x

⊥
d )) > 2γd−1

i , χEn → χHL,δ

in L1 and supn
´

∂∗En∩RL,δ
eτ,δ(En, x) dHd−1(x) < C < +∞. By the rigidity result of

Theorem 5.1 we have that Per(En;RL,δ) → Per(HL,δ;RL,δ). Moreover, for any γi we have
that Per(En;Qγi(z

⊥
d )) → Per(HL,δ;Qγi(z

⊥
d )) = γd−1

i , thus getting a contradiction.
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As a consequence of (6.31),

¨

{x,y∈∂∗E∩RL,δ: ‖x−y‖<γi,max{‖xd‖,‖yd‖}<γi}
eτ,δ(E, x) + eτ,δ(E, y) dHd−1(x) dHd−1(y) =

= 2

¨

{x,y∈∂∗E∩RL,δ: ‖x−y‖<γi,max{‖xd‖,‖yd‖}<γi}
eτ,δ(E, x) dHd−1(x) dHd−1(y)

≤ 4γd−1
i

ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ

eτ,δ(E, x) dHd−1(x). (6.32)

Using Fubini Theorem and the above facts 1., 2. and 3., we have that

ˆ

[0,L]d−1

N∑

i

1

(γd−1
i )2

¨

Qγi(z
⊥
d )∩∂∗E

‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖2
γp−d−1
i

dHd−1(x) dHd−1(y) dz⊥d =

=

N∑

i=1

1

(γd−1
i )2

¨

∂∗E

ˆ

[0,L]d−1

χQγi(z
⊥
d )(x)χQγi (z

⊥
d )(y)

|νE(x) − νE(y)|2
γp−d−1
i

dz⊥d dHd−1(x) dHd−1(y)

.

N∑

i=1

1

γd−1
i

¨

∂∗E∩{x,y∈RL,δ: ‖x−y‖≤γi,max{‖xd‖,‖yd‖}<γi}

‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖2
γp−d−1
i

dHd−1(x) dHd−1(y)

.
1

γd−1
1

¨

∂∗E∩{x,y∈RL,δ: ‖x−y‖≤γ1,max{‖xd‖,‖yd‖}<γ1}
eτ,δ(E, x) + eτ,δ(E, y) dHd−1(x) dHd−1(y)

.

ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ

eτ,δ(E, x) dHd−1(x). (6.33)

Combining (6.26), (6.27) and (6.33), we have that

N

ˆ

[0,L]d−1

‖h(x⊥d ) − h̃‖2 dx⊥d .

ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ

eτ,δ(E, x) dHd−1(x). (6.34)

Recalling the second term in (6.25) and the definition of h̃, Given that, by (6.10),
´

∂∗E∩RL,δ
ν⊥d (x) dHd−1(x) =

0, and that (6.12) holds, we have that

∥∥∥
ˆ

[0,L]d−1

h(z⊥d ) dz⊥d

∥∥∥
2

=
∥∥∥
ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ\(A1∪A2)
ν⊥d (x) dHd−1(x)

∥∥∥
2

=
∥∥∥
ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ∩(A1∪A2)
ν⊥d (x) dHd−1(x)

∥∥∥
2

≤
(
Hd−1(A1 ∪A2)

)2

. εp−d−1

ˆ

∂∗E∩RL,δ

eτ,δ(E, x) dHd−1(x). (6.35)

To conclude the proof it is sufficient to take ε such that N &M1 and ε−(p−d−1) &M1.

Remark 6.6. Notice that the statement and the proof of the above Proposition 6.5 are invariant
under rotations of an angle θ such that stripes with boundary orthogonal to θ are [0, L)d-periodic.
Thus, the assumption that the reference rectangle has height parallel to ed is not a restriction.

We can now give a proof of Theorem 1.1.
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x

y

z

θ

Figure 6: In the above example we have that (x, θ) ∈ B2,i, (y,−θ) ∈ B2,i and z ∈ B1.

Proof of Theorem 1.1: Let L > 0, M1 ≫ 1 and σ, δ, ε, τ > 0 sufficiently small to be fixed
later. By the rigidity estimate and Γ-convergence result (see Corollary 6.1), we know that if
0 < τ < τ(σ), then minimizers Eτ of Fτ,p,d(·, [0, L)d) satisfy

∥∥χEτ − χSθ

∥∥
L1([0,L)d)

≤ σ, (6.36)

where θ ∈ Sd−1 and Sθ is a [0, L)d periodic set made of stripes with boundaries orthogonal to
θ ∈ Sd−1 and of constant distance one from the other given by h∗L > 0. Let E = Eτ be a
minimizer of Fτ,L and fix δ, ε > 0. Thanks also to Remark 6.6, we can assume w.l.o.g. that
θ = ed and denote by S = Sed. In particular, up to a translation in direction ed,

∂S ∩ [0, L)d =

L/h∗L⋃

i=0

[0, L)d−1 × {ih∗L},

where h∗L was introduced in Section 4. Let us denote by Ri = [0, L)d−1 × [ih∗L − δ/2, ih∗L + δ/2]
and R̃i = [0, L)d−1 × [ih∗L − δ, ih∗L + δ], for i = 0, . . . , L/h∗L.
Then, define the sets (see Figure 6)

B1 :=

{
x ∈ ∂∗E : x 6∈

⋃

i

Ri

}

B2,i :=
{

(x, θ) ∈ ∂∗E × S
d−1 : x ∈ Ri and x⊥θ + x+θ θ ∈ R̃i

}

and for any θ ∈ Sd−1 and x⊥θ ∈ θ⊥ let

B1,θ,x⊥θ
:= {s ∈ ∂∗Ex⊥θ

: x⊥θ + sθ ∈ B1}
B2,i,θ := {x ∈ ∂∗E : (x, θ) ∈ B2,i}

B2,i,θ,x⊥θ
:=
{
s ∈ ∂∗Ex⊥θ

: x⊥θ + sθ ∈ B2,i,θ

}
.
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Using the integral geometric formula (3.2) we have

LdFτ,p,d(E, [0, L)d) =

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈∂∗E
x⊥
θ
∩([0,L)d)

x⊥
θ

rτ (Ex⊥θ
, s) dx⊥θ dθ

=

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈∂∗E
x⊥
θ
\
(
B
1,θ,x⊥

θ
∪
⋃

i B2,i,θ,x⊥
θ

)
∩([0,L)d)

x⊥
θ

rτ (Ex⊥θ
, s) dx⊥θ dθ

+

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈B
1,θ,x⊥

θ
∪
⋃

i B2,i,θ,x⊥
θ
∩([0,L)d)

x⊥
θ

rτ (Ex⊥θ
, s) dx⊥θ dθ. (6.37)

We claim that, provided, δ, σ and τ are sufficiently small,

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈B
1,θ,x⊥

θ
∪
⋃

i B2,i,θ,x⊥
θ
∩([0,L)d)

x⊥
θ

rτ (Ex⊥θ
, s) dx⊥θ dθ ≥

≥M

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥
#
{
s ∈

(
B1,θ,x⊥θ

∪
⋃

i

B2,i,θ,x⊥θ

)
∩ ([0, L)d)x⊥θ

}
dx⊥θ dθ. (6.38)

Indeed, on the one hand, if δ is such that δ−(p−d−1) & M1, σ < 1
4 (δ/2)d and τ < τ(σ) as in

Corollary 6.1, one has that whenever x ∈ B1, σ <
1
4(dist(x, ∂S))d thus one can apply point (i)

of Remark 6.3 to get

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈B
1,θ,x⊥

θ
∩([0,L)d)

x⊥
θ

rτ (Ex⊥θ
, s) dx⊥θ dθ ≥M1

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥
#
{
s ∈ B1,θ,x⊥θ

∩ ([0, L)d)x⊥θ

}
dx⊥θ dθ.

(6.39)

Notice that, by Proposition 6.5, whenever σ < sigma0 and τ < τ2 are sufficiently small,

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ri

eτ,δ/2(E, x) dHd−1(x) ≥M1

(
Per(E;Ri) −

∣∣∣
ˆ

∂∗E∩Ri

νE(x) dHd−1(x)
∣∣∣
)
. (6.40)

Since {
x ∈ ∂∗E ∩Ri : eτ,δ,θ(Ex⊥θ

, xθ) > 0
}
⊂ B2,i,θ,

the bound (6.40) gives

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

B2,i,θ

|〈νE(x), θ〉|eτ,δ,θ(Ex⊥θ , xθ) dHd−1(x) dθ ≥

≥
ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ri

|〈νE(x), θ〉|eτ,δ,θ(Ex⊥θ , xθ) dHd−1(x) dθ

=

ˆ

∂∗E∩Ri

eτ,δ/2(E, x) dHd−1(x)

≥M1

(
Per(E;Ri) −

∥∥∥
ˆ

∂∗E∩Ri

νE(x) dHd−1(x)
∥∥∥

≥M1

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

(
Per1D(Ex⊥θ

, (Ri)x⊥θ
)) − mod2

(
Per1D(Ex⊥θ

, (Ri)x⊥θ
)
) )

dx⊥θ dθ

≥ 2M1

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥
#B2,i,θ,x⊥θ

dx⊥θ dθ. (6.41)
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Hence, since by Proposition 4.1

rτ (Ex⊥θ
, s) ≥ −γ0 + γ1eτ,δ,θ(Ex⊥θ

, s),

and M1 ≫ 1,

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈
⋃

i B2,i,θ,x⊥
θ
∩([0,L)d)

x⊥
θ

rτ (Ex⊥θ
, s) dx⊥θ dθ ≥M1

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥
#
{
s ∈

⋃

i

B2,i,θ,x⊥θ
∩ ([0, L)d)x⊥θ

}
dx⊥θ dθ,

(6.42)

and thus (6.38) is proved.
In particular, (6.37) becomes

Fτ,p,d(E, [0, L)d) ≥ 1

Ld

[
ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈∂∗E
x⊥
θ
\
(
B
1,θ,x⊥

θ
∪
⋃

i B2,i,θ,x⊥
θ

)
∩([0,L)d)

x⊥
θ

rτ (Ex⊥θ
, s) dx⊥θ dθ

+M1

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥
#
{
s ∈

(
B1,θ,x⊥θ

∪
⋃

i

B2,i,θ,x⊥θ

)
∩ ([0, L)d)x⊥θ

}
dx⊥θ dθ

]
. (6.43)

Now notice that, due to the [0, L)d-periodicity of E, both the r.h.s. and l.h.s. of (6.43) are
invariant if we substitute [0, L)d with [−kL, kL)d, for any k ∈ N.
Let us fix ℓ≫ η0, 0 < ε≪ 1 and define the set

Gk,ℓ,ε := {(θ, x⊥θ ) ∈ S
d−1 × ([−kL, kL)d)⊥θ : |([−kL, kL)d)x⊥θ

| ≥ ℓ, |〈νS , θ〉| ≥ ε}. (6.44)

It is immediate to see that
ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

([−kL,kL)d)⊥θ

[
1 − χGk,ℓ,ε

(θ, x⊥θ )
]

dx⊥θ dθ . ℓd−1 + (kL)d−1ε. (6.45)

Let now (θ, x⊥θ ) ∈ Gk,ℓ. By using Lemma 4.6 with E = Ex⊥θ
, A0 ∪ A1 = B1,θ,x⊥θ

∪ ⋃i B2,i,θ,x⊥θ
,

and Fx⊥θ
such that ∂∗Fx⊥θ

∩ ([0, L)d)x⊥θ
= ∂∗Ex⊥θ

\ (A0 ∪A1), we have

∑

s∈∂E
x⊥
θ
∩([−kL,kL)d)

x⊥
θ
\

(
B
1,θ,x⊥

θ
∪
⋃

i B2,i,θ,x⊥
θ

)
rτ (Ex⊥θ

, s) ≥ −M0#
{(

B1,θ,x⊥θ
∪
⋃

i

B2,i,θ,x⊥θ

)
∩ ([−kL, kL)d)x⊥θ

}

+
∑

s∈∂F
x⊥
θ
∩([−kL,kL)d)

x⊥
θ

rτ (Fx⊥θ
, s).

We now want to apply Lemma 4.7 to F = Fx⊥θ
, I = ((0, L)d)x⊥θ

. Given {k1, . . . , km} = ∂∗Fx⊥θ
∩I,

notice that ∀ i = 1, . . . ,m there exists si ∈ ∂Sx⊥θ
such that |si − ki| < δ

2 cos γ ≪ h∗L/ cos γ, with

γ = 〈θ, ed〉 and thus |ki − kj | > η0. We then choose k0, km+1, km+2 in the following way. Let

k0 = sup
{
s ∈ ∂Sx⊥θ

\ I : s < k1 − δ/ cos γ
}

k̃m+1 = inf
{
s ∈ ∂Sx⊥θ

: s > km + δ/ cos γ
}

k̃m+2 = inf
{
s ∈ ∂Sx⊥θ

: s > k̃m+1

}

k̃m+3 = inf
{
s ∈ ∂Sx⊥θ

: s > k̃m+2

}
.
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We now distinguish four cases:

#∂∗Fx⊥θ
∩ I ∈ 2N and #∂Sx⊥θ

∩ [k0, k̃m+1] ∈ 2N (6.46)

#∂∗Fx⊥θ
∩ I ∈ 2N and #∂Sx⊥θ

∩ [k0, k̃m+1] ∈ 2N + 1 (6.47)

#∂∗Fx⊥θ
∩ I ∈ 2N + 1 and #∂Sx⊥θ

∩ [k0, k̃m+1] ∈ 2N + 1 (6.48)

#∂∗Fx⊥θ
∩ I ∈ 2N + 1 and #∂Sx⊥θ

∩ [k0, k̃m+1] ∈ 2N. (6.49)

If (6.46) holds, then choose
km+1 = k̃m+1, km+2 = k̃m+2;

if (6.47) holds, set
km+1 = k̃m+1, km+2 = k̃m+3;

if (6.48) holds, let
km+1 = k̃m+1;

and finally if (6.49) holds, then choose

km+1 = k̃m+2.

In this way, on Ĩ = [k0, kmax] as in Lemma 4.7, both the extension F̃ of F = Fx⊥θ
and the simple

periodic set Sx⊥θ
have an odd number of boundary points, thus they are both |Ĩ |-periodic.

Define also S̃x⊥θ
as the simple periodic |Ĩx⊥θ |-periodic set on x⊥θ + Rθ with the same number of

boundary points of F̃ on Ĩ, as in Lemma 4.7.
By Lemma 4.7,

∑

s∈∂F
x⊥
θ
∩([−kL,kL)d)

x⊥
θ

rτ (Fx⊥θ
, s) ≥

∑

s∈∂∗F̃∩Ĩ
x⊥
θ

rτ (F̃ , s) −C

≥
∑

s∈∂∗S̃
x⊥
θ
∩Ĩ

x⊥
θ

rτ (S̃x⊥θ
, s) − C

= |Ĩx⊥θ |F
1D
τ,p,d(S̃x⊥θ

, Ĩx⊥θ
) − C.

Moreover, since Per(S̃x⊥θ
, Ĩx⊥θ

) ≤ Per(Sx⊥θ
, Ĩx⊥θ

), the distance h̃x⊥θ
between boundary points in

S̃x⊥θ
is greater than or equal to the distance hx⊥θ

between boundary points in Sx⊥θ
, which is in

turn greater than or equal to h∗L/ cos γ ≥ h∗L. Then notice that for h > h∗L the energy of simple
periodic sets with boundaries at distance h is a strictly increasing function of h. This can be
seen by the classical explicit computation of such an energy for τ = 0 (see e.g. [28, 16]), which
is equal to h−1 + ch−(p−d), and the fact that, as seen in Proposition 4.5, for boundary points
at distance greater than some given constant η0 and τ sufficiently small, the energies Fτ,p,d and
F0,p,d coincide on simple periodic sets.
Thus,

|Ĩx⊥θ |F
1D
τ,p,d(S̃x⊥θ

, Ĩx⊥θ
) ≥ |Ĩx⊥θ |F

1D
τ,p,d(Sx⊥θ

, Ĩx⊥θ
) (6.50)

where equality holds if and only if Per1D(S̃x⊥θ
, Ĩx⊥θ

) = Per1D(Sx⊥θ
, Ĩx⊥θ

) and thus the two stripes

coincide.
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From the above (denoting by B1 and B2,i the corresponding sets on [−kL, kL)d−1 instead of
[0, L)d), and recalling that from Proposition 4.1 rτ (E, s) ≥ −γ0, one has that

Fτ,p,d(E, [−kL, kL)d) ≥ 1

(kL)d

[
ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥

∑

s∈∂∗E
x⊥
θ
\
(
B
1,θ,x⊥

θ
∪
⋃

i B2,i,θ,x⊥
θ

)
∩([−kL,kL)d)

x⊥
θ

rτ (Ex⊥θ
, s) dx⊥θ dθ

+M1

ˆ

Sd−1

ˆ

θ⊥
#
{
s ∈

(
B1,θ,x⊥θ

∪
⋃

i

B2,i,θ,x⊥θ

)
∩ ([−kL, kL)d)x⊥θ

}
dx⊥θ dθ

]

≥ −cγ0ℓ
d−1 + cγ0ε(kL)d−1

(kL)d

+

ˆ

Gk,ℓ,ε

(M1 −M0)

(kL)d
#
{(

B1,θ,x⊥θ
∪
⋃

i

B2,i,θ,x⊥θ

)
∩ ([−kL, kL)d)x⊥θ

}
dx⊥θ dθ

+
1

(kL)d

ˆ

Gk,ℓ,ε

|Ĩx⊥θ |F
1D
τ,p,d(Sx⊥θ

, Ĩx⊥θ
) dx⊥θ dθ

− C

kL
. (6.51)

Sending k → +∞ and then ε→ 0, since Fτ,p,d(E, [−kL, kL)d) = Fτ,p,d(E, [0, L)d) and |Gk,ℓ,ε|/(kL)d →
|{θ : |〈νS , θ〉| ≥ ε} as k → +∞, one obtains

Fτ,p,d(E, [0, L)d) ≥ Fτ,p,d(S, [0, L)d), (6.52)

with equality if and only if B1,θ,x⊥θ
∪⋃i B2,i,θ,x⊥θ

= ∅ and Ex⊥θ
= Sx⊥θ

for all θ, x⊥θ , namely E = S.

Appendix

Given Lemmas 5.6, 5.8 and 5.9, the proof of the Lipschitz regularity of the boundary as in The-
orem 5.3 follows from uniform upper and lower bounds on perimeter and volume and power law
decay of the excess, similarly to the classical De Giorgi’s regularity proof for quasi-minimizers.
We give here a self-contained proof of this fact, without exploiting further properties of our
class of sets.
In the following, the upper and lower bounds for the family of sets we consider are assumed to
hold locally with uniform constants in the whole Rd. Thus, also the regularity results we prove
will hold on the whole Rd. However, since the proofs depend only on the local behaviour of the
sets, this extends trivially to sets E whose upper and lower bounds hold on the balls contained
inside any given open and bounded set Ω (as is the case for the sets of F0,p,d(·,Ω)-equibounded
energy). The choice to work on the whole Rd is done for simplicity of notation and in order to
facilitate the reader.

Proposition 6.7. Let d ≥ 2, F a class of subsets of Rd of locally finite perimeter for which
there exist constants C0, C1, C2, C̄1 > 0 and α,R3 > 0 such that for every E ∈ F , for every
x ∈ ∂∗E and for every 0 < r < R3 the following holds:

Per(E,Br(x)) ≤ C0r
d−1 (6.53)

Per(E,Br(x)) ≥ C1r
d−1 (6.54)

min
{
|E ∩Br(x)|, |Br(x) \ E|

}
≥ C̄1r

d (6.55)

Exc(E, x, r) ≤ C2r
α (6.56)
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Then, there exist 0 < R4 < R3, 0 < c0 < c1 < 1 such that the following holds. For every
x ∈ ∂∗E, 0 < r < R4 let

θ(x, r) =
ν(x, r)

|ν(x, r)| , ν(x, r) =

´

∂∗E∩Br(x)
νE(y) dHd−1(y)

´

∂∗E∩Br(x)
|νE |(y) dHd−1(y)

, (6.57)

and let

Cyl(x, cr, θ(x, r)) := {z ∈ R
d : ‖z⊥θ(x,r) − x⊥θ(x,r)‖ ≤ cr, |zθ(x,r) − xθ(x,r)| ≤ cr}, (6.58)

where c is such that Cyl(x, cr, θ(x, r)) ⊂ Br(x), c0 < c < c1. Then there exists an affine
halfspace H̃ with exterior normal νH̃ = θ(x, r) such that

(
 

Cyl(x,cr,θ(x,r))
|χE(z) − χH̃(z)|dz

)2

. Exc(E, x, r)1/2. (6.59)

Proof. Step 0: Preliminary excess estimates Let ν(x, r) and θ = θ(x, r) ∈ Sd−1 be as
in (6.57). We also introduce the orthogonal decomposition

νE(y) = νθ(y)θ + ν⊥θ (y), νθ ∈ R

and define

Perθ(E,Br(x)) =

ˆ

∂∗E∩Br(x)
|νθ(y)|dHd−1(y),

Per⊥θ (E,Br(x)) =

ˆ

∂∗E∩Br(x)
‖ν⊥θ (y)‖dHd−1(y).

The goal of this step is to show that

Per⊥θ (E,Br(x)) . rd−1(Exc(E, x, r))1/2 . rd−1+α/2. (6.60)

The excess in the ball Br(x) can be rewritten as follows

rd−1Exc(E, x, r) =

ˆ

∂∗E∩Br(x)

√
ν2θ (y) + ‖ν⊥θ (y)‖2 dHd−1(y) −

ˆ

∂∗E∩Br(x)
νθ(y) dHd−1(y).

(6.61)

By Jensen’s inequality applied to the convex function [0,+∞)×[0,+∞) ∋ (x, y) 7→
√
x2 + y2, (6.61)

gives

rd−1Exc(E, x, r) ≥
√

Perθ(E,Br(x))2 + Per⊥θ (E,Br(x))2 − Perθ(E,Br(x)).

Now notice that, by definition of excess and the estimates (6.54) and (6.56),

‖ν(x, r)‖ − 1 . rα.

This fact, together with the definition of θ, νθ, implies that for 0 < r ≤ R4 < R3 and x ∈ ∂∗E,

Perθ(E,Br(x)) ≥
∣∣∣∣∣

ˆ

∂∗E∩Br(x)
νθ(y) dHd−1(y)

∣∣∣∣∣

≥
∥∥∥∥∥

ˆ

∂∗E∩Br(x)
νE(y) dHd−1(y)

∥∥∥∥∥
≥ ‖ν(x, r)‖Per(E,Br(x))

& rd−1. (6.62)
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Hence, expanding the function y 7→
√

1 + y2 − 1 up to second order and using (6.62) and the
fact that Per⊥θ (E,Br(x)) ≤ Per(E,Br(x)) ≤ C0r

d−1, one obtains

rd−1Exc(E, x, r) ≥
√

Perθ(E,Br(x))2 + Per⊥θ (E,Br(x))2 − Perθ(E,Br(x))

= Perθ(E,Br(x))

(√

1 +
Per⊥θ (E,Br(x))2

Perθ(E,Br(x))2
− 1

)

& rd−1 Per⊥θ (E,Br(x))2

Perθ(E,Br(x))2
.

In particular, by (6.53) and (6.56), the estimate (6.60) holds.
Step 1: Estimate of the excess for polyhedral sets

Assume from now on that E is polyhedral and that Hd−1({z ∈ ∂∗E ∩Br(x) : νθ(z) = 0}) = 0.
Indeed, if we show that (6.59) holds for polyhedral sets with sides whose normal is not orthogonal
to θ, then it holds by approximation for the sets of the given family F .

Define B̂ := (Br(x))⊥θ and let N(z⊥θ ) := Per1D(Ez⊥θ
, (Br(x))z⊥θ

), f(z⊥θ + sθ) =
|ν⊥θ (z⊥θ +sθ)|

|νθ(z
⊥
θ +sθ)|

,

Ω0 = {z⊥θ ∈ B̂ : N(z⊥θ ) = 0}.
One has that

rd−1Exc(E, x, r) =

ˆ

∂∗E∩Br(x)

√
ν2θ (y) + ‖ν⊥θ (y)‖2 dHd−1(y) −

ˆ

∂∗E∩Br(x)
νθ(y) dHd−1(y)

=

ˆ

B̂

[
∑

{
s: z⊥θ +sθ∈∂∗E

x⊥
θ
∩(Br(x))z⊥

θ

}

√
1 + f2(z⊥θ + sθ)

−
∑

{
s: z⊥θ +sθ∈∂∗E

x⊥
θ
∩(Br(x))z⊥

θ

}
sign(νθ(z

⊥
θ + sθ))

]
dz⊥θ

≥
ˆ

B̂\Ω0

[(
∑

{
s: z⊥θ +sθ∈∂∗E

x⊥
θ
∩(Br(x))z⊥

θ

}

√
1 + f2(z⊥θ + sθ)

)
− 1

]
dz⊥θ

=

ˆ

B̂\Ω0

[(N(z⊥θ )∑

i=1

√
1 + ‖∇hi(z⊥θ )‖2

)
− 1

]
dz⊥θ ,

where hi : Ai ⊂ B̂ \ Ω0 → R parametrizes the leaves of the boundary of E in an open set
Ai, and whose gradient is locally constant by the fact that E is polyhedral. Defining h(z⊥θ ) =
∑N(z⊥θ )

i=1 hi(z
⊥
θ ) and applying Jensen’s inequality to the convex function y 7→

√
1 + ‖y‖2, one

has that

rd−1Exc(E, x, r) ≥
ˆ

B̂\Ω0

[√
N(z⊥θ )2 + ‖∇h(z⊥θ )‖2 − 1

]
dz⊥θ .

Notice that, given a cylinder Cyl(x, cr, θ) as in the statement of the lemma, setting B̂cr = {z⊥θ :

‖z⊥θ − x⊥θ ‖ ≤ cr}, Ñ(z⊥θ ) := Per1D(Ez⊥θ
, (xθ − cr, xθ + cr)), Ω̃0 = {z⊥θ ∈ B̂cr : Ñ(z⊥θ ) = 0}, one

has that

rd−1Exc(E, x, r)) ≥
ˆ

B̂cr\Ω̃0

[√
Ñ(z⊥θ )2 + ‖∇h(z⊥θ )‖2 − 1

]
dz⊥θ . (6.63)

Step 2: Closeness of ∂E to a single graph inside the cylinder
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We first decompose B̂cr as follows: B̂cr = Ω̃∪ Ω̃0∪ Ω̃1∪ Ω̃2, where Ω̃0 = int{z⊥θ ∈ B̂cr : Ñ(z⊥θ ) =

0}, Ω̃1 = int{z⊥θ ∈ B̂cr : Ñ(z⊥θ ) = 1}, Ω̃2 = int{z⊥θ ∈ B̂cr : Ñ(z⊥θ ) ≥ 2}. By the fact that E is

polyhedral, Hd−1(Ω̃) = 0 and Ω̃0, Ω̃1, Ω̃2 are sets of finite perimeter in B̂cr.
Moreover, let us decompose Ω̃1 as follows:

Ω̃1 = Ω̃+
1 ∪ Ω̃−

1 ,

Ω̃+
1 = {z⊥θ ∈ Ω̃1 : |Ez⊥θ ∩ [xθ − cr, h(z⊥θ )]| = |Ez⊥θ ∩ [xθ − cr, xθ + cr]|},

Ω̃−
1 = {z⊥θ ∈ Ω̃1 : |Ez⊥θ ∩ [h(z⊥θ ), xθ + cr]| = |Ez⊥θ ∩ [xθ − cr, xθ + cr]|}. (6.64)

The goal of this step is to show the following: there exist C̃ > 0, R4 > 0 such that for all E ∈ F ,
for all x ∈ ∂∗E, either

|B̂cr \ Ω̃+
1 | ≤ C̃rd−1Exc(E, x, r)1/2, ∀ 0 < r < R4 (6.65)

or
|B̂cr \ Ω̃−

1 | ≤ C̃rd−1Exc(E, x, r)1/2, ∀ 0 < r < R4. (6.66)

The estimates (6.65) or (6.66) will be an immediate consequence of the following facts: there
exists C̃ > 0, 0 < R4 ≪ 1 s.t. ∀x ∈ ∂E, 0 < r < R4

|Ω̃2| . C̃rd−1Exc(E, x, r) (6.67)

|Ω̃0| . C̃rd−1Exc(E, x, r)1/2 (6.68)

min{|Ω̃+
1 |, |Ω̃−

1 |} . C̃rd−1(Exc(E, x, r))1/2 . (6.69)

Proof of (6.67):
The upper bound (6.67) holds by (6.63) and the bound (6.56).
Proof of (6.68):
We now aim at proving (6.68).
Let

Ω̃0 = Ω̃+
0 ∪ Ω̃−

0 ,

Ω̃+
0 = {z⊥θ ∈ Ω̃0 : |Ez⊥θ ∩ [xθ − cr, xθ + cr]| = 2cr},

Ω̃−
0 = {z⊥θ ∈ Ω̃0 : |Ez⊥θ ∩ [xθ − cr, xθ + cr]| = 0},

and assume w.l.o.g. that |Ω̃+
0 | ≥ |Ω̃−

0 |.
For every t ∈ [xθ − cr, xθ + cr], let Et = E ∩ Cyl(x, cr, θ) ∩ {zθ = t}. Then, by (6.56), (6.60)
and disintegration in direction θ, one has that

rd−1+α/2 & rd−1Exc(E, x, r)1/2 & Per⊥θ (E,Cyl(x, cr, θ))

=

ˆ xθ+cr

xθ−cr
Per(Et, B̂cr + tθ) dt.

In particular, letting

A := {t ∈ [xθ − cr, xθ + cr] : Per(Et, B̂cr + tθ) ≤ Crd−2Exc(E, x, r)1/2},

one has that

|A| & cr
(

1 − 1

C

)
. (6.70)

On the other hand, notice that by definition

|Ω̃+
0 | ≤ |Et|, for a.e. t ∈ [xθ − cr, xθ + cr]. (6.71)
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Since, by the isoperimetric inequality,

min
{
|Et|, |(B̂cr + tθ) \ Et|

} d−2
d−1 . Per(Et, B̂cr + tθ), for a.e. t ∈ [xθ − cr, xθ + cr], d ≥ 3,

min
{
|Et|, |(B̂cr + tθ) \ Et|

}
. rPer(Et, B̂cr + tθ), for a.e. t ∈ [xθ − cr, xθ + cr], d = 2,

in order to show (6.68) it is sufficient to show that
∣∣{t ∈ A : min

{
|Et|, |(B̂cr + tθ) \Et|

}
= |Et|

}∣∣ > 0. (6.72)

Indeed, if (6.72) holds, choosing t ∈ A one has that

|Ω̃0| ≤ 2|Ω̃+
0 | ≤ 2|Et| . Per(Et, B̂cr + tθ)

d−1
d−2 . rd−1Exc(E, x, r)1/2 if d ≥ 3,

|Ω̃0| ≤ 2|Ω̃+
0 | ≤ 2|Et| . rd−1Per(Et, B̂cr + tθ) . rd−1Exc(E, x, r)1/2 if d = 2.

Let us assume then that the converse to (6.72) holds. Then, using also (6.70), one has that if
d ≥ 3

1

|A|

ˆ

A
|(B̂cr + tθ) \Et|

d−2
d−1 dt ≤ 1

|A|

ˆ

A
Per(Et, B̂cr + tθ) dt

.
rd−1Exc(E, x, r)1/2

|A| . rd−2Exc(E, x, r)1/2.

As a consequence,

|Cyl(x, cr, θ) \E| ≤ (cr)d−1|[xθ − cr, xθ + cr] \ A| +

ˆ

A
|(B̂cr + tθ) \ Et|dt

.
1

C
rd +

ˆ

A
Per(Et, B̂cr + tθ)

d−1
d−2 dt

.
1

C
rd +

ˆ

A
rd−1+ᾱ

.
[ 1

C
+CExc(E, x, r)1/2

]
rd. (6.73)

If d = 2, one analogously obtains

|Cyl(x, cr, θ) \ E| . 1

C
rd + Crd−1Exc(E, x, r)1/2. (6.74)

Both (6.73) and (6.74), by choosing C sufficiently large and then r sufficiently small, contradict
the density estimate (6.55). Thus, (6.68) is proved.
Proof of (6.69):
Assume by contradiction that for some x ∈ ∂∗E, r sufficiently small,

min
{
|Ω̃+

1 |, |Ω̃−
1 |
}
≥ Crd−1Exc(E, x, r)1/2, (6.75)

where C is sufficiently large, to be fixed later. W.l.o.g., we can assume that

min
{
|Ω̃+

1 |, |Ω̃−
1 |
}

= |Ω̃−
1 |. (6.76)

Fix 0 < ε≪ 1 and decompose further Ω̃±
1 as follows

Ω̃+
1 = Ω̃+

1,ε ∪ Ω̃+
1,1−ε ∪ Ω̃+

1,(ε,1−ε),

Ω̃−
1 = Ω̃−

1,ε ∪ Ω̃−
1,1−ε ∪ Ω̃−

1,(ε,1−ε),

Ω̃±
1,ε := {z⊥θ ∈ Ω̃±

1 : |h(z⊥θ ) − (xθ − cr)| ≤ εcr},
Ω̃±
1,1−ε := {z⊥θ ∈ Ω̃±

1 : |h(z⊥θ ) − (xθ + cr)| ≤ εcr},
Ω̃±
1,ε := {z⊥θ ∈ Ω̃±

1 : dist(h(z⊥θ ), {xθ ± cr}) ≥ εcr}.
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One has that, by (6.75) and (6.76),

max
{
|Ω̃−

1,ε|, |Ω̃−
1,1−ε|, |Ω̃−

1,(ε,1−ε)|
}
≥ C

3
rd−1Exc(E, x, r)1/2. (6.77)

On the other hand, since by (6.67) and (6.68) |Ω̃1| & rd−1,

max
{
|Ω̃+

1,ε|, |Ω̃+
1,1−ε|, |Ω̃+

1,(ε,1−ε)|
}
≥ crd−1 (6.78)

for some geometric constant c independent of x, r.
Notice that

z⊥θ + [xθ − cr + εcr, xθ + cr]θ ⊂ R
d \ E, for z⊥θ ∈ Ω̃+

1,ε, (6.79)

z⊥θ + [xθ − cr, xθ + cr − εcr]θ ⊂ R
d \ E, for z⊥θ ∈ Ω̃−

1,1−ε, (6.80)

z⊥θ + [xθ − cr, xθ + cr − εcr]θ ⊂ E, for z⊥θ ∈ Ω̃+
1,1−ε, (6.81)

z⊥θ + [xθ − cr + εcr, xθ + cr]θ ⊂ E, for z⊥θ ∈ Ω̃−
1,ε, (6.82)

z⊥θ + [xθ − cr, xθ − cr + εcr]θ ⊂ E, for z⊥θ ∈ Ω̃+
1,(ε,1−ε), (6.83)

z⊥θ + [xθ − cr, xθ − cr + εcr]θ ⊂ R
d \ E, for z⊥θ ∈ Ω̃−

1,(ε,1−ε)
, (6.84)

z⊥θ + [xθ + cr − εcr, xθ + cr]θ ⊂ R
d \ E, for z⊥θ ∈ Ω̃+

1,(ε,1−ε), (6.85)

z⊥θ + [xθ + cr − εcr, xθ + cr]θ ⊂ E, for z⊥θ ∈ Ω̃−
1,(ε,1−ε), (6.86)

For simplicity of notation, let

ω− := max{|Ω̃−
1,ε|, |Ω̃−

1,1−ε|, |Ω̃−
1,(ε,1−ε)|}, ω+ := max{|Ω̃+

1,ε|, |Ω̃+
1,1−ε|, |Ω̃+

1,(ε,1−ε)|}.

Now we want to show that if C is sufficiently large (depending only on the uniform constants
appearing in the density, perimeter and excess bounds in the statement of the lemma), we find
a contradiction in the following cases:

ω− = |Ω̃−
1,ε|, ω+ = |Ω̃+

1,(ε,1−ε)|, (6.87)

ω− = |Ω̃−
1,ε|, ω+ = |Ω̃+

1,ε|, (6.88)

ω− = |Ω̃−
1,(ε,1−ε)

|, ω+ = |Ω̃+
1,ε|, (6.89)

ω− = |Ω̃−
1,(ε,1−ε)|, ω+ = |Ω̃+

1,(ε,1−ε)|, (6.90)

ω− = |Ω̃−
1,(ε,1−ε)|, ω+ = |Ω̃+

1,1−ε|, (6.91)

ω− = |Ω̃−
1,1−ε|, ω+ = |Ω̃+

1,(ε,1−ε)|, (6.92)

ω− = |Ω̃−
1,1−ε|, ω+ = |Ω̃+

1,1−ε|. (6.93)

Since the proof is analogous in all the above cases, we consider only one of them, e.g. (6.87).
If (6.87) holds, then recalling (6.82) and (6.86), for t ∈ [xθ + cr − εcr, xθ + cr] one has that
|Et| ≥ |Ω̃−

1,ε| = ω− and |(B̂cr + tθ) \ Et| ≥ |Ω̃+
1,(ε,1−ε)| = ω+. Thus, by (6.77) and (6.78),

(C
3

)
εcrd−1Exc(E, x, r)1/2 .

ˆ

[xθ+cr−εcr,xθ+cr]
min{|Et|, |(B̂cr + tθ) \ Et|}

d−2
d−1 dt .

.

ˆ

[xθ+cr−εcr,xθ+cr]
Per(Et, B̂cr + tθ) dt

. Per⊥θ (E,Cyl(x, cr, θ))

. C̄rd−1Exc(E, x, r)1/2,
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that for ε fixed and C sufficiently large leads to a contradiction.
The only two cases which are not included in (6.88)-(6.93) are the following

ω− = |Ω̃−
1,ε|, ω+ = |Ω̃+

1,1−ε|, (6.94)

ω− = |Ω̃−
1,1−ε|, ω+ = |Ω̃+

1,ε| (6.95)

together with respectively

max
{
|Ω̃−

1,1−ε|, |Ω̃−
1,(ε,1−ε)|, |Ω̃

+
1,ε|, |Ω̃+

1,(ε,1−ε)|
}
≤ C

3
rd−1Exc(E, x, r)1/2 (6.96)

max
{
|Ω̃−

1,ε|, |Ω̃−
1,(ε,1−ε)|, |Ω̃

+
1,1−ε|, |Ω̃+

1,(ε,1−ε)|
}
≤ C

3
rd−1Exc(E, x, r)1/2. (6.97)

Notice that, by (6.79)-(6.82) and by the density estimate (6.55),

|Ω̃−
1,ε| + |Ω̃+

1,1−ε| .
|E ∩ Cyl(x, cr, θ)|

(1 − ε)cr
≤ (cr)d−1 (1 − C̄1)

1 − ε
, (6.98)

|Ω̃−
1,1−ε| + |Ω̃+

1,ε| .
|Cyl(x, cr, θ) \ E|

(1 − ε)cr
≤ (cr)d−1 (1 − C̄1)

1 − ε
. (6.99)

Choose ε > 0 s.t. (1− C̄1)(1−ε) < 1−2δ for some small δ > 0. Choosing then r > 0 sufficiently
small, due to (6.96), (6.97), the bounds (6.56), (6.67) and (6.68) it holds

|Ω̃−
1,ε| + |Ω̃+

1,1−ε| ≥ (cr)d−1(1 − δ) > (cr)d−1(1 − 2δ) (6.100)

|Ω̃−
1,1−ε| + |Ω̃+

1,ε| ≥ (cr)d−1(1 − δ) > (cr)d−1(1 − 2δ), (6.101)

thus contradicting (6.98) and (6.99).
Step 3: Lipschitz extension of u on B̂cr.
By step 1 (assuming that (6.65) holds), one has that

rd−1Exc(E, x, r) ≥
ˆ

Ω̃+
1

[√
1 + ‖∇h(z⊥θ )‖2 − 1

]
dz⊥θ , (6.102)

where Ω̃+
1 was defined in (6.64).

The aim of this step is to show that there exists a Lipschitz function ṽ on B̂cr with Lipschitz
constant independent of x, r such that |{z⊥θ ∈ Ω̃+

1 : ṽ(z⊥θ ) 6= h(z⊥θ )}| . rd−1Exc(E, x, r)1/2 and

Exc(E, x, r)1/2 &

ˆ

B̂cr

[√
1 + |∇ṽ(z⊥θ )|2 − 1

]
dz⊥θ . (6.103)

Define first the BV function

v : B̂cr → R, v(z⊥θ ) = |Ez⊥θ ∩ [xθ − cr, xθ + cr]|, (6.104)

and notice that
h = v a.e. on Ω̃+

1 .

Given λ > 1, define now the set

Aλ :=

{
z⊥θ ∈ Ω̃+

1 : sup
ε>0,Bε(y⊥θ )∋z⊥θ ,Bε(y⊥θ )⊂B̂cr

|Dv|(Bε(y⊥θ ))

εd−1
≤ λ

}
.

By classical estimates on maximal functions, Aλ ⊂ Ω̃+
1 is a closed set and

|Ω̃+
1 \Aλ| ≤

|Dv|(B̂cr)
λ

(6.105)
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Clam 1: It holds
|Dv|(B̂cr) ≤ Per⊥θ (E,Cyl(x, cr, θ)), (6.106)

and thus by (6.105) and (6.60)

|Ω̃+
1 \ Aλ| ≤

rd−1(Exc(E, x, r))1/2

λ
.

1

λ
rd−1+α/2. (6.107)

Let us now prove Clam 1. Given a monotone increasing sequence of functions φn ∈ C1([xθ −
cr, xθ + cr]; [0, 1]), φn ↑ 1, one has that

|Dv|(B̂cr) = sup
ψ∈C1

c (B̂cr ,Rd),|ψ|≤1

∣∣∣∣∣

ˆ

B̂cr

ψ(z⊥θ ) · dDv(z⊥θ )

∣∣∣∣∣

= sup
ψ∈C1

c (B̂cr ,Rd),|ψ|≤1

∣∣∣∣∣

ˆ

B̂cr

divz⊥θ
ψ(z⊥θ )v(z⊥θ ) dz⊥θ

∣∣∣∣∣

= sup
ψ∈C1

c (B̂cr ,Rd),|ψ|≤1

∣∣∣∣∣

ˆ

B̂cr

divz⊥θ
ψ(z⊥θ )

(
sup
n

ˆ

φn(zθ)χE
z⊥
θ

(zθ) dzθ

)
dz⊥θ

∣∣∣∣∣

≤ sup
ψ∈C1

c (B̂cr ,Rd),|ψ|≤1

lim
n

∣∣∣∣∣

ˆ

B̂cr

ˆ

[xθ−cr,xθ+cr]
divz⊥θ

ψ(z⊥θ )φn(zθ)χE
z⊥
θ

(zθ) dzθ dz⊥θ

∣∣∣∣∣

≤ sup
ψ∈C1

c (B̂cr ,Rd),|ψ|≤1,φ∈C1([xθ−cr,xθ+cr]),|φ|≤1

∣∣∣∣∣

ˆ

B̂cr

ˆ

[xθ−cr,xθ+cr]
divz⊥θ

ψ(z⊥θ )φ(zθ)χE(z) dzθ dz⊥θ

∣∣∣∣∣

= sup
ψ∈C1

c (B̂cr ,Rd),|ψ|≤1,φ∈C1
c ([xθ−cr,xθ+cr]),|φ|≤1

∣∣∣∣∣

ˆ

∂∗E∩Cyl(x,cr,θ)
(ψφ)(y) · ν⊥θ (y) dHd−1(y)

∣∣∣∣∣

≤ sup
T∈C1

c (Cyl(x,cr,θ);R
d),|T |≤1

∣∣∣∣∣

ˆ

∂∗E∩Cyl(x,cr,θ)
T · ν⊥θ (y) dHd−1(y)

∣∣∣∣∣

=

ˆ

∂∗E∩Cyl(x,cr,θ)
|ν⊥θ (y)|dHd−1(y)

= Per⊥θ (E,Cyl(x, cr, θ)).

Claim 2: The function v has a representative ṽ which is Lipschitz with constant of order λ on
Aλ. To this aim, for r0 > 0 and k ∈ N, we define the sets

B̂cr,k := {z⊥θ ∈ B̂cr : dist(z⊥θ , ∂B̂cr) ≥ r02
−k}, Bk(z

⊥
θ ) := Br02−k(z⊥θ ),

and the functions

vk : B̂cr,k → R, vk(z
⊥
θ ) =

 

Bk(z
⊥
θ )
v(y⊥θ ) dy⊥θ .

We first claim that {vkχAλ
} is a Cauchy sequence w.r.t. uniform convergence on open sets

W ⊂⊂ B̂cr. Given W ⊂⊂ B̂cr, and k ∈ N such that vm is well defined on W for all m ≥ k, for
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all z⊥θ ∈W ∩Aλ, m ≥ k one has that

|vm(z⊥θ ) − vm+1(z⊥θ )| =

∣∣∣∣∣

 

Bm(z⊥θ )
v(y⊥θ ) dy⊥θ −

 

Bm+1(z⊥θ )
v(y⊥θ ) dy⊥θ

∣∣∣∣∣

≤ 1

r02−(m+1)

ˆ

Bm+1(z⊥θ )

∣∣∣∣∣v(y⊥θ ) −
 

Bm(z⊥θ )
v(w⊥

θ )dw⊥
θ

∣∣∣∣∣ dy
⊥
θ

≤ r02
−m

r02−(m+1)

 

Bm(z⊥θ )

∣∣∣∣∣v(y⊥θ ) −
 

Bm(z⊥θ )
v(w⊥

θ )dw⊥
θ

∣∣∣∣∣dy
⊥
θ

≤ 2
|Dv|(Bm(z⊥θ ))

(r02−m)d−2
, (6.108)

where in the last equality we used Poincaré inequality in BV.
Using now the fact that z⊥θ ∈ Aλ,

|vm(z⊥θ ) − vm+1(z⊥θ )| ≤ 2
|Dv|(Bm(z⊥θ ))

(r02−m)d−2
≤ 2λr02−m, (6.109)

thus proving that {vm} is Cauchy in C0(W ∩Aλ).
Define then in B̂cr the function (representative of v)

ṽ(z⊥θ ) = lim
k
vk.

We now show that ṽ is Lipschitz on Aλ with Lipschitz constant of order λ.
Let y⊥θ , z

⊥
θ ∈ Aλ, |y⊥θ −z⊥θ | ∈ [r02−k−1, r02−k] for some r0 > 0, k ∈ N and such that Bk−1(y

⊥
θ ) ⊂

B̂cr. One has that

|ṽ(y⊥θ ) − ṽ(z⊥θ )| ≤
∣∣∣∣∣ṽ(y⊥θ ) −

 

Bk−1(y
⊥
θ )
v(w⊥

θ )dw⊥
θ

∣∣∣∣∣

+

∣∣∣∣∣ṽ(z⊥θ ) −
 

Bk(z
⊥
θ )
v(w⊥

θ )dw⊥
θ

∣∣∣∣∣

+

∣∣∣∣∣

 

Bk−1(y
⊥
θ )
v(w⊥

θ )dw⊥
θ −

 

Bk(z
⊥
θ )
v(w⊥

θ )dw⊥
θ

∣∣∣∣∣. (6.110)

By the estimate (6.109), one has that

∣∣∣∣∣ṽ(y⊥θ ) −
 

Bk−1(y
⊥
θ )
v(w⊥

θ )dw⊥
θ

∣∣∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣∣∣ṽ(y⊥θ ) − vk−1(y
⊥
θ )

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ λr02−k+1 ≤ 4λ|y⊥θ − z⊥θ |

and an analogous estimate holds for the second term in (6.110). The last term in (6.110) can
be estimated as follows:
∣∣∣∣∣

 

Bk−1(y
⊥
θ )
v(w⊥

θ )dw⊥
θ −

 

Bk(z
⊥
θ )
v(w⊥

θ )dw⊥
θ

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2

 

Bk−1(y
⊥
θ )

∣∣∣∣∣v(w⊥
θ ) −

 

Bk−1(y
⊥
θ )
v(t⊥θ ) dt⊥θ

∣∣∣∣∣dw
⊥
θ

≤ 2
|Dv|(Bk−1(y⊥θ ))

(ro2−k+1)d−2

≤ 2λr02−k+1

≤ 8λ|y⊥θ − z⊥θ |, (6.111)
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where in the first inequality we reasoned as in (6.108). Thus, putting together (6.108), (6.110)
and (6.111), ṽ is Lipschitz on Aλ with Lipschitz constant smaller than 16λ.
By Whitney’s Theorem we can now extend ṽ to a 16λ-Lipschitz function ṽ of B̂cr.
Finally, recalling the bounds (6.102), (6.107), (6.67), (6.68), (6.56) and the fact that h = ṽ a.e.
on Aλ, the estimate (6.103) holds. Indeed,

rd−1Exc(E, x, r) &

ˆ

Ω̃+
1

[√
1 + ‖∇h(z⊥θ )‖2 − 1

]
dz⊥θ

&

ˆ

Aλ

[√
1 + ‖∇ṽ(z⊥θ )‖2 − 1

]
dz⊥θ

&

ˆ

B̂cr

[√
1 + ‖∇ṽ(z⊥θ )‖2 − 1

]
dz⊥θ −

√
1 + (16λ)2(|Ω̃0| + |Ω̃2| + |Ω̃−

1 | + |Ω̃+
1 \ Aλ|)

&

ˆ

B̂cr

[√
1 + ‖∇ṽ(z⊥θ )‖2 − 1

]
dz⊥θ − Cλrd−1Exc(E, x, r)1/2.

Step 4: Conclusion Applying to (6.103) Jensen’s and Poincaré inequality, is r is sufficiently
small so that Exc(E, x, r) ≪ 1, one has that

rd−1Exc(E, x, r)1/2 &

ˆ

B̂cr

[√
1 + ‖∇ṽ(z⊥θ )‖2 − 1

]
dz⊥θ

& rd−1

[√√√√1 +

(
 

B̂cr

‖∇ṽ(w⊥
θ )‖dw⊥

θ

)2

− 1

]

& rd−1 min

{
 

B̂cr

‖∇ṽ(w⊥
θ )‖dw⊥

θ ,

(
 

B̂cr

‖∇ṽ(w⊥
θ )‖dw⊥

θ

)2}

& rd−1 min

{
1

r

 

B̂cr

∣∣∣∣∣ṽ(y⊥θ ) −
 

B̂cr

ṽ(w⊥
θ )dw⊥

θ

∣∣∣∣∣dy
⊥
θ ,

1

r2

(
 

B̂cr

∣∣∣∣∣ṽ(y⊥θ ) −
 

B̂cr

ṽ(w⊥
θ )dw⊥

θ

∣∣∣∣∣dy
⊥
θ

)2}
.

In particular, by the bound (6.56), if 0 < r < R̄≪ 1 then

Exc(E, x, r)1/2 &
1

r2

(
 

B̂cr

∣∣∣∣∣ṽ(y⊥θ ) −
 

B̂cr

ṽ(w⊥
θ )dw⊥

θ

∣∣∣∣∣ dy
⊥
θ

)2

.

Now observe that, since |B̂cr \ Aλ| . rd−1Exc(E, x, r)1/2 and since |ṽ| . r, then

1

r2|B̂cr|2

(
ˆ

B̂cr\Aλ

∣∣∣∣∣ṽ(y⊥θ ) −
 

B̂cr

ṽ(w⊥
θ )dw⊥

θ

∣∣∣∣∣dy
⊥
θ

)2

. Exc(E, x, r) . rα.

On the other hand, for a.e. y⊥θ ∈ Aλ, ṽ(y⊥θ ) = v(y⊥θ ) = |Ey⊥θ ∩ [xθ − cr, xθ + cr]|. Thus, defining

h̃ =
ffl

B̂cr
ṽ(w⊥

θ )dw⊥
θ and H̃ as the halfspace H̃ = {z : zθ ≤ h̃}, it holds

1

r2|B̂cr|2

(
ˆ

Aλ

∣∣∣∣∣ṽ(y⊥θ ) −
 

B̂cr

ṽ(w⊥
θ )dw⊥

θ

∣∣∣∣∣dy
⊥
θ

)2

∼

∼ 1

|B̂cr|2

(
ˆ

Aλ

∣∣∣∣∣

 

[xθ−cr,xθ+cr]
χE

y⊥
θ

(yθ) − χH̃(yθ) dyθ

∣∣∣∣∣dy
⊥
θ

)2

.
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Now we use the fact that Aλ ⊂ Ω̃+
1 and thus for all y⊥θ ∈ Aλ

∣∣∣∣∣

 

[xθ−cr,xθ+cr]
χE

y⊥
θ

(yθ) − χH̃(yθ) dyθ

∣∣∣∣∣ =

 

[xθ−cr,xθ+cr]

∣∣∣∣∣χEy⊥
θ

(yθ) − χH̃(yθ)

∣∣∣∣∣ dyθ,

thus getting

Exc(E, x, r)1/2 &

(
 

Cyl(x,cr,θ)
|χE(z) − χH̃(z)|dz

)2

as desired.
As a consequence of the above proposition, one can control the uniform L1 distance of E from
the halfspace orthogonal to the measure theoretic exterior normal. More precisely, one has the
following

Corollary 6.8. Let F be a family of sets of locally finite perimeter as in Proposition 6.7.
For every ε > 0 there exists R5(ε) > 0 such that for all E ∈ F , for all x ∈ ∂∗E and for all
0 < r < R5(ε)

 

Cyl(x,r,νE(x))

∣∣∣χE(z) − χHνE (x)
(z)
∣∣∣ dz ≤ ε, (6.112)

where Cyl(x, r, νE(x)) =
{
z ∈ Rd : ‖z⊥νE(x) − x⊥νE(x)‖ < r, |zνE(x) − xνE(x)| < r

}
.

Proof. First we prove that there exists R̄5(ε) > 0 such that for all E ∈ F , for all x ∈ ∂∗E and
for all 0 < r < R̄5(ε)

dist(x, H̃) ≤ εr, (6.113)

where H̃ is the affine halfspace of Proposition 6.7. Indeed, assume dist(x, H̃) ≥ εr. Then,
Bεr(x) ⊂ Rd \ H̃, hence by Proposition 6.7 and the uniform bound on the excess (5.40),

|E ∩Bεr(x)| ≤ ‖χE − χH̃‖L1(Cyl(x,cr,θ)) . rdExc(E, x, r)1/4. (6.114)

On the other hand, by the volume density estimate (6.55)

|E ∩Bεr(x)| ≥ C̄1(εr)
d, (6.115)

hence by (6.114) and (6.115)
C̄1ε

drd . rdExc(E, x, r)1/4,

that for r < R̄5(ε) ≪ 1 leads to a contradiction.
Let now H̃(x) be the affine halfspace with boundary parallel to ∂H̃ (i.e. orthogonal to θ(x, r))
and passing through the point x. By (6.59) and (6.113), one has that for r < R̄2(ε) ≪ 1

 

Cyl(x,r,θ(x,r))

∣∣∣χE(z) − χH̃(x)(z)
∣∣∣ dz ≤ ε. (6.116)

Now recall (see e.g. [46]) that for the uniform lower bound on the perimeter (6.54) and the
uniform power law decay of the excess (6.56), for every ε > 0 there exists R̃5(ε) such that for
every E ∈ F , for every x ∈ ∂∗E and for all 0 < r < R̃5(ε) it holds

‖θ(x, r) − νE(x)‖ ≤ ε.

Hence, up to reducing further R̄5(ε), R̃5(ε) into 0 < R5(ε) ≪ 1, we can substitute HνE(x)(x) to

H̃(x) and νE(x) to θ(x, r) in (6.116), thus getting (6.112).
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The above uniform control of the L1-distance of the set E to the halfspace determined by the
measure theoretic exterior normal gives Lipschitz regularity of ∂∗E. More precisely, let now
0 < ℓ < 1, x ∈ ∂∗E and define the cone Kℓ(x, νE(x)) = {z ∈ Rd : 〈z − x, νE(x)〉 < ℓ}. One has
the following

Lemma 6.9. Let F be a family of sets as in Proposition 6.7.
For every 0 < ℓ≪ 1, there exists Rℓ > 0 s.t. ∀E ∈ F , ∀x ∈ ∂∗E, ∀ 0 < r < Rℓ it holds

∂∗E ∩Br(x) ⊂ Br(x) ∩ (x +Kℓ(x, νE(x))). (6.117)

Proof. Let 0 < ε = ε(ℓ) ≪ 1 sufficiently small to be fixed later. Let R5(ε) as in Corollary 6.8
and let Rℓ such that Rℓ(1 + ℓ) < R5(ε).
Let now 0 < r < Rℓ and assume ∃ y ∈ ∂∗E ∩ (Br(x) \ (x +Kℓ(x, νE(x)))). In particular,

B‖y−x‖ℓ(y) ⊂ B‖y−x‖(1+ℓ)(x) ∩ R
d \HνE(x)(x). (6.118)

Applying Corollary 6.8 on B‖y−x‖ℓ(y), since ‖y − x‖ℓ ≤ Rℓℓ < R5(ε),

|E ∩B‖y−x‖ℓ(y)| ≥
(

1

2
− ε

)
(‖y − x‖ℓ)d. (6.119)

Applying the inclusion (6.118) and Corollary 6.8 on B‖y−x‖(1+ℓ)(x), since ‖y − x‖(1 + ℓ) ≤
Rℓ(1 + ℓ) < R5(ε),

|E ∩B‖y−x‖ℓ(y)| ≤ |E ∩B‖y−x‖(1+ℓ)(x) ∩ R
d \HνE(x)(x)|

≤ ‖χE − χHνE(x)(x)‖L1(B‖y−x‖(1+ℓ)(x))

≤ ε‖y − x‖d(1 + ℓ)d (6.120)

Hence, (6.119) and (6.120) lead to a contradiction provided ε = ε(ℓ) ≪ 1.

Moreover , as a consequence of Proposition 6.7 and Corollary 6.8, the following holds

Corollary 6.10. Let F be a family of sets as in Proposition 6.7. Then, there exists R6 > 0,
β̃ : (0, R6) → (0,+∞), lims↓0 β̃(s) = 0 such that for all E ∈ F and for all x, y ∈ ∂∗E with
‖x− y‖ < R6 it holds

‖νE(x) − νE(y)‖ ≤ β̃(‖x− y‖).

We omit the proof of the corollary since it is a direct consequence of the flatness condition of
Corollary 6.8.
If ∂E = ∂∗E, Lemma 6.9 and Corollary 6.10 immediately imply that ∂E is locally given by a
single Lipschitz graph, on balls of uniform radii w.r.t. z ∈ ∂E, E ∈ F . Indeed, one has the
following

Corollary 6.11. Let F be a family of sets as in Lemma 6.7. Then, for all ℓ > 0 there exists
R̂ℓ > 0 such that for all E ∈ F , for all 0 < r < R̂ℓ, Br(z) ⊂ Rd

∂∗E ∩Br(z) ⊂ y +Kℓ(x, νE(x)), ∀x, y ∈ ∂∗E ∩Br(z).

In particular, for any x ∈ ∂∗E∩Br(z) there exists a Lipschitz function φr,z,x : Ω ⊂ (Br(z))
⊥
νE(x) →

R such that ∂∗E ∩Br(z) is the intersection of Br(z) with the graph of φr,z,x.
Moreover, if ∂∗E = ∂E and above we choose x = z ∈ ∂E, one has that Ω ⊃ (Bcℓr(z))

⊥
νE(x) for

some cℓ > 0 depending only on ℓ.
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Let now

F = {E ⊂ R
d : E is of locally finite perimeter in R

d and F0,p,d(E,Ω) ≤M}.

Thanks to Lemmas 5.8 and 5.9, ∂∗E = ∂E for all E ∈ F (see e.g. [46]).
Moreover, thanks to Lemmas 5.6, 5.8, 5.9, the class F satisfies the assumptions of Propos-
ition 6.7 with R3 < min{R0, R1, R2} and α as in Lemma 5.9. Thus, the regularity results
contained in this Appendix can be used to conclude the proof of Theorem 5.3 at the end of
Section 5.4.
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[33] Hans Knüpfer, Cyrill B Muratov and Matteo Novaga. ‘Low density phases in a uniformly
charged liquid’. In: Communications in Mathematical Physics 345.1 (2016), pp. 141–183.

[34] Jianfeng Lu and Felix Otto. ‘Nonexistence of a minimizer for Thomas-Fermi-Dirac-von
Weizsäcker model’. In: Comm. Pure Appl. Math 67.10 (2014), pp. 1605–1617.

[35] Francesco Maggi. Sets of Finite Perimeter and Geometric Variational Problems: An In-
troduction to Geometric Measure Theory. Cambridge Studies in Advanced Mathematics.
Cambridge University Press, 2012.

[36] Massimiliano Morini and Peter Sternberg. ‘Cascade of Minimizers for a Nonlocal Iso-
perimetric Problem in Thin Domains’. In: SIAM Journal on Mathematical Analysis 46.3
(2014), pp. 2033–2051.

[37] Andreas Moser et al. ‘Magnetic recording: advancing into the future’. In: Journal of Phys-
ics D: Applied Physics 35.19 (2002), R157.

[38] Stefan Müller. ‘Singular perturbations as a selection criterion for periodic minimizing se-
quences’. In: Calculus of Variations and Partial Differential Equations 1.2 (1993), pp. 169–
204.
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