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GLOBAL WEAK SOLUTIONS FOR THE INVERSE MEAN CURVATURE FLOW IN

THE HEISENBERG GROUP

ADRIANO PISANTE AND EUGENIO VECCHI

Abstract. We consider the inverse mean curvature flow (IMCF) in the Heisenberg group (Hn, dε), where
dε is distance associated to either | · |ε, ε > 0, the natural family of left-invariant Riemannian metrics,
or with their sub-Riemannian counterparts for ε = 0. For Ω ⊆ Hn an open set with smooth boundary
Σ0 = ∂Ω satisfying a uniform exterior gauge-ball condition and bounded complement we show existence
of a global weak IMCF of generalized hypersurfaces {Σε

s
}s≥0 ⊆ Hn which is proper. Here, both in the

Riemannian and in the sub-Riemannian setting, we adopt the weak formulation introduced by Huisken and
Ilmanen in [28], following the approach in [34] due to Moser and based on the the link between IMCF and
p-harmonic functions.

1. Introduction

Let Hn be the (2n + 1)-dimensional Heisenberg group and let Ω ⊂ H
n be an open set with C2-smooth

boundary Σ0 = ∂Ω such that its complement1 Ωc := H
n \ Ω is bounded. Throughout the paper we assume

that Ω satisfies an exterior uniform gauge-ball condition (HPΩ) with parameter R0 (see Definition 2.1).
In the present paper we are mainly interested in positive solutions to the boundary value problem

(1.1)





div0

( ∇0u

|∇0u|0

)
= |∇0u|0 in Ω,

u = 0 on ∂Ω,

where div0 is the horizontal divergence, ∇0u is the horizontal gradient of u and its length is computed
w.r.to the standard sub-Riemannian metric | · |0. In the model case of the complement of a gauge-ball, i.e.,

Ω = H
n \BR0(g0) for some g0 ∈ H

n and R0 > 0, an explicit solution of (1.1) can be written in terms of the
Korányi norm ‖ · ‖ as

(1.2) U(g) = (Q − 1) log
‖g−1

0 ∗ g‖
R0

,

where Q = 2n+ 2 being from now on the homogeneous dimension of Hn.
Problem (1.1) can be considered as the natural sub-Riemannian counterpart of the level set formulation

of the classical Inverse Mean Curvature Flow (IMCF) used by Huisken and Ilmanen in their celebrated proof
of the Riemannian Penrose inequality [28]. Indeed, a smooth embedded horizontal IMCF for a manifold Σ of
dimension 2n inside Ω starting from Σ0 ⊆ Ω is a smooth map F : Σ× [0, S) → H

n such that (i) Σ0 = F (Σ, 0)
and Σs = F (Σ, s) ⊆ Ω for s ∈ (0, S), (ii) {F (·, s)}s∈[0,S) are embeddings whose time2derivative for s ∈ (0, S)
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is given by
∂F

∂s
= − HH

|HH |20
,

where HH 6= 0 at a point (p, s) ∈ Σ × (0, S) is the horizontal mean curvature vector of the hypersurface
Σs = F (Σ, s) at the point F (p, s). In case of regular hypersurfaces, if a smooth function u : Ω → [0,∞) with
∇0u 6= 0 in Ω satisfies (1.1) then the family {Σεs}s∈[0,S), with Σs := {u = s}, s ∈ [0, S) and S > 0 small
enough, is a smooth horizontal IMCF, with Σs = F (Σ, s) and the map F being the flow map associated
to ∇0u

|∇0u|20
. In particular, when the initial surface is Σ0 = ∂BR0(g0) then according to (1.2) we have Σs =

∂BRs(g0), where Rs = R0e
s

Q−1 and s ∈ [0,∞), and indeed (1.1) is satisfied at least wherever ∇0U 6= 0, i.e.,
away from the center of the group.

Thus, together with [15], our paper provides a first attempt in understanding weak solutions for the
horizontal IMCF in the sub-Riemannian Heisenberg group H

n, in analogy with similar results for the
horizontal MCF (see [7], [8], [20] and [18]) and the horizontal Gauss flow (see [26]).

Together with (1.1), we also consider for 0 < ε ≤ 1 positive solutions to the family of problems

(1.3)





divε

( ∇εu

|∇εu|ε

)
= |∇εu|ε in Ω,

u = 0 on ∂Ω,

where divε and ∇εu are computed w.r.to the standard left invariant Riemannian metrics | · |ε and the
equation (1.3) give the analogous level set formulation for the corresponding IMCFs.

As first pointed out in [28], for 0 ≤ ε ≤ 1 equations (1.1)-(1.3) formally correspond to the Euler-Lagrange
equations for minimizers of the (non differentiable) energy functionals

(1.4) Jεu(w;K) =

∫

K

|∇εw|ε + w|∇εu|ε ,

among functions w which are compactly supported perturbations of u, i.e., {u 6= w} ⊂ K and K ⊂ Ω any
compact set. Here and throughout the paper, all the volume integrals are computed w.r.to the Lebesgue
measure L2n+1 in R

2n+1 ≃ H
n (i.e., up to a factor the unique Haar measure on H

n), also denoted sometimes
by | · | in the sequel, and it will be deliberately omitted in all the integrals.

In the present paper, following [28] we consider solutions to (1.1) in the sense of the following definition.

Definition 1.1. A locally dε-Lipschitz function u : Ω → R is a weak solution of (1.1) or (1.3) if u ≡ 0 on
∂Ω and for every compact set K ⊂ Ω and every locally dε-Lipschitz function w : Ω → R such that u ≡ w in
Ω \K the inequality

(1.5) Jεu(u;K) ≤ Jεu(w;K)

holds. A weak solution is proper if lim
‖g‖→∞

u(g) = +∞.

In order to deal with (1.1)-(1.3) we adapt the very clever approach introduced in the important paper [34]
for the Euclidean case, see also [35], and then fruitfully exploited in the Riemannian and Finsler case, see
e.g. [6, 16, 22, 23, 32, 40]. Thus, for fixed ε ∈ (0, 1] we are are going to construct solutions uε : Ω ⊆ H

n → R

of (1.3) as limits as p ↓ 1 of solutions uεp : Ω ⊆ H
n → R to the regularized problems

(1.6a)

(1.6b)

{
divε

(
|∇εu

ε
p|p−2
ε ∇εu

ε
p

)
= |∇εu

ε
p|pε in Ω,

uεp = 0 on ∂Ω.

On the other hand, concerning (1.1) we construct a solution u : Ω ⊆ H
n → R as u = limuεp where we

first let ε ↓ 0 and then p ↓ 1 or we take both limits simultaneously.
As it will be shown below, for 0 ≤ ε ≤ 1 and 1 < p < Q problems (1.6a) admit solutions uεp in

C(Ω) ∩ C1,β(Ω) where the validity of the equations is a consequence of (but actually equivalent to, see
Lemma 7.3) the local minimality property analogous to (1.5) for the energy functionals
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(1.7) Jp,εuε
p
(w;K) =

∫

K

|∇εw|pε
p

+ w|∇εu
ε
p|pε ,

where K ⊂ Ω is any fixed compact and {w 6= uεp} ⊆ K.
As observed in [34], for p > 1 and 0 ≤ ε ≤ 1 the substitution

(1.8) u = (1− p) log v ,

turns solutions uεp of (1.6a)-(1.6b) into p-harmonic functions vεp : Ω ⊆ H
n → R satisfying

(1.9a)

(1.9b)

{
divε

(
|∇εv

ε
p|p−2
ε ∇εv

ε
p

)
= 0 in Ω,

vεp = 1 on ∂Ω.

Thus, on the Heisenberg group both in the Riemannian and in the sub-Riemannian case equations
(1.1), (1.3), (1.6a)-(1.6b), (1.8), and (1.9a)-(1.9b) give a link between IMCF and asymptotic behaviour of
p-harmonic functions as p ↓ 1.

Concerning problem (1.9a)-(1.9b) we will only consider for 1 < p < Q finite energy solutions, i.e., those
minimizing the energy functionals

(1.10) Eεp(v) =
1

p

∫

Ω

|∇εv|pε ,

among Sobolev functions in

(1.11) Ẇ 1,p
1,ε (Ω) := {v ∈ Ẇ 1,p

ε (Hn) s.t. v ≡ 1 a.e. in Ωc} .

Here and in the sequel Ẇ 1,p
ε (Hn) denotes for any ε ∈ [0, 1] the homogeneous Sobolev space of functions

in u ∈ Lp
∗

(Hn), p∗ = pQ
Q−p , with weak gradient ∇εu such that |∇εu|ε ∈ Lp(Hn), endowed with the norm

‖u‖Ẇ 1,p
ε

= ‖ |∇εu|ε‖Lp , the case ε = 0 corresponding to the horizontal Sobolev space HẆ 1,p(Hn) first
introduced by Folland and Stein. Clearly such spaces are well defined because of the horizontal Sobolev
inequality corresponding to the embedding HẆ 1,p(Hn) ⊂ Lp

∗

(Hn) and actually valid for 1 ≤ p < Q (see
(2.4) below).

Note that such optimal functions solving (1.9a)-(1.9b) are nothing but the p−capacitary potentials of Ωc.
For 1 < p < Q and ε ≥ 0 existence and uniqueness for this minimization problem is a standard consequence
of the direct method in the Calculus of Variations for the coercive weakly l.s.c. functional (1.10) on the

weakly closed convex subset (1.11) of the reflexive space Ẇ 1,p
ε (Hn). For ε > 0 the C1,β-regularity up to the

boundary is nowadays classical in the regularity theory for p-harmonic functions on Riemannian manifolds
(see, e.g., [17] and [31]), with exponent β = β(p, ε) ∈ (0, 1). Interior regularity is also known in the sub-
Riemannian case ε = 0, see, e.g., [37], so that p−capacitary potentials actually belong to the space C(Ω),
where continuity up to the boundary is a consequence of the exterior gauge ball condition (HPΩ), and with

horizontal gradient in C0,β′

(Ω) i for some β′ ∈ (0, 1). On the other hand, continuity up to the boundary
of the horizontal gradient is at present not available for (1.9a) when ε = 0 and this is indeed the major
technical reason for us to address existence theory for (1.1) through the analysis of the two-parameter family
of problems (1.6a)-(1.6b) together with their p−harmonic counterparts (1.9a)-(1.9b).

The first result of the present paper gives a uniform pointwise gradient bound for the p−capacitary
potentials vεp in a form of a differential Harnack inequality (sometimes also known as Cheng-Yau’s inequality).

Theorem 1.2. Let Ω ⊂ H
n be an open set with C2-smooth boundary and bounded complement satisfying

the exterior uniform gauge-ball condition (HPΩ) with parameter R0. For any 1 < p < Q and ε ∈ [0, 1] let

vεp ∈ Ẇ 1,p
1,ε (Ω) the unique finite energy solution to (1.9a) corresponding to the minimizer of (1.10) in the

set (1.11). Then vεp ∈ C1(Ω) for any ε ∈ (0, 1], it is strictly positive in Ω and there exists a constant C > 0

depending only on R0 and Q such that in Ω we have

(1.12) |∇εv
ε
p|ε ≤

C

p− 1
vεp .
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Moreover, for 1 < p < Q and ε = 0 the corresponding finite energy solution v0p ∈ Ẇ 1,p
1,0 (Ω) to (1.9a) satisfies

v0p ∈ C(Ω), ∇0v
0
p ∈ C(Ω;R2n) and (1.12) holds in Ω with the same C > 0 above.

In view of (1.8), as a straightforward consequence of Theorem 1.2 one gets the following uniform gradient
bound for solutions to (1.6a)-(1.6b).

Corollary 1.3. Let Ω ⊂ H
n be an open set with C2-smooth boundary and bounded complement such that Ω

satisfying assuption (HPΩ) with parameter R0. For 1 < p < Q and ε ∈ [0, 1] let vεp ∈ Ẇ 1,p
1,ε (Ω) the solution

to (1.9a) corresponding to the unique minimizers of (1.10) in the set (1.11) and uεp given by (1.8). Then
there exists C > 0 depending only on R0 and Q such that

(1.13) ‖ |∇εu
ε
p|ε‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C .

As already suggested above, the case ε = 0 in the theorem is obtained by a limiting argument from the
case ε ∈ (0, 1] for which boundary regularity is available, as the minimizers {vεp} are strongly convergent

in ˙HW
1,p

(Hn) to v0p as ε → 0. Concerning the latter, here the strategy in the proof of Theorem 1.2 and
in turn Corollary 1.3 is similar to the one adopted in [34], i.e., one constructs barriers to obtain the bound
(1.12) for vεp at the boundary ∂Ω and then propagate this bound in the interior by a suitable use of the
maximum principle and with some extra care since Ω is not bounded (see the remarks at the beginning of
Section 6 for a more detailed discussion on this aspect).

Here, in constrast with [34] (as well as [30] and [15]), instead of working with uεp solving (1.6a) and

applying the maximum principle on the equation satisfyied by |∇εu
ε
p|2 we find more convenient to work

directly with vεp and the corresponding quantity |∇εv
ε
p|2ε −C2(vεp)

2 with the value of C already obtained for
the gradient estimate at the boundary. In addition, compared to [34] both the steps mentioned above turn
out to be more difficult in the present case. Indeed, explicit solutions in terms of negative powers of the
Korányi norm are available only for ε = 0, whence, still under assumption (HPΩ), a suitable perturbation
of them must be used as barriers along ∂Ω in the full range ε ∈ [0, 1]. Furthermore, the maximum principle
argument alluded above actually does not seem to apply directly to |∇εv

ε
p|2ε − C2(vεp)

2, so that we have to

estimate separately first the vertical derivative |Tεvεp|2 and then |∇0v
ε
p|20, by exploiting the explicit structure

in H
n of the Ricci tensor Ricε in connection with a key computation adapted from [30] involving the

linearized operator (6.8) of (1.9a) at vεp.

As for those in [34], both the steps our proof rely in an essential way on the C1-boundary regularity
of p-capacitary potentials on Riemannian manifolds, as they need to be differentiable at the boundary for
the first step and must be of controlled size in tubular neighborhood of ∂Ω in order to obtain the second
step (by running a contradiction argument well in the interior where even higher regularity is available and
used). To our knowledge such boundary regularity property is not yet available in the sub-Riemannian case,
therefore we have no direct proof of the theorem in the case ε = 0 but we can only infer the same bound
from (1.12) by letting ε→ 0, as already announced above. The same lack of boundary regularity affects the
argument used for the recent existence result [15, Proposition 5.3] for the boundary value problem (1.1) in
H

1, so that their proof seems to contain a serious gap and our aim here is to provide an alternative approach
to such existence property for IMCF on H

n through the Riemannian approximation.
In the Riemannian case, local gradient bounds for p-harmonic functions similar to (1.13) were first ob-

tained in the literature in [30] on complete manifolds under lower bounds on the sectional curvature (see
also [39] and [32] for similar results under the weaker assumption of lower bounds on the Ricci curvature).
However, notice that along the vertical vector field Tε = ε∂t one has |Tε|ε ≡ 1 but Ricε(Tε) → −∞ as
ε → 0. Moreover, being uniform w.r.to ε, our global bounds here are clearly stronger and do not follow
from previous results in the existing literature. On the other hand, it would be interesting to obtain directly
purely sub-Riemannian local gradient estimates as done e.g. [3] in the linear case p = 2.

As a consequence of the uniformity w.r.to ε, our estimate allows us to pass to the limit both as p → 1
and as ε→ 0, so obtaining the following existence theorem which is the main result of our paper.

Theorem 1.4. Let Ω ⊂ H
n be an open set with C2-smooth boundary and bounded complement such that Ω

satisfies an exterior uniform gauge-ball condition (HPΩ) with parameter R0. There exists C > 0 depending
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only on R0 and Q and for each 0 ≤ ε ≤ 1 there exists a dε-Lipschitz function uε : Hn → [0,∞) such that
uε ≡ 0 in H

n \ Ω, Lipε(uε) ≤ C and uε is a weak solution of (1.1) or (1.3).

Moreover, if BR0(g0) ⊂ Ωc ⊂ BR̄(g0) for some 0 < R0 < 2 < R̄ then there exist Ĉ > 1 depending only
on R0 and R̄ and there exists C0 > 1 depending only on Q, ∂Ω and R̄, such that we have

(1.14) (Q− 1) log
‖g−1

0 ∗ g‖
R̄

− logC0 ≤ uε(g) ≤ (Q− 1) log
‖g−1

0 ∗ g‖
R0

+ ε4 log Ĉ ,

for every ε ∈ [0, 1] and every g ∈ Ω. As a consequence, for any ε ∈ [0, 1] the solutions uε are proper and
their level sets Σs := {u = s} satisfty

(1.15) Σs ∩Bϕε(s)(g0) = ∅ and Σs ⊂ Bψ(s)(g0) for any s ≥ 0 ,

where ϕε(s) =
R0

Ĉε4/Q−1
exp

(
s

Q− 1

)
and ψ(s) = C

1
Q−1

0 R̄ exp

(
s

Q− 1

)
.

The proof of the previous result follows from a standard compactness argument based on Corollary
1.3, passing to the limit the minimality property of the solutions uεp for the energy functionals Jp,εuε

p
(·) in

(1.7) as p → 1 or (ε, p) → (0, 1) respectively. Concerning the two-sided bound (1.14), the construction of
subsolutions for Riemannian p-capacitary potential performed in Proposition 3.3 is precise enough to get
the upper bound in (1.14) as p → 1 in the whole range ε ∈ [0, 1]. However, the lower bound in (1.14) and
in turn properness of solutions turn out to be more subtle.

In the sub-Riemannian case ε = 0 properness can be readily inferred from the construction of barriers in
terms of explicit p-capacitary potentials for each p ∈ (1, Q) which give exact solutions of (1.6a)-(1.6b) in the
complement of a Korányi ball BR̄(g0) and in turn an exact solution as in (1.2) as p→ 1. On the other hand,
when ε > 0 no such explicit solution is known for p > 1, therefore in the whole range ε ∈ [0, 1] we prefer to
follow a different strategy, exploiting decay properties of the p-capacitary potentials vεp at infinity. Thus, we

obtain the lower bound in (1.14) by combining for q = Q(p−1)
Q−p/2 an L∞ −Lq bound on annuli together with a

global weak-Lσ bound, for σ = Q(p−1)
Q−p > q, with controlled dependence on p > 1 and uniformly in ε ∈ (0, 1].

As discussed in more details in Section 5, this approach allows to handle the whole range ε ∈ [0, 1], the

inequalities (1.14) being eventually a consequence of the pointwise decay vεp(g) ≃ ‖g‖ p−Q
p−1 as ‖g‖ → ∞ for

the p-capacitary potentials which is the natural counterpart of the weak-Lσ integrability.
The sharpness of the bounds in (1.14) and the related fact that the spheres in (1.15) do expand with

the same speed, the latter depending on the homogeneous dimension Q = 2n+ 2 of Hn in accordance with
the sub-Riemannian nature of the space at infinity even for ε ∈ (0, 1], leave open the fundamental problem
concerning the asymptotic behaviour of uε as ‖g‖ → ∞. In particular, it would be very interesting to
know whether or not both the Riemannian and the sub-Riemannian IMCF evolution of the initial surface
Σ0 = ∂Ω is asymptotically equivalent to a Korányi sphere with exponentially growing radius Rs ∼ e

s
Q−1 as

the time s → ∞, in analogy with the results in [24] and [38] for the Euclidean case. The analysis of this
problem seems to require a much better understanding of the fine asymptotic behaviour at infinity of the
Riemannian p-capacitary potentials vεp. In particular, both for a complement of a Korányi ball and for more
general exterior domains, it would be interesting to study their decay properties as ‖g‖ → ∞ in terms of an
asymptotic expansion with an explicit dependence with respect to p as p→ 1, in analogy with the analysis
performed in [29] in the Euclidean spaces and in [4] on a class of manifolds with asymptotically nonnegative
Ricci curvature.

As the fine behaviour of p-capacitary potential on Riemannian manifold is gaining considerable interest
in recent years, see, e.g., [22], [1], [2], [23], we find this aspect worth of further investigation. At the same
time in a subsequent paper for the solution given in Theorem 1.4 we aim to investigate curvature bounds
and higher regularity of the level sets {Σεs}s≥0 ⊆ H

n, where Σεs = {uε = s}, together with the validity of

the Geroch monotonicity formulas from [36] both in the Riemannian and the sub-Riemannian setting.
The plan of the paper is as follows. In Section 2 we collect basic notations and facts about the Heisenberg

group H
n and the relevant functional inequalities used here. In Section 3 we construct the relevant barriers

for the boundary gradient estimate for p-capacitary potentials. In Section 4 we present two auxiliary results
for p-harmonic functions, i.e., L∞ − Lp gradient estimates and Harnack inequality, which hold uniformly
w.r.to the Riemannian approximation of the sub-Riemannian metric. In Section 5 we derive the weak-Lσ
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bound and in turn the uniform pointwise two-sided bounds for the Riemannian p-capacitary potentials which
hold globally in the domain. In Section 6 for the Riemannian p-capacitary potentials we derive gradient
estimate at the boundary ∂Ω and we transfer it to the whole Ω obtaining the Cheng-Yau’s inequality. In
Section 7 we finally prove the main results of the paper, i.e., Theorem 1.2 and Theorem 1.4.

Acknowledgments: We thank Luca Capogna and Giovanna Citti for several interesting and useful
discussions on the content of some results of Section 4 and the connections with their papers [9] and [10].

2. Basic notations and preliminary results

In this section we first collect the basic definitions and properties of the Heisenberg group H
n which will

be needed throughout the paper, referring to [13] for a comprehensive introduction to the subject.
The Heisenberg group H

n is the non-abelian homogeneous Lie group (R2n+1, ∗, δλ), where ∗ is the
group operation and (δλ)λ>0 is the anisotropic family of dilations. More precisely, given two points
g = (x1, . . . , xn, y1, . . . , yn, t) and g

′ = (x′1, . . . , x
′
n, y

′
1, . . . , y

′
n, t

′) in H
n,

g ∗ g′ =
(
x1 + x′1, . . . , xn + x′n, y1 + y′1, . . . , yn + y′n, t+ t′ + 1

2

n∑

i=1

(xiy
′
i − x′iyi)

)
,

and

δλ(g) =
(
λx1, . . . , λxn, λy1, . . . , λyn, λ

2t
)

for every λ > 0.

As already done in the Introduction, throughout the paper we denote by Q = 2n + 2 the homogeneous
dimension of the group H

n. Moreover, we will use the notation

Lg0(g) := g0 ∗ g, g ∈ H
n,

to denote the left translation by any given point g0 ∈ H
n, g0 = 0 being the identity element.

The Heisenberg group is the simplest model of the so called Carnot or stratified Lie groups, indeed it
presents a stratified structure at the level of its Lie algebra h = h0 ⊕ h1 ≃ T0H

n. By left translation
h0 corresponds to the horizontal distribution, i.e., to the span at any g = (x1, . . . , xn, y1, . . . , yn, t) of the
horizontal vector fields {X1, . . . , Xn, Y1, . . . , Yn},

Xi = ∂xi − yi
2 ∂t, Yi = ∂yi +

xi

2 ∂t.

On the other hand at the identity h1 = RT , where T = ∂t = [Xi, Yi], for i = 1, . . . , n, is the vertical vector
field and coincides with the commutator of horizontal vector fields. More generally, we have [Xi, Yj ] = δi,jT
and [Xi, Xj ] = [Yi, Yj ] = [Xi, T ] = [Yi, T ] = 0 for i, j = 1, . . . , n, which will be useful below.

For every ε > 0 we introduce

Tε := εT,

and we consider the family of Riemannian metrics | · |ε such that {Xi, Yi, Tε} form an orthonormal basis.
Thus, given V =

∑n
i=1 [aiXi + biYi]+cTε andW =

∑n
i=1 [a

′
iXi + b′iYi]+c

′Tε, we denote their scalar product
and induced norms as

〈V,W 〉ε =
n∑

i=1

[aia
′
i + bib

′
i] + cc′, |V |2ε = 〈V, V 〉ε ,

with the same formula for ε = 0 valid with c = c′ ≡ 0.
Note that for any ε > 0 with respect to the corresponding Levi-Civita connection ∇ε one has for arbitrary

U, V,W ∈ h the identity

〈∇ε
UV ,W 〉ε =

1

2
(〈[U, V ],W 〉ε − 〈U, [V,W ]〉ε − 〈V, [U,W ]〉ε) ,

whence

∇XiXj = ∇ε
Yi
Yj = 0, for all i, j = 1, . . . , n, and ∇ε

Xi
Yj = 0, for all i 6= j,

∇ε
Xi
Yi = −∇ε

Yi
Xi =

Tε
2ε
, ∇ε

Xi
Tε = ∇ε

Tε
Xi = −Yi

2ε
, and ∇ε

Yi
Tε = ∇ε

Tε
Yi =

Xi

2ε
, for all i = 1, . . . , n.
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For a given smooth function u : Hn → R its Riemannian gradient is the vector field given by

∇εu =

n∑

i=1

[(Xiu)Xi + (Yiu)Yi] + (Tεu)Tε ,

whereas for ε = 0 its horizontal gradient is the vector field given by ∇0u =
∑n
i=1 [(Xiu)Xi + (Yiu)Yi].

On the other hand, for any smooth vector field Zϕ =
∑n

i=1 [ϕiXi + ϕn+iYi] + ϕ2n+1Tε associated to a
smooth map ϕ : R2n+1 → R

2n+1 its Riemannian divergence is given by

divεZϕ =

n∑

i=1

[(Xiϕi + Yiϕn+i] + Tεϕ2n+1 ,

whereas for ε = 0 its horizontal divergence is given by div0Zϕ =
∑n

i=1 [(Xiϕi + Yiϕn+i] .
In the region where ∇0u 6= 0 each level set {u = s}, s ∈ R, defines a smooth surface with horizontal

normal ∇0u
|∇0u|0

and horizontal mean curvature

(2.1) HH := div0
∇0u

|∇0u|0
=

n∑

i=1

[
Xi

Xiu

|∇0u|0
+ Yi

Yiu

|∇0u|0

]
.

Analogous formula holds for the mean curvature Hε in the region where ∇εu 6= 0, showing in particular
that Hε(g) → HH(g) whenever ∇0u(g) 6= 0.

In terms of | · |ε for ε > 0 the Riemannian distance dε between points g, g′ ∈ H
n is defined by minimizing

ℓ(γ) =
∫ 1

0
|γ′(s)|ε ds among absolutely continuous paths γ : [0, 1] → H

n joining g and g′, with the further
restriction when defining the sub-Riemannian distance d0 that γ′ is a.e. horizontal. Note that dε ≤ d0 and
indeed dε ↑ d0 as ε→ 0. For ε > 0 we denote by Bεr(g0) the metric balls Bεr(g0) = {g ∈ H

n | dε(g0, g) < r},
or sometimes simply Bεr the balls with g0 = 0. Note that Bεr(g0) = Lg0(B

ε
r(0)) and δλ(B

ε
r(0)) = Bελrλ(0) for

any g0 ∈ H
n and for any r > 0 and λ > 0.

A major role in the paper is played by the Korányi norm. For any point g = (x, y, t) ∈ H
n with

x = (x1, . . . , xn) and y = (y1, . . . , yn), its Korányi norm is given by

‖g‖ :=
(
(|x|2 + |y|2)2 + 16t2

)1/4
=
(
|z|4 + 16t2

)1/4
,

where | · | is the Euclidean norm in R
n and to simplify the notation we denote from now on (|x|2 + |y|2)

simply by |z|2, with z = (x, y).
Given a point g0 ∈ H

n and number r > 0, we denote by Br(g0) the open Korányi ball of center g0 and
radius r. More precisely, for any g0 ∈ H

n

Br(g0) :=
{
g ∈ H

n : ‖g−1
0 ∗ g‖ < r

}
,

so that Lg0(Br(0)) = Br(g0) . As it is well known, d0(·, ·) and ‖( · )−1 · ‖ give equivalent distances and both
induce the Euclidean topology on H

n, so that only Korányi balls will be used for ε = 0.
Here we recall that for an open set with smooth boundary Ω ⊆ H

n a point p ∈ ∂Ω is characteristic if
TpΩ = span{X1(p), . . . , Xn(p), Y1(p), . . . , Yn(p)}. In case of a Korány ball radius r > 0 centered at the
origin the characteristic points are precisely g = (0, 0,±r2/4).
Definition 2.1. We say that an open set Ω ⊆ H

n satisfy the exterior uniform gauge-ball condition (HPΩ)
with parameter R0 > 0 if there exists R0 > 0 such that for any g ∈ ∂Ω there exists g0 ∈ H

n such that
BR0(g0) ⊂ Ωc and g ∈ ∂Ω∩ ∂BR0(g0), where Br(g0) is a gauge-ball associated with the Korányi norm ‖ · ‖.

Clearly such an assumption amounts to require a quantitative one-sided flatness of ∂Ω at any of its
characteristic point and it is clearly satisfied by the complement of any gauge-ball but also by gauge balls
themselves (for the latter observe that for any g ∈ ∂Br(ḡ) under the choice g0 = g ∗ ḡ−1 ∗ g and R0 = r it
is straightforward to check that the ball BR0(g0) has the desired properties because of Euclidean convexity
of gauge balls).

Given the Riemannian metrics | · |2ε, ε > 0, the corresponding volume measures dvolε(·) are left-invariant
and dvolε(·) = ε−1L2n+1, i.e., they coincide with the Lebesgue measure up to a constant factor. Note that,
besides translation invariance, the Lebesgue measure under dilation satisfies the equality L2n+1(δλ(E)) =

λQL2n+1(E) for any measurable subset E ⊆ H
n and for any λ > 0. For bounded open set Ω̃ ⊂ H

n with
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C1-smooth boundary and ε > 0 we will also consider the notion of Riemannian perimeter of Ω̃ according
to the standard definition, by duality with vector fields Zϕ =

∑n
i=1 [ϕiXi + ϕn+iYi] + ϕ2n+1Tε associated

to a smooth map ϕ : Hn → R
2n+1, given by

Perε(Ω̃) = sup

{∫

Ω̃

divεZϕ dvolε ; ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (Hn;R2n+1) , |ϕ| ≤ 1

}
.

As it is well known, due to the Riemannian divergence theorem we have Perε(Ω̃) = H2n
ε (∂Ω̃), where

H2n
ε (·) is the Hausdorff measure associated to dε, which is also equal to the area computed with respect

to the Riemannian volume form coming from the metric induced on ∂Ω̃. In the same way for ε = 0

following, e.g., [12], [33] and [21], we will consider the orizontal perimeter Per0(Ω̃) computed with a similar
formula involving the horizontal divergence, horizontal vector fields (i.e., those with ϕ2n+1 ≡ 0) and where

integration is with respect to L2n+1. The useful convergence property εPerε(Ω̃) → Per0(Ω̃) as ε→ 0 will be
be discussed in Lemma 5.2 together with a representation formula for any ε ≥ 0 in the spirit of [12, Section
3] and [33, Section 5].

Next, we recall three basic properties of the spaces (Hn, dε, dvolε) which will be relevant in the sequel.
Measures dvolε(·) are uniformly doubling, i.e., according to [19, Theorem 3.6], there exists constant CD ≥ 1
depending only on Q such that for every ε > 0 and ḡ ∈ H

n we have

(2.2) |Bε2r(ḡ)| ≤ CD|Bεr(ḡ)| for any r > 0 .

It follows from the doubling property that dvolε(·) support weak (1, 1)-Poincarè inequality with uniform
constants. More precisely, according to [19, Theorem 4.2], there exist constants CP ≥ 1 depending only on
Q such that for every ε > 0, ḡ ∈ H

n and r > 0 we have

(2.3)
1

|Bεr(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
r(ḡ)

|U − UBε
r(ḡ)

| ≤ CP r
1

|Bε3r(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
3r(ḡ)

|∇εU |ε ,

where U ∈W 1,1
ε (Bε3r(ḡ)) and UBε

r(ḡ)
is the average of U over Bεr(ḡ).

Next, it is an immediate consequence of the horizontal Sobolev inequality for p = 1 (i.e., the continuous

embedding HẆ 1,1(Hn) ⊂ L1∗(Hn) proved in [12, Theorem 1.1]) that for any 1 ≤ p < Q there exists a
constant C > 0 (depending only on Q) such that for p∗ = Qp/(Q− p) and for any ε ≥ 0 we have

(2.4)

(∫

Hn

|U(g)|p∗
)1/p∗

≤ Cp∗
(∫

Hn

|∇εU(g)|pε
)1/p

for any U ∈ Ẇ 1,p
ε (Hn) .

It is a remarkable consequence of (2.2) and (2.3) that Sobolev inequality also holds in a localized version
uniformly on ε > 0 (see [19, Theorem 4.6], see also [9, Lemma 7.4]). Thus, for any 1 < p < Q there exists
a constant CS (depending only on p and Q) such that for every ε > 0, ḡ ∈ H

n and r > 0

(2.5)

(
1

|Bεr(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
r(ḡ)

|U(g)|p∗
)1/p∗

≤ CS r

(
1

|Bεr(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
r(ḡ)

|∇εU |pε

)1/p

,

for any U ∈ Ẇ 1,p
ε (Hn) with support in some ball Bεr(ḡ) ⊆ H

n.
The proofs of (2.2), (2.3), and (2.5) in [19] rely on the equivalence (uniformly on ε > 0, see [19, Corollary

3.9] ) of the distance dε with the ε-gauge Nε, where Nε(z, t) = |z| + min
{

|t|
ε ,
√
|t|
}

(see also [9] for an

alternative definition of equivalent ε-gauge). Such equivalence makes more transparent, at least on the
subgroup R ≃ {(0, 0, t) ∈ H

n, t ∈ R}, the Euclidean character of dε at distances of order below ε2 and
its sub-Riemannian character otherwise. Here we adopt still another definition of a (uniformly) equivalent
ε-gauge, namely ‖ · ‖ε, where

(2.6) ‖g‖ε :=
(
|z|4 + 16

(
min

{ |t|
ε
,
√
|t|
})4

)1/4

= min

{(
|z|4 + 16

t4

ε4

)1/4

, ‖g‖
}
,

so that ‖ · ‖ε → ‖ · ‖ pointwise on H
n as ε → 0. Then, straightforward computations in combination

with [19, Corollary 3.7 and Corollary 3.9] lead to the following result that collects relevant properties the
ε-gauge above and their consequences.
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Lemma 2.2. Let ε > 0, ‖ · ‖ε as in (2.6) and Bεr(ḡ) = {g ∈ H
n s.t. ‖ḡ−1 ∗ g‖ε < r} the corresponding balls.

Then there exists C > 1 depending only on Q such that the following five statements hold.

(1) ‖g‖ε ≤ ‖g‖ for any g ∈ H
n, whence Br(ḡ) ⊆ Bεr(ḡ) for any ḡ ∈ H

n and for any r > 0. Moreover,
‖g‖ε ≥ 1

2‖g‖ whenever g ∈ H
n satisfies ‖g‖ε ≥ 2ε.

(2) For any ḡ ∈ H
n we have C−1rQ ≤ |Br(ḡ)| ≤ |Bεr(ḡ)| for any r > 0 and in turn C−1rQ ≤ |Bε4r(ḡ) \

B2r(ḡ)| for any r > 0. Furthermore for any ḡ ∈ H
n we have |Bεr(ḡ)| ≤ CrQ for any r ≥ ε.

(3) C−1‖g‖ε ≤ dε(0, g) ≤ C‖g‖ε for any g ∈ H
n, i.e., dε and ‖ · ‖ε are uniformly equivalent and in

particular BεC−1r(ḡ) ⊆ Bεr(ḡ) ⊆ BεCr(ḡ) for any ḡ ∈ H
n and for any r > 0.

(4) ‖ · ‖ε are piecewise C1 on H
n and |∇ε‖ · ‖ε|2ε +

∣∣T ‖ · ‖2ε
∣∣ ≤ C on H

n; in particular each ‖ · ‖ε is
dε-Lipschitz.

(5) If 0 < ρ1 < ρ2 ≤ 2ρ1 and h : [0,∞) → [0, 1] is a Lipschitz and piecewhise linear function, with
{h ≡ 1} = [0, ρ1], {h ≡ 0} = [ρ1+ρ22 ,∞), and h is linear otherwise, then for any ḡ ∈ H

n the function

ζ(g) = h(‖ḡ−1 ∗ g‖ε) is piecewise C1 on H
n with ζ ≡ 1 on Bερ1(ḡ), spt ζ ⊂ Bερ2(ḡ) and

(2.7) |∇εζ|2ε + |Tζ| ≤ 4C

(ρ2 − ρ1)2
.

The last result of this section provides a uniform density lower bound for metric balls Bεr(ḡ), a fact which
will be relevant in connection with the proof of the Harnack inequality.

Lemma 2.3. Let ε > 0 and Bεr(ḡ) ⊂ H
n a fixed ball. There exists C ≥ 1 depending only on Q such that

(2.8) |Bερ(ĝ)| ≤ C|Bερ(ĝ) ∩Bεr(ḡ)| for any ĝ ∈ Bεr(ḡ) and ρ ∈ (0, 2r] .

Proof. Clearly we may assume ĝ 6= ḡ, otherwise the claim holds trivially for ρ ≤ r with C = 1 and in view
of (2.2) for ρ ∈ (r, 2r]. For fixed ε > 0 the space (Hn, dε) is a locally compact Riemannian manifold which
is complete as a metric space. It follows from the Hopf-Rinow Theorem that for any ĝ ∈ Bεr(ḡ), ĝ 6= ḡ,
there exists a (strictly positive) constant speed geodesic Γ : [0, 1] → H

n such that Γ(0) = ḡ, Γ(1) = ĝ and
dε(Γ(t),Γ(t

′)) = |t− t′|dε(ḡ, ĝ) for any t, t′ ∈ [0, 1]. Note that the last identity obviously yields Γ(t) ∈ Bεr(ḡ)
for any t ∈ [0, 1].

Suppose first that ρ ∈ [ 14r, 2r], then we also have Γ(t) ∈ Bερ(ĝ) for any t ∈ [ 34 , 1]. In addition, Bερ(ĝ) ⊂
Bε3r(ḡ) by triangle inequality. Since g̃ := Γ(7/8) ∈ Bερ(ĝ) ∩Bεr(ḡ) and dε(g̃, ḡ) = 7dε(g̃, ĝ) =

7
8dε(ḡ, ĝ), then

Bεr/16(g̃) ⊂ Bερ(ĝ)∩Bεr (ḡ). Indeed for any g ∈ Bεr/16(g̃) we have dε(g, ḡ) ≤ dε(g, g̃)+dε(g̃, ḡ) < r/16+ 7
8r < r

and, analogously, dε(g, ĝ) ≤ dε(g, g̃) + dε(g̃, ĝ) < r/16 + r/8 < ρ.
Thus, using the left invariance of the measure together with the uniform doubling property (2.2) combined

with the previous inclusions we have |Bερ(ĝ)| ≤ |Bε3r(ḡ)| = |Bε3r(g̃)| ≤ C|Bεr/16(g̃)| ≤ C|Bερ(ĝ)∩Bεr(ḡ)| , which
is the desired conclusion.

Finally, suppose instead that 0 < ρ < r/4. Clearly we may assume dε(ḡ, ĝ) ≥ 3
4r, because otherwise

Bρ(ĝ) ⊂ Br(ḡ) and (2.8) trivially holds with C = 1. Then by continuity there exists t1 ∈ (0, 1) such that
dε(Γ(t1), ĝ) = ρ and dε(Γ(t), ĝ) < ρ for any t ∈ (t1, 1]. Now we set t2 = 1

2 (t1 + 1) and g̃ = Γ(t2) ∈ Bερ(ĝ),
so that we clearly have Bερ(ĝ) ⊂ Bε2ρ(g̃). Note that dε(g̃, ḡ) = dε(ḡ, ĝ) − dε(g̃, ĝ) < r − ρ/2 and therefore
Bερ/4(g̃) ⊂ Bερ(ĝ)∩Bεr(ḡ). Indeed for any g ∈ Bερ/4(g̃) we have dε(g, ḡ) ≤ dε(g, g̃)+dε(g̃, ḡ) < ρ/4+r−ρ/2 < r

and, analogously, dε(g, ĝ) ≤ dε(g, g̃) + dε(g̃, ĝ) < ρ/4 + ρ/2 < ρ.
Hence, using as above the left invariance of the measure together with the uniform doubling property

(2.2) combined with the previous inclusions we have |Bερ(ĝ)| ≤ |Bε2ρ(g̃)| ≤ C|Bερ/4(g̃)| ≤ C|Bερ(ĝ) ∩ Bεr(ḡ)| ,
which is the desired conclusion also in this second case. Note that in both cases we proved inequality (2.8)
with a constant C ≥ 1 depending only on the one in (2.2), hence only on Q as claimed. �

3. Construction of barriers

In this section, in the range 1 < p < Q we provide a family of barriers whch will be used for establishing
the boundary gradient estimate for p-capacitary potentials. These functions are negative powers of the
Korányi norm obtained as suitable deformation of those giving singular p-harmonic functions w.r.to the
sub-Riemannian metric. As a result of a careful choice of the exponent, they will be singular subsolutions
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for the sub-Riemannian p-Laplace operator in the whole H
n and for the Riemannian p-Laplace operator in

the complement of any fixed Korányi ball.
We first introduce a polynomial function that will be used frequently in the computation. For any

g = (x, y, t) ∈ H
n we set

(3.1) N(x, y, t) := ‖g‖4 =
(
|x|2 + |y|2

)2
+ 16t2 = |z|4 + 16t2 .

We list below some useful and straightforward computations:

XiN = 4xi|z|2 − 16yit,(3.2)

YiN = 4yi|z|2 + 16xit,(3.3)

TN = 32t.(3.4)

XjXiN = 4δij |z|2 + 8xixj + 8yiyj ,(3.5)

YjYiN = 4δij |z|2 + 8xixj + 8yiyj ,(3.6)

TTN = 32,(3.7)

YjXiN = 8xiyj − 16δijt− 8xjyi,(3.8)

XjYiN = 8xjyi + 16δijt− 8xiyj ,(3.9)

XiTN = TXiN = −16yi,(3.10)

YiTN = TYiN = 16xi.(3.11)

We note that, by (3.2) and (3.3), it follows that

(3.12) |∇0N |20 =

n∑

i=1

(XiN)2 + (YiN)2 = 16|z|2N,

and

(3.13)

n∑

i=1

xiXiN + yiYiN = 4|z|4.

Consequently, for ε ∈ (0, 1] we also have

(3.14) |∇εN |2ε = |∇0N |20 + ε2(TN)2 = 16|z|2N + 64ε216t2 ≤ 16N3/2 + 64N .

Finally, by (3.5) and (3.6), with i = j, we have

(3.15) ∆0N = div0 (∇0N) = 8(2 + n)|z|2.

For every α ∈ R, we define the function Φα : Hn \ {0} → R as

(3.16) Φα(x, y, t) := N(x, y, t)α =
(
(|x|2 + |y|2)2 + 16t2

)α
, (x, y, t) ∈ H

n \ {0} .
Given two vector fields Z1 and Z2, we have

ZiΦα = αNα−1ZiN, i=1,2,

and
ZjZiΦα = α(α− 1)Nα−2(ZjN)(ZiN) + αNα−1ZjZiN.

Therefore,

XiΦα = αNα−1XiN = αNα−1(4xi|z|2 − 16yit),(3.17)

YiΦα = αNα−1YiN = αNα−1(4yi|z|2 + 16xit),(3.18)

TεΦα = αNα−1TεN = αNα−132εt,(3.19)

TεXiΦα = ε
(
α(α − 1)Nα−2(128t(xi|z|2 − 4yit))− 16αNα−1yi

)
,(3.20)

TεYiΦα = ε
(
α(α − 1)Nα−2(128t(yi|z|2 + 4xit)) + 16αNα−1xi

)
,(3.21)

TεTεΦα = ε2
(
α(α− 1)Nα−2(32t)2 + 32αNα−1

)
.(3.22)
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The following lemma provides smooth explicit sub-Riemannian p-subharmonic functions in H
n \ {0}.

Lemma 3.1. Let 1 < p < Q, α < 0 and Φα as defined in (3.16). Then

(3.23) div0

(
|∇0Φα|p−2

0 ∇0Φα

)
= (4|α|)p−2|z|pNβ4α (4α(p− 1)− (p−Q)) , β =

2α(p− 1)− p

2
< 0 .

As a consequence, in H
n \ {0}

div0

(
|∇0Φα|p−2

0 ∇0Φα

)
≥ 0 ⇐⇒ α ≤ p−Q

4(p− 1)
< 0.

Proof. To simplify the notation, we will denote Φα simply by Φ. Firstly, notice that

(3.24)

div0

(
|∇0Φ|p−2

0 ∇0Φ
)
= 〈∇0

(
|∇0Φ|p−2

)
,∇0Φ〉0 + |∇0Φ|p−2∆0Φ

= |∇0Φ|p−4

(
p− 2

2
〈∇0

(
|∇0Φ|2

)
,∇0Φ〉0 + |∇0Φ|2∆0Φ

)
.

It follows from (3.17) and (3.18) that

(3.25) ∇0Φ = αNα−1∇0N and |∇0Φ|20 = 16α2|z|2N2α−1,

hence

(3.26) |∇0Φ|p−4
0 = (4|α|)p−4|z|p−4N (2α−1)(p−4)/2 .

Since for i = 1, . . . , n,

Xi

(
|∇0Φ|20

)
= 16α2

(
2xiN

2α−1 + (2α− 1)|z|2N2α−2XiN
)

and

Yi
(
|∇0Φ|20

)
= 16α2

(
2yiN

2α−1 + (2α− 1)|z|2N2α−2YiN
)
,

combining the previous identities with (3.2), (3.3) and (3.12) we obtain

(3.27)
p− 2

2
〈∇0

(
|∇0Φ|20

)
,∇0Φ〉0 = (4α)3(4α− 1)(p− 2)|z|4N3α−2 .

Let us now consider the second term in the r.h. side of (3.24). By (3.12) and (3.15) we have

(3.28)

∆0Φ = α(α − 1)Nα−2|∇0N |20 + αNα−1∆0N

= 16α(α− 1)|z|2Nα−1 + 8(2 + n)α|z|2Nα−1

= 8α(2α+ n)|z|2Nα−1 ,

whence

(3.29) |∇0Φ|20∆0Φ = (4α)32(2α+ n)|z|4N3α−2.

Finally, combining (3.27) and (3.29) with (3.24) and (3.26) we see that

div0

(
|∇0Φ|p−2

0 ∇0Φ
)
= (4|α|)p−2|z|pNβ (4α(4α− 1)(p− 2) + 8α(2α+ n)) ,

where

β :=
(2α− 1)(p− 4)

2
+ 3α− 2 =

2α(p− 1)− p

2
,

whence (3.23) holds and the conclusion follows. �

We now consider the function Φα as in (3.16) for α ≤ p−Q
4(p−1) and for any given point g0 ∈ H

n and R0 > 0

we consider the auxiliary function Φ
(g0,R0)
α : Hn \ {g0} → R given by

(3.30) Φ(g0,R0)
α (x, y, t) :=

Φα ◦ Lg−1
0

(x, y, t)

R4α
0

.

Some elementary properties of Φ
(g0,R0)
α are given in the following auxiliary lemma.
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Lemma 3.2. For p > 1 and K > 0 let α = − K
p−1 < 0 and Φ

(g0,R0)
α as in (3.30). Then Φ

(g0,R0)
α = 1 on

∂BR0(g0) and there exist C0 > 0 depending only on R0 such that for any ε ∈ (0, 1] we have

(3.31) ‖|∇εΦ
(g0,R0)
α |ε‖L∞(∂BR0(g0))

≤ C0K

p− 1
.

Moreover, for the function Φ̃
(g0,R0)
α = min{1,Φ(g0,R0)

α } we have Φ̃
(g0,R0)
α ∈ Ẇ 1,p

ε (Hn) whenever K >
(Q−p)(p−1)

4p and the norms are uniformly bounded for ε ∈ (0, 1].

Proof. Up to translations we may assume g0 = 0. Next for Φ = Φ
(0,R0)
α inequality (3.14) yields

(3.32) |∇εΦ|2ε =
∣∣∣∣∇ε

(
N

R4
0

)α∣∣∣∣
2

ε

= α2Φ2 |∇εN |2ε
N2

≤ α2Φ2(64N−1 + 16N−1/2) .

Evaluating on ∂BR0(0) gives the conclusion with C0 = 4
R2

0

√
4 +R2

0.

Concerning integrability, assuming up to translations g0 = 0 and denoting Aj = {2jR0 < ‖·‖ ≤ 2j+1R0},
for any j ≥ 0, by change of variables we have HQ(Aj) ≃ (2Q)j and in turn

∫

‖·‖>R0

Φp
∗

α = R−4αp∗

0

∞∑

j=0

∫

Aj

(Nα)
p∗ ≃

∞∑

j=0

(24αp
∗

)jHQ(Aj) ≃
∞∑

j=0

(24αp
∗+Q)j .

As a consequence Φ̃
(g0,R0)
α ∈ Lp

∗

if and only if 4αp∗ + Q < 0, which holds for K > 0 precisely as in the
statement above.

On the other hand, applying again (3.32) we have |∇εΦ|ε . ΦN−1/4 in H
n \BR0 uniformly on ε ∈ (0, 1],

whence

∫

‖·‖>R0

|∇εΦ|pε .
∞∑

j=0

∫

Aj

(Nα)
p
N−p/4 ≃

∞∑

j=0

(2(4α−1)p)jHQ(Aj) ≃
∞∑

j=0

(2(4α−1)p+Q)j ,

so that the integral is finite and uniformly bounded on ε ∈ (0, 1] whenever (4α − 1)p + Q < 0, which is
precisely the same choice of K > 0 in the statement above. �

Aiming to use functions in (3.30) as barriers in the next section for ε > 0, in the following preliminary
result we show that they are subsolutions in the complement of Korànyi balls.

Proposition 3.3. For any R0 > 0, 1 < p < Q and ε ∈ (0, 1] let K ≥ Q−p
4 + ε4

(
2
R2

0
+ 8Q

R4
0

)
. Then for any

g0 ∈ H
n the function Φ

(g0,R0)
α defined in (3.30) with α(p− 1) = −K satisfies

(3.33) divε

(
|∇εΦ

(g0,R0)
α |(p−2)

ε ∇εΦ
(g0,R0)
α

)
≥ 0 in BcR0

(g0) .

Proof. Without loss of generality, we can assume up to a translation that g0 = 0. To simplify further the
readability, we set Φ = Φα and we define

(3.34) Φ′ := Φ(0,R0)
α = R−4α

0 Φ .

We further observe that

(3.35)

divε

(
|∇εΦ

′|(p−2)
ε ∇εΦ

′
)
= R

−4α(p−1)
0 divε

((
|∇εΦ|2ε

)(p−2)/2 ∇εΦ
)

= R
−4α(p−1)
0

[(
|∇εΦ|2ε

)p−2
2 ∆εΦ + 〈∇ε

(
|∇εΦ|2ε

)p−2
2 ,∇εΦ〉ε

]

=: R
−4α(p−1)
0 ((i) + (ii)) .
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Now, for every smooth vector field W , it holds that

(3.36)

W
(
|∇εΦ|2ε

)p−2
2 = p−2

2

(
|∇εΦ|2ε

)p−4
2 W (|∇εΦ|2ε)

= p−2
2

(
|∇εΦ|2ε

)p−4
2 W

(
n∑

i=1

[
(XiΦ)

2 + (YiΦ)
2
]
+ (TεΦ)

2

)

= (p− 2)
(
|∇εΦ|2ε

)p−4
2

[
n∑

i=1

(XiΦαWXiΦ + YiΦαWYiΦ) + TεΦαWTεΦ

]
.

Applying (3.36) with W = ∇εΦ in BR0(0)
c yields

(ii) = (p− 2)
(
|∇εΦ|2ε

)p−4
2

n∑

j=1

[
(XjΦ)

(
n∑

i=1

(XiΦXjXiΦ+ YiΦXjYiΦ) + TεΦXjTεΦ

)]

+ (p− 2)
(
|∇εΦ|2ε

)p−4
2

n∑

j=1

[
(YjΦ)

(
n∑

i=1

(XiΦYjXiΦ + YiΦYjYiΦ) + TεΦYjTεΦ

)]

+ (p− 2)
(
|∇εΦ|2ε

)p−4
2 TεΦ

(
n∑

i=1

(XiΦTεXiΦ + YiΦTεYiΦ) + TεΦTεTεΦ

)
.

Commuting Xi and Yi with Tε = εT and reordering with respect to the powers of ε we obtain

(3.37)

(ii) = (p− 2)
(
|∇εΦ|2ε

)p−4
2

n∑

j=1

[
(XjΦ)

n∑

i=1

(XiΦXjXiΦ+ YiΦXjYiΦ)

]

+ (p− 2)
(
|∇εΦ|2ε

)p−4
2

n∑

j=1

[
(YjΦ)

n∑

i=1

(XiΦYjXiΦ + YiΦYjYiΦ)

]

+ 2ε2(p− 2)
(
|∇εΦ|2ε

)p−4
2

n∑

j=1

(XjΦTΦXjTΦ+ YjΦTΦYjTΦ)

+ ε4(p− 2)
(
|∇εΦ|2ε

)p−4
2 (TΦ)2TTΦ

= (p− 2)
(
|∇εΦ|2ε

)p−4
2

[
1

2
〈∇0|∇0Φ|20,∇0Φ〉0 + ε2TΦT

(
|∇0Φ|20

)
+ ε4(TΦ)2TTΦ

]
.

On the other hand, using again the identity Tε = εT we also have

(3.38)
(i) =

(
|∇εΦ|2ε

)p−4
2
(
|∇0Φ|20 + ε2(TΦ)2

)
(∆0Φ + ε2TTΦ)

=
(
|∇εΦ|2ε

)p−4
2
[
|∇0Φ|20∆0Φ + ε2

(
|∇0Φ|20TTΦ+ (TΦ)2∆0Φ

)
+ ε4(TΦ)2TTΦ

]
.

Thus, (3.35), (3.38) and (3.37) yield

(3.39) divε

(
|∇εΦ|(p−2)

ε ∇εΦ
)
= (i) + (ii) =

(
|∇εΦ|2ε

)p−4
2 [(I) + (II) + (III)] ,

where

(3.40)

(I) : = |∇0Φ|20∆0Φ+
(p− 2)

2
〈∇0|∇0Φ|20,∇0Φ〉0 ,

(II) : = ε2
(
|∇εΦ|20TTΦ+ (TΦ)2∆0Φ + (p− 2)TΦT

(
|∇0Φ|20

))
,

(III) : = ε4(p− 1)(TΦ)2(TTΦ) .

Concerning the first term in (3.40) identities (3.27) and (3.29) give

(3.41) (I) = (4α)3|z|4N3α−2(4α(p− 1) +Q− p) > 0 ,

for any K > Q−p
4 .
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Next for α < 0 and restricting to H
n \BR0 we bound separately from below the terms (II) and (III) in

(3.40). To this end, notice that on H
n \BR0(0) we have N ≥ R4

0 an therefore

(3.42) −Nγ ≥ −R4γ
0 , for every γ < 0.

Concerning (II), using (3.19), (3.22), (3.25) and (3.28) we compute all the terms and obtain

(TΦ)2∆0Φ = 16(8α)3(2α+ n)N3α−3 |z|2 t2,
|∇0Φ|2TTΦ = (8α)3N3α−3 |z|2(|z|4 + (2α− 1)16t2) ,

(p− 2)TΦT
(
|∇0Φ|20

)
= 32(p− 2)(8α)3(2α− 1)N3α−3 |z|2 t2 ,

whence

(3.43)
(II) = ε2(8α)3N3α−3|z|2

[
16(2α+ n)t2 + |z|4 + 16(2α− 1)t2 + 32(p− 2)(2α− 1)t2

]

= ε2(8α)3N3α−3|z|2
[
|z|4 + 8t2(Q + 4(2α− 1)(p− 1))

]
.

Note that for p > 1 we have Q+4(2α− 1)(p− 1) < 0 by our choice of α, hence combining on H
n \BR0 the

last identity with (3.1) and (3.42) we obtain uniformly w.r.to ε ∈ (0, 1]

(3.44) (II) ≥ ε2(8α)3|z|6N3α−3 ≥ ε4(4α)3|z|4N3α−28N−1/2 ≥ ε4(4α)3|z|4N3α−28R−2
0 .

On the other hand, applying (3.19) and (3.22) we get

(3.45)

(III) = ε4(p− 1)(TΦ)2(TTΦ) = ε4(p− 1)(32αNα−1t)2
[
32αNα−2(N + (α − 1)32t2)

]

= ε4(32α)3(p− 1)N3α−4t2


|z|4 + 16(2α− 1)t2︸ ︷︷ ︸

≤0


 ,

therefore on H
n \BR0 for all ε ∈ (0, 1] by (3.1) and (3.42) we obtain

(3.46)
(III) ≥ ε483(4α)3(p− 1)N3α−4t2|z|4 ≥ ε432(4α)3(p− 1)|z|4N3α−2N−1 ≥ ε4(4α)3|z|4N3α−232QR−4

0 .

Combining (3.39), (3.41), (3.44), and (3.46) in the whole H
n \BR0 we infer

divε

(
|∇εΦ|(p−2)

ε ∇εΦ
)
≥ (4α3)|z|4N3α−2

(
|∇εΦ|2ε

)p−4
2

[
−4K +Q− p+ ε4

(
8

R2
0

+
32Q

R4
0

)]
,

whence the conclusion follows from the choice of K as α < 0. �

Remark 3.4. Note that in order to construct subsolutions in a Riemannian case one has to adjust the
exponent comparing to the one in the sub-Riemannian case treated in Lemma 3.1. However, the difference of
the exponents corresponding to the two choices can be made smaller and smaller as ε gets smaller or R0 > 0
gets larger. We will exploit this fact in the proof of Proposition 5.1. On the other hand, the construction
of Riemannian supersolutions via neagative powers of the Korányi norm seems to be impossible. Indeed,
considering (3.41), (3.43) and (3.45) restricted to the vertical axis (i.e. for |z| = 0) clearly gives the opposite
of the desired sign. A similar behaviour will be faced even considering the ε-gauge defined in (2.6), as they
agree with the Korányi norm for |t| ≥ ε.

4. Two uniform estimates in mustiscale geometries.

In this section we present two results concerning p-harmonic functions on the Riemannian Heisenberg
group (Hn, dε) which for fixed p ∈ (1, Q) hold uniformly w.r.to the parameter ε ∈ (0, 1], namely, an Lp−L∞

estimates for their gradient in Proposition 4.1 and a local Harnack inequality in Proposition 4.2. As it will
be clear in the next sections, the these two results will be essential in Proposition 6.1 in order to establish
decay properties at infinity for Riemannian p-capacitary potentials in exterior domains and in turn to prove
the gradient bounds announced in Theorem 1.2 and Corollary 1.3.

Note that the Lp−L∞ estimates for their gradient discussed here is the counterpart of the one obtained
in [37] for the horizontal gradient of p-harmonic functions on the sub-Riemannian Heisenberg group. The
result presented here is essentially contained in [10], although not explicitely stated there. Indeed, in [10]
the key estimate concerning a weighted Caccioppoli inequality for the gradient is obtained and here we
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fill the missing details to derive the claim through uniform local Sobolev inequality from [19] and Moser
iteration. Similarly, the uniform local Harnack inequality discussed here is the Riemannian counterpart
of the one proved in [11] for the sub-Riemannian case (see also [9] for analogous results concerning the
Riemannian approximation for parabolic equations modeled on the p-Laplacian for p ≥ 2). Here, following
closely the argument in [11] for the sub-Riemannian case, we detail how to obtain the Harnack inequality
for p-harmonic functions in the Riemannian case uniformly on ε ∈ (0, 1], relying on the main results in [19]
(see also [9]), i.e., the uniform doubling property and the uniform Poincaré inequalities reviewed in Section
2 in combination with Moser iteration and John-Nirenberg inequality.

Since we were not able to find a reference in the literature and although the arguments are essentially
standard and well-known to the experts, for all the three results in the sequel we sketch the proofs mainly
for the reader’s convenience, so that uniformity w.r.to ε ∈ (0, 1] will be transparent and the dependence on
p will be made explicit when needed.

Proposition 4.1. Let 1 < p < Q, ε ∈ (0, 1], and let Ω ⊂ H
n be an open set. There exist constants C > 0

and θ > 1 depending only on p and Q such that for every ε ∈ (0, 1] and every v = vεp ∈ Ẇ 1,p
ε,loc(Ω) which is

weakly p-harmonic in Ω we have

(4.1) ‖|∇εv|ε‖L∞(Bθ−1r(ḡ))
≤ C

(
1

|Bεr(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
r(ḡ)

|∇εv|pε

)1/p

whenever Bε2r(ḡ) ⊆ Ω, for some ḡ ∈ Ω and r > 0.

Proof. The proof relies essentially on the uniform Caccioppoli inequality for the gradient of p-harmonic
functions proved in [10, Theorem 5.3] combined with the with the Moser iteration technique. However,
instead of working with the metric balls Bεr , here we prefer to perform the iteration using the balls Bεr
associated to the ε-gauge ‖ · ‖ε, so that well-behaved cut-off functions are available in view of Lemma
2.2-(5).

For fixed ε ∈ (0, 1] and Bε2r(ḡ) ⊆ Ω we consider the auxiliary domain Ω′ := Bε
2C̄−1r

(ḡ) ⊆ Bε2r(ḡ), i.e.,

a ball associated to the ε-gauge ‖ · ‖ε discussed in Lemma 2.2 for a constant C̄ > 1 depending only on Q
obtained there. Thus, chosing θ = 2C̄2 > 1 and setting for brevity r̄ = (2C̄)−1r, Lemma 2.2-(3) yields
Bεθ−1r(ḡ) ⊆ Bεr̄(ḡ) ⊆ Bε2r̄(ḡ) ⊆ Bεr(ḡ) and the lemma is proved once we show that

(4.2) ‖|∇εv|ε‖L∞(Bε
r̄(ḡ))

≤ C

(
1

|Bε2r̄(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
2r̄(ḡ)

|∇εv|pε

)1/p

,

for some constant C > 0 depending only on p and Q (note that the volumes of the balls above are all
comparable uniformly on ε ∈ (0, 1] and r > 0 because of (2.2)).

In order to prove (4.2) we rely on the approach in [10] and proceed by a further regularization of (1.9a)
and (1.10), thus for any σ > 0 we consider the Euler-Lagrange equations

(4.3)

{
divε

((
σ + |∇εw|2ε

)(p−2)/2 ∇εw
)
= 0 in Ω′,

w = v on ∂Ω′ ,

corresponding to the minimization of the energy functional

(4.4) Eε,σp (w) =
1

p

∫

Ω′

(
σ + |∇εw|2ε

)p/2
,

among Sobolev functions W 1,p
v,ε (Ω

′) =
{
w ∈W 1,p

ε (Ω′) s.t. w = v a.e. on ∂Ω′
}
. Note that by definition of

‖ · ‖ε the domain Ω′ has piecewise smooth boundary, hence W 1,p
v,ε (Ω

′) is a well defined closed convex subset

of W 1,p
ε (Ω′) in view of standard trace theory for Sobolev functions.

By the direct method in the Calculus of Variations equations (4.3) do have unique solutions wσ = wε,σp
which are minimizers of (4.4) in the class above (here uniqueness follows from the strict convexity of the
energy functionals). Thus, Eε,σp (wσ) ≤ Eε,σp (vεp) ≤ C uniformly on σ, so that wσ → w∗ as σ → 0 (possibly

up to subsequences) weakly in W 1,p
ε and strongly in Lp , in particular w∗ ∈W 1,p

v,ε by weak continuity of the
trace operator. Since Eε,σp (vεp) → Eεp(v

ε
p) as σ → 0, by weak lower semicontinuity of Eεp(·) and monotonicity

of the map σ → Eε,σp (w) for any fixed w we conclude that Eεp(w
∗) ≤ Eεp(v

ε
p), so that w∗ = vεp because the
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latter is the unique minimizer of Eε in the class above again in view of the strict convexity of Eεp(·). Thus,
Eεp(w

σ) → Eεp(v
ε
p) as σ → 0, so that wσ → vεp as σ → 0 strongly in W 1,p

ε and (possibly up to subsequences)
a.e. convergence of the gradients holds. Taking into account the previous regularization scheme and its
convergence properties as σ → 0, inequality (4.2) follows once we prove that

(4.5) ‖|∇εw
σ|ε‖L∞(Bε

r̄(ḡ))
≤ C

(
1

|Bε2r̄(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
2r̄(ḡ)

(
σ + |∇εw

σ|2ε
)p/2

)1/p

,

for some constant C > 0 depending only on p and Q (in particular, independent of σ).
In order to obtain (4.5) we rely on [10, Theorem 5.3], so that for any β ≥ 2 and any η ∈ C∞

0 (Ω′) we have

(4.6)

∫

Ω′

η2
(
σ + |∇εw

σ |2ε
) p−2+β

2 |∇2
εw

σ|2 ≤ Cβ10
(
‖|∇εη|ε‖2L∞ + ‖ηTη‖L∞

) ∫

spt η

(
σ + |∇εw

σ |2ε
) p+β

2 ,

where C > 0 depends only on p and Q and |∇2
εw

σ|2 is the sum of the squared second derivatives w.r. to
the orthonormal frame {X1, . . . , Xn, Y1, . . . , Yn, Tε}.

Now notice that Ω′ = Bε4r̄(ḡ) and chosing r̄ ≤ ρ1 < ρ2 ≤ 2r̄ ≤ 2ρ1 ≤ 4r̄ we have Bερ1(ḡ) ⊂ Bερ2(ḡ) ⊆ Ω′,
so that by a simple limiting argument inequality (4.6) still holds for η = ζ, the Lipschitz cut-off function
given in Lemma 2.2-(5). Thus, combining (4.6) with the elementary inequality |∇ε

(
σ + |∇εw

σ|2ε
)
|2ε ≤

4
(
σ + |∇εw

σ |2ε
)
|∇2

εw
σ |2 we obtain for any β ≥ 2

∫

Bε
ρ2

(ḡ)

ζ2
∣∣∣∣∇ε

(
σ + |∇εw

σ |2ε
) p+β

4

∣∣∣∣
2

ε

≤ C(1 + β)12

(ρ2 − ρ1)2

∫

Bε
ρ2

(ḡ)

(
σ + |∇εw

σ|2ε
) p+β

2 .

On the other hand still by Lemma 2.2-(5) we have for any β ≥ 2
∫

Bε
ρ2

(ḡ)

|∇εζ|2ε
(
σ + |∇εw

σ|2ε
) p+β

2 ≤ C

(ρ2 − ρ1)2

∫

Bε
ρ2

(ḡ)

(
σ + |∇εw

σ|2ε
) p+β

2 ,

which combined with the previous inequality and Leibnitz’s rule easily yields for any β ≥ 2

(4.7)

∫

Bε
ρ2

(ḡ)

∣∣∣∣∇ε

{
ζ
(
σ + |∇εw

σ|2ε
) p+β

4

}∣∣∣∣
2

ε

≤ C(1 + β)12

(ρ2 − ρ1)2

∫

Bε
ρ2

(ḡ)

(
σ + |∇εw

σ|2ε
) p+β

2 .

From now on we set for brevity Ψσ =
(
σ + |∇εw

σ|2ε
) 1

2 . Since spt ζ ⊂ Bερ2(ḡ) ⊆ Ω′ ⊆ Bε2r(ḡ), from the
localized Sobolev inequality (2.5) (with p = 2 and on the ball Bε2r(ḡ)) we infer for any β ≥ 2

(
1

|Bε2r(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
2r(ḡ)

∣∣∣∣ζΨ
p+β
2

σ

∣∣∣∣

2Q
Q−2

)Q−2
2Q

≤ 2rC

(
1

|Bε2r(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
2r(ḡ)

∣∣∣∣∇ε

{
ζΨ

p+β
2

σ

}∣∣∣∣
2

ε

)1/2

,

where the constant C > 0 depends only on p and Q.
Now we observe that Bεr̄(ḡ) ⊂ Bερ1(ḡ) ⊂ spt ζ ⊂ Bερ2(ḡ) ⊆ Ω′ ⊆ Bε2r(ḡ) = Bε

4C̄r̄
(ḡ), hence all the balls have

uniformly equivalent volumes in view of (2.2). Thus, combining the last inequality with (4.7) and taking
into account the properties of ζ, for any β ≥ 2 and r̄ ≤ ρ1 < ρ2 ≤ 2r̄ ≤ 2ρ1 ≤ 4r̄ we finally get

(4.8)

(
1

|Bερ1(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
ρ1

(ḡ)

(
Ψp+βσ

) Q
Q−2

)Q−2
Q

≤ Cρ22(1 + β)12

(ρ2 − ρ1)2
1

|Bερ2(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
ρ2

(ḡ)

Ψp+βσ ,

where the constant C > 0 depends only on p and Q.
Next we perform Moser iteration, i.e., for i ∈ N we repeatedly use (4.8) with the choice (ρ1, ρ2, β) =

(ρ̃i+1, ρ̃i, βi), where ρ̃i = r̄(1+2−i−1) for i ≥ 0 and βi+1 = Q
Q−2βi+

2p
Q−2 , β0 = 2. Note that {βi} is positive,

increasing and βi → +∞ as i→ ∞, moreover p+ βi+1 = (p+ βi)
Q
Q−2 and ρ2 − ρ1 = ρ̃i − ρ̃i+1 = r̄2−i−2 for

any i ≥ 0. Thus, under the previous choice (4.8) leads to

(4.9)

(
1

|Bερ̃i+1
(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
ρ̃i+1

(ḡ)

Ψp+βi+1
σ

) 1
p+βi+1

≤
(
4iC(p+ βi)

12
) 1

p+βi

(
1

|Bερ̃i(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
ρ̃i

(ḡ)

Ψp+βi
σ

) 1
p+βi

,



IMCF IN THE HEISENBERG GROUP 17

whence the pointwise bound |∇εw
σ|ε ≤ Ψσ, the inclusion Bεr̄(ḡ) ⊂ Bερ̃i+1

(ḡ) ⊂ Bε2r̄(ḡ) with uniform equiva-

lence of volumes, and a simple iteration of (4.9) give

(4.10)

‖|∇εw
σ |ε‖L∞(Bε

r̄(ḡ))
= lim

i→∞

(
1

Bεr̄(ḡ)

∫

Bε
r̄(ḡ)

|∇εw
σ|p+βi+1
ε

) 1
p+βi+1

≤ Ĉ


 1

|Bε3
2 r̄
(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
3
2
r̄
(ḡ)

(
σ + |∇εw

σ |2ε
) p+2

2




1
p+2

,

where Ĉ = Π∞
i=0

(
4iC(p+ βi)

12
) 1

p+βi <∞ depends only on p and Q and in particular it is independent of σ

(notice that by its very definition βi ≥
(

Q
Q−2

)i
for any i ≥ 0, whence

∑∞
i=0

log(p+βi)
p+βi

< ∞ and in turn the

convergence of the infinite product follows easily).
In order to conclude the proof it remains to show how to infer (4.5) from (4.10), i.e., how to decrease

the exponent from p + 2 to p on the r.h.s. of (4.10) (while inflating slightly the corresponding ball), and
to do this we adapt the interpolation argument in [27, Lemma 3.38]. First, using (4.8) with β = 2 for any
r̄ ≤ ρ1 < ρ2 ≤ 2r̄ ≤ 2ρ1 ≤ 4r̄, so that λ = ρ1/ρ2 ∈ [ r̄ρ2 , 1) ⊆ [ 12 , 1), we deduce that the following inequality

holds

(4.11)

(
1

|Bελρ2(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
λρ2

(ḡ)

(
Ψp+2
σ

) Q
Q−2

) Q−2
Q(p+2)

≤ C

(1− λ)
2

p+2

(
1

|Bερ2(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
ρ2

(ḡ)

Ψp+2
σ

) 1
p+2

,

where the constant C > 0 depends only on p and Q.
Next we optimize (4.11) with respect to λ ∈ [ r̄ρ2 , 1) while keeping ρ2 ∈ [r̄, 2r̄] fixed. Since p < p + 2 <

(p+ 2) Q
Q−2 , if we choose µ ∈ (0, 1) such that

(4.12)
1

µ
− 1 =

Q

p
, i.e. ,

1

p+ 2
=
µ

p
+

1− µ

(p+ 2) Q
Q−2

,

then in view of Hölder’s inequalty, (4.11) and 1 < p < Q we have for fixed ρ2 ∈ [r̄, 2r̄]

(4.13) Φ(ρ2; p) := sup
λ∈[ r̄

ρ2
,1)

(1− λ)
2(1−µ)
µ(p+2)

(
1

|Bελρ2(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
λρ2

(ḡ)

Ψp+2
σ

) 1
p+2

≤ C

(
1

|Bερ2(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
ρ2

(ḡ)

Ψp+2
σ

) 1
p+2

,

where the constant C > 0 depends only on p and Q.
For given λ ∈ [ r̄ρ2 , 1) ⊆ [ 12 , 1) we set λ′ = 1

2 (1 + λ) ∈ (λ, 1) ⊂ [ 12 , 1), so that λ′ is admissible in (4.13) and

r̄ ≤ ρ1 = λρ2 < λ′ρ2 < 2r̄ ≤ 2ρ1 < 4r̄, so that (4.11) also holds with radii (λρ2, λ
′ρ2) instead of (λρ2, ρ2).

Note that 1− λ/λ′ = (1− λ′)/λ′ = 1−λ
2λ′ , so that 1− λ/λ′ and 1− λ are uniformly comparable to 1− λ′ for

λ ∈ [ 12 , 1), hence combining the previous two inequalities with (4.12) we have the estimate
(4.14)

(1−λ) 2
µ(p+2)

(
1

|Bελρ2(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
λρ2

(ḡ)

(
Ψp+2
σ

) Q
Q−2

) Q−2
Q(p+2)

≤ C
(1− λ)

2
µ(p+2)

(1− λ/λ′)
2

p+2

(
1

|Bελ′ρ2
(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
λ′ρ2

(ḡ)

Ψp+2
σ

) 1
p+2

≤ C̃Φ(ρ2; p) ,

where C̃ > 0 depends only on p and Q and λ ∈ [ r̄ρ2 , 1) is arbitrary.

Now for any δ > 0 we chose λ̃ ∈ [ r̄ρ2 , 1) in (4.13) so that in view also of (4.12) and Hölder inequality we

have

Φ(ρ2; p) < (1− λ̃)
2(1−µ)
µ(p+2)


 1

|Bε
λ̃ρ2

(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
λ̃ρ2

(ḡ)

Ψµ(p+2)
σ Ψ(1−µ)(p+2)

σ




1
p+2

+ δ ,

≤ (1 − λ̃)
2(1−µ)
µ(p+2)


 1

|Bε
λ̃ρ2

(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
λ̃ρ2

(ḡ)

Ψpσ




µ
p

 1

|Bε
λ̃ρ2

(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
λ̃ρ2

(ḡ)

(
Ψp+2
σ

) Q
Q−2




Q−2
Q(p+2)

(1−µ)

+ δ .
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Next, for ν > 0 to be chosen later and a, b ≥ 0 we use Young’s inequality ab ≤ c(ν, µ)a1/µ + νb1/(1−µ) to
infer from the last inequality that

Φ(ρ2; p) < c(ν, µ)


 1

|Bε
λ̃ρ2

(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
λ̃ρ2

(ḡ)

Ψpσ




1
p

+ ν(1− λ̃)
2

µ(p+2)


 1

|Bε
λ̃ρ2

(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
λ̃ρ2

(ḡ)

(
Ψp+2
σ

) Q
Q−2




Q−2
Q(p+2)

+ δ ,

whence equivalence of volumes between Bε
λ̃ρ2

(ḡ) and Bερ2(ḡ) for the first term together with (4.14) for the

second one yield

(4.15) Φ(ρ2; p) < c(ν, µ, p,Q)

(
1

|Bερ2(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
ρ2

(ḡ)

Ψpσ

) 1
p

+ ν C̃ Φ(ρ2; p) + δ .

Finally, chosing ν = 1

2C̃
and letting δ → 0 in (4.15) we get Φ(ρ2; p) ≤ 2c(ν, µ, p,Q)

(
1

|Bε
ρ2

(ḡ)|

∫
Bε

ρ2
(ḡ) Ψ

p
σ

) 1
p

,

which together with (4.13) for ρ1 = 3
2 r̄, ρ2 = 2r̄ and λ = ρ1

ρ2
= 3

4 >
1
2 give


 1

|Bε3
2 r̄
(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
3
2
r̄
(ḡ)

Ψp+2
σ




1
p+2

≤ CΦ(p) ≤ C

(
1

|Bε2r̄(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
2r̄(ḡ)

Ψpσ

) 1
p

,

for constants C > 0 depending only on p and Q. Combining the last inequality with (4.10) the estimate
(4.5) follows and the proof is complete.

�

The second tool needed in the next sections is the following uniform Harnack inequality for p-harmonic
functions.

Proposition 4.2. Let 1 < p < Q and r̄ > 0 be fixed and for any ε > 0 and ḡ ∈ H
n let v = vεp ∈ C1(Bε9r̄(ḡ))

be a nonnegative p-harmonic function w.r. to the metric | · |2ε. There exists a constant CH ≥ 1 depending
only on p,Q and r̄ such that

(4.16) ess sup
Bε

r(ḡ)

v ≤ CH ess inf
Bε

r(ḡ)
v for any 0 < r ≤ 1

2
r̄ .

Proof. As already announced, we follow closely the strategy in [11], although with some simplifications in
treating the two involved L∞ −Lp bounds through Moser iteration in a unified way and without relying on
the Dahlberg and Kenig trick (compare [11, Lemma 3.29]). Moreover, relying on Lemma 2.3, we can apply
the abstract John-Nirenberg inequality for BMO functions on homogeneous spaces from [5] and infer (4.16)
from the L∞ − Lp bounds.

We first notice that v > 0 in Bε9r̄(ḡ) by the strong maximum principle, unless v ≡ 0 and (4.16) holds
trivially. Now we derive a Caccioppoli-type inequality for arbitrary powers of v. Thus, for fixed ε > 0,
β ∈ R \ {−1/p} and for nonnegative dε-Lipschitz function ζ compactly supported in Bε9r̄(ḡ) to be specified
later, we test the equation for v with ζpv1+βp, hence integration by parts, Cauchy-Schwarz and Young
inequalities yield

∫

Bε
9r̄(ḡ)

ζp|∇εv|pεvβp = − 1

1 + βp

∫

Bε
9r̄(ḡ)

|∇εv|p−2
ε v1+βp〈∇εv,∇εζ

p〉ε

≤
∫

Bε
9r̄(ḡ)

(
ζp−1|∇εv|p−1

ε vβ(p−1)
)( p

|1 + βp|v
1+β |∇εζ|ε

)

≤
(
1− 1

p

)∫

Bε
9r̄(ḡ)

ζp|∇εv|pεvβp +
1

p

∫

Bε
9r̄(ḡ)

(
p

|1 + βp|

)p
v(1+β)p|∇εζ|pε .

Thus, for β = −1 the previous inequality in lerms of log v becomes

(4.17)

∫

Bε
9r̄(ḡ)

ζp|∇ε log v|pε ≤
(

p

p− 1

)p ∫

Bε
9r̄(ḡ)

|∇εζ|pε ,
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while for β 6= −1 in terms of v1+β we have
∫

Bε
9r̄(ḡ)

ζp|∇εv
1+β |pε ≤

( |1 + β|p
|1 + βp|

)p ∫

Bε
9r̄(ḡ)

(
v(1+β)|∇εζ|ε

)p
,

which combined with Leibniz rule and a convexity inequality gives

(4.18)

∫

Bε
9r̄(ḡ)

|∇ε

(
ζv1+β

)
|pε ≤ 2p−1

[( |1 + β|p
|1 + βp|

)p
+ 1

] ∫

Bε
9r̄(ḡ)

(
v(1+β)|∇εζ|ε

)p
.

Next, we specialize inequalities (4.17) and (4.18) by chosing test functions adapted to the metric dε.
Instead of resorting to the general theory of spaces of homogenous type as in, e.g., [9, Section 7], here we
argue as in Lemma 2.2. Notice that |∇εdε(·, ḡ)|ε ≤ 1 on H

n for any ḡ ∈ H
n and for each ε > 0 because such

function is 1-Lipschitz w.r.to dε just by triangle inequality. Thus, if 0 < ρ1 < ρ2 ≤ 2ρ1 and h : [0,∞) → [0, 1]
is a Lipschitz and piecewhise linear function, with {h ≡ 1} = [0, ρ1], {h ≡ 0} = [ρ1+ρ22 ,∞), and h is linear
otherwise, then for any ḡ ∈ H

n the function ζ(g) = h(dε(g, ḡ)) is Lipschitz on H
n, with ζ ≡ 1 on Bερ1(ḡ),

spt ζ ⊂ Bερ2(ḡ) and |∇εζ|ε ≤ 2
ρ2−ρ1

.

Thus, for ĝ ∈ Bεr̄(ḡ) and 0 < ρ ≤ 2r̄ we have Bε3ρ(ĝ) ⊂ Bε7r̄(ḡ) and Bε4ρ(ĝ) ⊂ Bε9r̄(ḡ), hence for
(ρ1, ρ2) = (3ρ, 4ρ) in view of the properties of ζ inequality (4.17) together with the doubling property (2.2)
and the uniform Poincaré inequality (2.3) yield for w = log v

(4.19)
1

|Bερ(ĝ)|

∫

Bε
ρ(ĝ)

|w −wBε
ρ(ĝ)

| ≤ C
ρ

|Bε3ρ(ĝ)|

∫

Bε
3ρ(ĝ)

|∇εw|ε ≤ Cρ

(
1

|Bε4ρ(ĝ)|

∫

Bε
4ρ(ĝ)

ζp|∇εw|pε

)1/p

≤ C ,

where C > 0 depends only on p and Q. Then, setting B̃ερ(ĝ) = Bερ(ĝ) ∩Bεr̄(ḡ) and applying inequality (2.8)
we easily infer from (4.19) and the triangle inequality that for ĝ ∈ Bεr̄(ḡ) and 0 < ρ ≤ 2r̄ we have

(4.20)

1

|B̃ερ(ĝ)|

∫

B̃ε
ρ(ĝ)

|w − wB̃ε
ρ(ĝ)

| ≤ C
1

|Bερ(ĝ)|2
∫

Bε
ρ(ĝ)

∫

Bε
ρ(ĝ)

|w(g)− w(g′)|

≤ C
1

|Bερ(ĝ)|

∫

Bε
ρ(ĝ)

|w − wBε
ρ(ĝ)

| ≤ C,

where C > 0 depends only on p and Q. In particular, the last estimate shows that w ∈ BMO(Bεr̄(ḡ), dε, | · |)
as the ball B̃ερ(ĝ) ⊂ Bεr̄(ḡ) is an arbitrary ball in the metric space (Bεr̄(ḡ), dε).

Note that for all ε > 0 the spaces (Bεr̄(ḡ), dε, | · |) are of homogeneous type, the doubling property for
them holds uniformly w.r.to ε > 0 due to (2.2) together with (2.8). Then, it follows from the bound of
the BMO norms (4.20) and the abstract John-Nirenberg inequality (see, e.g, [5, Theorem 1]) that there
exists p̂ > 0 and for each p̄ ∈ (0, p̂) there exists a corresponding C = C(p̄) > 0 both dependent on p and
Q, possibly depending on r̄ but independent of ε, such that

∫
Bε

r (ḡ)
exp

(
p̄|w − wBε

r(ḡ)
|
)
≤ C|Bεr(ḡ)| for any

0 < r ≤ r̄. Then, the identity w = log v and e±p̄ log v = v±p̄ together with exponential integrabiliy readily
yield for any 0 < r ≤ r̄ the estimate

(4.21)

(
1

|Bεr(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
r(ḡ)

vp̄

)1/p̄

≤ C

(
1

|Bεr(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
r(ḡ)

v−p̄

)−1/p̄

,

where C > 0 depends only on p̄, p, Q and r̄.
In order to proceed in the proof we go back to (4.18) and use the localized Sobolev inequality for fixed

0 < r ≤ r̄. Taking the cut-off function ζ as above, since spt ζ ⊂ Bερ2(ḡ) ⊆ Bεr(ḡ), from inequality (2.5) and
(2.2) we infer for any β ∈ R \ {−1,−1/p} and r/4 ≤ ρ1 < ρ2 ≤ r that

(4.22)

(
1

|Bερ1(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
ρ1

(ḡ)

(
v(1+β)

) pQ
(Q−p)

) Q−p
pQ|1+β|

≤
(

Cρ2
ρ2 − ρ1

) 1
|1+β|

[( |1 + β|p
|1 + βp|

)p
+ 1

] 1
p|β+1|

(
1

|Bερ2(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
ρ2

(ḡ)

(
v(1+β)

)p
) 1

p|β+1|

,
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where the constant C > 0 depends only on p and Q.
Next we perform Moser iteration with exponents {βi}i≥0 where β0 ∈ (−1,−1/p) ∪ (−1/p,∞) is to be

chosen later and βi+1 = p/(Q− p) + βiQ/(Q− p), so that {βi} ⊂ (−1,∞) and it is increasing. Note that if
s = p(β + 1) then β > −1 iff s > 0 and β 6= −1/p iff s 6= p− 1. Hence, setting for brevity si = p(βi + 1),

we have that si+1 = siQ/(Q − p) = s0
Qi+1

(Q−p)i+1 → +∞ as i → ∞, so that the sequence {βi} is eventually

nonnegative and increasing to +∞ as βi+1 ≥ C Qi

(Q−1)i for any i ≥ 0 large enough. Moreover, for such

positive β = βi one has
(

|1+β|p
|1+βp|

)p
+ 1 ≤ 2pp . Thus, we can select s0 = p̄ ∈ (0, p̂) such that si 6= p− 1 for

all i ≥ 0 (i.e., βi ∈ (−1,−1/p) ∪ (−1/p,∞) for all i ≥ 0).
Thus, for fixed 0 < r ≤ r̄ we repeatedly use (4.22) with the choice (ρ1, ρ2, β) = (ρ̃i+1, ρ̃i, βi), where

ρ̃i = r(12 + 2−i−1) for i ≥ 0, so that inequality(4.8) rewrites for all i ≥ 0 as

(4.23)

(
1

|Bερ̃i+1
(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
ρ̃i+1

(ḡ)

vsi+1

) 1
|si+1|

≤ C
i+1
|si|

(
1

|Bερ̃i(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
ρ̃i

(ḡ)

vsi

) 1
|si|

,

for a constant C > 0 depending only on p and Q.
Iterating (4.23) as in the proof of the previous lemma we easily obtain the inequality

(4.24) ‖v‖L∞(Bε
r/2

(ḡ)) ≤ C′

(
1

|Bεr(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
r(ḡ)

vp̄

) 1
p̄

,

where C′ = Π∞
i=0C

i+1
|si| < ∞ depends only on p and Q (notice that si = s0

Qi

(Q−p)i for any i ≥ 0, whence∑∞
i=0

i+1
si

<∞ and in turn the convergence of the infinite product follows).
On the other hand, for fixed 0 < r ≤ r̄ we perform again Moser iteration to show that

(4.25)

(
ess inf
Bε

r/2
(ḡ)

v

)−1

=
∥∥v−1

∥∥
L∞(Bε

r/2
)
≤ C̃

(
1

|Bεr(ḡ)|

∫

Bε
r(ḡ)

v−p̄

)1/p̄

,

where C̃ > 0 depends only on p̄, Q and r̄. Indeed, note that for {βi}i≥0 and {si}i≥0 as above and
β0 < −1 one has βi < −1 and in turn βi+1 < βi for all i ≥ 0. On the other hand for s0 < 0 one has

both si = s0

(
Q
Q−p

)i
→ −∞ and in turn βi → −∞ as i → ∞. Then, we can chose β0 < −1 such that

s0 = p(1+β0) = −p̄ and as above we can repeatedly use (4.22) with the same choice (ρ1, ρ2, β) = (ρ̃i+1, ρ̃i, βi)
and where still ρ̃i = r(12 + 2−i−1) for i ≥ 0 to get once more (4.23) for all i ≥ 0. As in the proof of (4.24),
iterating (4.23) for these new set of exponents inequality (4.25) follows easily as i→ ∞ .

Finally, combining inequalities (4.24), (4.21), and (4.25) the desired inequality (4.16) follows with CH > 0
depending only on p, Q and r̄. �

5. Two-sided control at infinity for p-capacitary potentials.

In this section, we consider p-capacitary potentials associated to exterior domains, the model case being
the complement of a Korányi ball, and we discuss their two-sided behaviour at infinity. On the one hand,
we are going to establish a sharp universal pointwise lower bound through an iterative use of the barriers
constructed in Section 3. This lower bound will be relevant to obtain for the limit u of solutions to (1.6a)-
(1.6b)-(1.8)-(1.9a)-(1.9b) as p → 1 a lower bound for the size of their level sets of the form diamε({u =
s}) & es/(Q−1).

Concerning the upper bound, we first obtain it in the form of integrability at infinity below the Sobolev

exponent p∗ in the space Lσ,∞, where σ = Q(p−1)
Q−p is the natural exponent dictated by the explicit singular

solutions provided in Lemma 3.1 , from which higher integrability follows by interpolation. Then, as a
byproduct of our analysis performed in Proposition 4.2, in Proposition 5.4 we derive a Harnack inequality
for p-harmonic functions on annular regions which holds uniformly on ε ∈ (0, 1] and with constants of
controlled growth as p → 1. As a consequence, for p > 1 we provide a power-type decay of p-capacitary

potentials of the form vεp(g) . ‖g‖ p−Q
p−1 as ‖g‖ → ∞ and with constant of controlled growth as p → 1. In



IMCF IN THE HEISENBERG GROUP 21

turn, this pointwise behaviour of the potentials guarantee that for solutions uε = limp→1 u
ε
p one has an

upper bound of the form diamε({u = s}) . es/(Q−1).
The pointwise lower bound is given by the following result.

Proposition 5.1. Let 1 < p ≤ 2, ε ∈ [0, 1], and let Ω ⊂ H
n be an open set with C2-smooth boundary and

bounded complement satisfying assumption assuption (HPΩ) with parameter R0 such that BR0(g0) ⊂ Ωc

and H
n\Ω ⊂ BR̄(g0) for some R0 < 2 < R̄. There exist C > 0 depending only on R0 and Q and there exists

Ĉ > 1 depending only on R0, R̄ and Q such that for v = vεp the minimizer of (1.10) in the set Ẇ 1,p
1,ε (Ω) we

have

(5.1) v(g) ≥ Ĉ− ε4

p−1

(‖g−1
0 ∗ g‖
R0

)−γ

on Ω , with γ =
Q − p

p− 1
, Ĉ =

(
4
R̄

R0

)C
.

Proof. First notice that the claim is true for ε = 0 by chosing any Ĉ > 0. Indeed in that case both sides
in (5.1) are continuous and finite energy p-harmonic functions in Ω with respect to the sub-Riemannian
metric | · |0, moreover they are clearly well ordered on ∂Ω, so that inequality (5.1) holds in the whole Ω as
it follows from the comparison principle for finite energy p-harmonic functions.

Assuming ε ∈ (0, 1] in the sequel, up to traslations we may also assume g0 = 0. Notice that the right
hand side in (5.1) is no longer p-harmonic in Ω but a slight tilt in the exponent still gives a subsolution
according to Proposition 3.3. Then we iterate this property at different scales and with different tilts in the

exponent in order to prove that (5.1) actually holds for suitably chosen Ĉ > 0.

In what follows for ε ∈ (0, 1] we set µ(ε) = ε4

p−1

(
8
R2

0
+ 32Q

R4
0

)
, so that in view of Lemma 3.2 and Proposition

3.3 the function ‖ · ‖−(γ+µ(ε)) has finite energy and it satisfies (3.33), i.e., it is weakly p-subharmonic w.r.to

the metric | · |ε outside the ball BR0(0), whence comparison principle yields R
−γ−µ(ε)
0 v ≥ ‖ · ‖−(γ+µ(ε)) in

Ω. Now for R̄ > 2 > R0 such that Hn \ Ω ⊂ BR̄(0), if Ω̃ = H
n \BR̄(0) then we have v ∈ Ẇ 1,p

ε (Ω̃) ∩ C(Ω̃).
Next, using homogeneous dilations we define by induction

v0(g) = R̄γv(δR̄(g)) , vj+1(g) = 2γvj(δ2(g)) = (2γ)
j+1

v0(δ2j+1(g)) , j ∈ N .

Clearly if we set R̄j = R̄2j and εj = ε/R̄j then εj ∈ (0, 1] for all j, εj → 0 as j → ∞, moreover
vj(g) = R̄γj v(δR̄j

(g)) for any j ∈ N and each vj is p-harmonic in B1(0)
c w.r. to the metric | · |εj .

Note that, as above, if w ∈ Ẇ 1,p
ε̃ (B1(0)

c
) ∩ C(B1(0)

c) is p-harmonic in B1(0)
c
w.r. to the metric | · |ε̃

then w ≥
(
min∂B1(0) w

)
‖ · ‖−(γ+µ(ε̃)) on B1(0)

c, hence the same holds on B1(0)
c ∩B2(0) and in particular

we have the inequality 2γ
(
min∂B2(0) w

)
≥ 2−µ(ε̃)

(
min∂B1(0) w

)
. Applying the latter inequalities to w = vj

and ε̃ = εj as defined above and setting mj = min∂B1(0) vj we obtain for each j ≥ 0

(5.2) vj ≥ mj‖ · ‖−(γ+µ(εj)) on B1(0)
c ∩B2(0) , mj+1 ≥ 2−µ(εj)mj ≥ m02

−
∑j

k=0 µ(εk) .

Clearly µ(εj) ≤ Cε4

p−12
−j−1 for all j ≥ 0, where C > 0 depends only on R0 and Q, whence

∑
j µ(εj) ≤ Cε4

p−1 ,

mj ≥ m0

(
2C
)ε4/(1−p)

and vj ≥ mj‖ · ‖−(γ+µ(εj)) ≥ m0

(
4C
)ε4/(1−p) ‖ · ‖−γ on B1(0)

c ∩B2(0).
Thus, by construction

m0 = R̄γ min
∂BR̄(0)

v ≥ R̄γ
(
R̄

R0

)−γ−µ(ε)

≥ Rγ0

(
R̄

R0

)−Cε4

p−1

and in turn for each j ≥ 0

vj(g) ≥ Rγ0

(
R̄

R0

)−Cε4

p−1 (
4C
)ε4/(1−p) ‖g‖−γ =

(
4
R̄

R0

)−Cε4

p−1
(‖g‖
R0

)−γ

for each g ∈ B1(0)
c ∩B2(0) ,

therefore the identity vj(g) = R̄γj v(δR̄j
(g)) for any j ∈ N yield inequality (5.1) on H

n \ BR̄(0) by chosing

Ĉ =
(
4 R̄
R0

)C
> 1. Finally, since R

−γ−µ(ε)
0 v ≥ ‖ · ‖−(γ+µ(ε)) in Ω yields R−γ

0 v ≥ (4R̄/R0)
−µ(ε)‖ · ‖−γ in

Ω ∩BR̄(0), then from the choice of C above and the corresponding definition of Ĉ inequality (5.1) actually
holds in the whole Ω. This closes the proof. �
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In order to obtain a pointwise upper bound for the p-capacitary potentials we start with the following
auxiliary result announced in Section 2 about the Riemannian perimeters Perε(·) and their relation with the
horizontal perimeter Per0(·). The reader should refer to [33, Section 5] for a similar statement, although for
a slightly different definition of Perε(·) corresponding to a family of vector fields different from {Xi, Yi, Tε}.

Lemma 5.2. Let Ω̃ ⊂ H
n be a bounded open set with C1-smooth boundary, H2n be the Eucledean 2n-

dimensional Hausdorff measure and let n̂ be the Euclidean outer normal vector field.
For each ε > 0 we have the equality

(5.3) εPerε(Ω̃) =

∫

∂Ω̃

(
n∑

i=1

[
(Xi · n̂)2 + (Yi · n̂)2

]
+ ε2 (T · n̂)2

)1/2

dH2n .

As a consequence ε→ εPerε(Ω̃) is non decreasing, εPerε(Ω̃) ≤ Per1(Ω̃) for any ε ∈ (0, 1], and εPerε(Ω̃) →
Per0(Ω̃) as ε→ 0.

Proof. It is clearly enough to establish the validity of (5.3), whence the the other properties follow easily

taking into account the representation formula for P0(Ω̃) already proved in [12, Section 3] (see also [33]
and [21, Section 7]).

The proof of (5.3) is very similar to the one in [12, Section 3] for Per0(Ω̃). Indeed, recall that for any
smooth vector field Zϕ =

∑n
i=1 [ϕiXi + ϕn+iYi] + ϕ2n+1Tε associated to a smooth map ϕ : Hn → R

2n+1

its Riemannian divergence is given by divεZϕ =
∑n

i=1 [(Xiϕi + Yiϕn+i] + Tεϕ2n+1 , and moreover that we
have the identities Xiϕi = ∂xiϕi − ∂t(

yi
2 ϕi), Yiϕi = ∂yiϕn+i + ∂t(

xi

2 ϕn+i) and Tεϕ2n+1 = ∂t(εϕ2n+1).

Then using the identity ε dvolε(·) = L2n+1 and the Euclidean divergence theorem we obtain

ε

∫

Ω̃

divεZϕ dvolε =

∫

∂Ω̃

(
n∑

i=1

[ϕiXi · n̂+ ϕn+iYi · n̂] + ϕ2n+1εT · n̂
)
dH2n ,

whence (5.3) follows from the definition of Perε(·) taking the supremum over maps ϕ ∈ C∞
0 (Hn;R2n+1)

satisfying |ϕ| ≤ 1 everywhere in H
n.

�

Next, relying on the previous lemma we prove a global weak-Lσ integrability of p-capacitary potentials
for σ = (p−1) Q

Q−p . Recall that for any σ > 0 the weak-Lσ space Lσ,∞(Ω) is the set of measurable functions

w : Ω → R (up to a.e. equivalence) having finite (quasi)norm (see, e.g., [25]),

(5.4) ‖w‖Lσ,∞(Ω) = sup
ρ>0

ρσ|{|w| > ρ}| .

The following result gives control of ‖vεp‖Lσ,∞(Ω) uniformly in ε ∈ [0, 1] and quantified w.r.to p ∈ (1, 2].

Lemma 5.3. Let 1 < p ≤ 2, ε ∈ (0, 1] and σ = Q(p−1)
Q−p . Let Ω ⊂ H

n be an open set with C2-smooth boundary

and bounded complement, Ω̃ = H
n \ Ω and let v = vεp be the minimizer of (1.10) in the set Ẇ 1,p

1,ε (Ω).
Then there exists C > 0 depending only on Q such that

(5.5) ‖v‖Lσ,∞(Ω) ≤ C‖∇εv‖σL∞(∂Ω)Per1(Ω̃)
Q/(Q−p) .

As a consequence, if Ω satisfies also assumption (HPΩ) with parameter R0 > 0 then there exist C′ > 0
depending only on Q and R0 such that ‖v‖Lσ,∞(Ω) ≤ C′.

Proof. For fixed 0 < τ < ρ ≤ 1
2 we consider auxiliary piecewise affine functions gτ : [0, 1] → [0,∞) given by

gτ (r) = min{r, ρ, ρτ (1−r)}, so that in particular g′τ (r) = χ(0,ρ)(r)− ρ
τ χ(1−τ,1)(r) a.e. in (0, 1) and gτ (1) = 0.

Since 0 ≤ v ≤ 1 and it is continuous in H
n, by the chain rule we have ϕ = gτ (v) ∈ Ẇ 1,p

ε,0 (Ω), ϕ ≡ 0 in Ω̃

and ∇εϕ = (χ{v<ρ} − ρ
τ χ{1−τ<v})∇εv a.e. in Ω. Using ϕ as an admissible test function for v we obtain

∫

{v<ρ}

|∇εv|pε =
ρ

τ

∫

{1−τ<v}

|∇εv|pε ≤ ‖|∇εv|ε‖p−1
L∞({1−τ≤v})

ρ

τ

∫

{1−τ<v}

|∇εv|ε .

In order to estimate the right hand side as τ → 0, for fixed ε we rely on the C1-boundary regularity of v to
obtain control of |∇εv|ε. Note that v < 1 in Ω by the strong maximum principle, moreover ∇εv 6= 0 on ∂Ω
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because of the Hopf lemma applied at any (maximum) point of ∂Ω. As a consequence ∩τ>0{v ≥ 1− τ} = Ω̃
and ‖|∇εv|ε‖L∞({1−τ≤v}) = (1 + o(1))‖|∇εv|ε‖L∞(∂Ω) as τ → 0.

On the other hand, since Ω̃ has smooth boundary ∂Ω̃ = ∂Ω, the same holds for Ω̃r,ε = {v > 1−r} for any

0 < r < τ and for τ small enough because ∇εv 6= 0 on ∂Ω. As a consequence Perε(Ω̃r,ε) = (1+o(1))Perε(Ω̃)
as r → 0. Since Ln+1 = ε dvolε(·), then the Riemannian coarea formula together with the previous
expansions yield∫

{v<ρ}

|∇εv|pε ≤ (1 + o(1))‖|∇εv|ε‖p−1
L∞(∂Ω)

ρ

τ

∫

{1−τ<v}

|∇εv|εεdvolε

= (1 + o(1))‖|∇εv|ε‖p−1
L∞(∂Ω)

ρ

τ

∫ 1

1−τ

εPerε(Ω̃r,ε) dr = (1 + o(1))ρ‖|∇εv|ε‖p−1
L∞(∂Ω)εPerε(Ω̃),

hence, from Lemma 5.2 as τ → 0, we conclude that

(5.6)

∫
|∇εmin{v, ρ}|pε =

∫

{v<ρ}

|∇εv|pε ≤ ρ‖|∇εv|ε‖p−1
L∞(∂Ω)Per1(Ω̃) ,

for any ε ∈ (0, 1], 1 < p ≤ 2 and ρ ∈ (0, 12 ].

Next, applying Chebyshev’s inequality and the Sobolev inequality (2.4) for ρ ∈ (0, 12 ] from (5.6) we infer
that

ρp|{v > ρ}|p/p∗ ≤
(∫

(min{v, ρ})p∗
)p/p∗

≤ (Cp∗)pρ‖|∇εv|ε‖p−1
L∞(∂Ω)Per1(Ω̃) ,

for C > 0 depending only on Q.
Finally, for 1 < p ≤ 2 we have p∗ ≤ 2Q/(Q− 2) and σ ≤ Q/(Q− 2), therefore raising both sides of the

previous inequality to p∗/p we get

‖v‖Lσ,∞(Ω) = sup
0<ρ<1

ρσ|{v > ρ} ∩ Ω| ≤ sup
0<ρ≤1/2

2σρσ|{v > ρ} ∩ Ω| ≤ C‖|∇εv|ε‖σL∞(∂Ω)Per1(Ω̃)
Q/(Q−p) ,

for C > 0 depending only on Q, which completes the proof of (5.5).
Finally, in order to finish the proof we rely on Proposition 6.2, so that inequality (6.4) for some C > 0

depending only on R0 and Q together with (5.5) yield

‖v‖Lσ,∞(Ω) ≤ C

(
C
p−1

(p− 1)p−1
Per1(Ω̃)

) Q
Q−p

and the conclusion follows as the right hand side is uniformly bounded for p ∈ (1, 2]. �

The following result provides uniform Harnack inequalities on annular regions.

Proposition 5.4. Let 1 < p ≤ 2, p∗ = Q(p−1)
Q−p/2 and for r > ε > 0 let us set Ωr = Bε5r(ḡ) \ Bεr(ḡ) and

Ω̃r = Bε4r(ḡ) \ Bε2r(ḡ) ⊂ Ωr . There exists C∗ > 1 depending only on Q such that if v = vεp ∈ W 1,p
ε (Ωr) is

nonegative and p-harmonic in Ωr w.r. to the metric | · |2ε then for any q ≥ p∗ we have

(5.7) ‖v‖L∞(Ω̃r)
≤ C

1
p−1
∗

(
1

|Ωr|

∫

Ωr

vq
)1/q

.

Proof. First notice that v ∈ C1(Ωr) by the regularity theory for p-harmonic functions on Riemannian
manifolds and, as in Proposition 4.2, v > 0 by the strong maximum principle unless v ≡ 0 so that (5.7) is
trivially satisfied. In addition, in view of Hölder inequality it is clearly enough to prove (5.7) for q = p∗,
moreover, since both the p-harmonic equation and the inequality (5.7) are translation invariant, from now
on we may assume ḡ = 0 and drop the dependence on ḡ in the sequel.

As in the proof of Proposition 4.2 we first derive a Caccioppoli-type inequality for suitable powers of v.
Thus, for β > −1/p and for nonnegative dε-Lipschitz function ζ compactly supported in Ωr to be specified
later, we test the equation for v with ζpv1+βp, hence integration by parts, Hölder and Young inequalities
combined as in the proof of (4.18) yield

(5.8)

∫

Ωr

|∇ε

(
ζv1+β

)
|pε ≤

(
2(1 + β)p

1 + pβ

)p ∫

Ωr

(
v(1+β)|∇εζ|ε

)p
,
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where we have used that p(1+β)
1+pβ > 1 for p > 1 and β > −1/p.

Next, in analogy with the previous proof we specialize inequality (5.8) by chosing suitable test functions
defined in terms of the metric dε in order to obtain (5.7) from (5.8) through Moser iteration. For r

2 <
1
2ρ2 ≤ ρ1 < ρ2 ≤ 2r we consider h : [0,∞) → [0, 1] a Lipschitz and piecewhise linear function, with

{h ≡ 1} = [3r−ρ1, 3r+ρ1], {h ≡ 0} = [0, 3r− ρ1+ρ2
2 ]∪ [3r+ ρ1+ρ2

2 ,∞), and h is linear otherwise. Hence, in
view of the inequality |∇εdε(·, ḡ)|ε ≤ 1 on H

n the function ζ(g) = h(dε(g, 0)) by construction is dε-Lipschitz
on H

n with ζ ≡ 1 on Bε3r+ρ1 \Bε3r−ρ1 , spt ζ ⊂⊂ Bε3r+ρ2 \Bε3r−ρ2 , and |∇εζ|ε ≤ 2
ρ2−ρ1

a.e. in H
n.

Now note that for ρ1 and ρ2 as above we have the following chain of inclusions, namely Bε7
2 r

\ Bε5
2 r

⊂
Bε3r+ρ1 \ Bε3r−ρ1 ⊂ Bε3r+ρ2 \ Bε3r−ρ2 ⊂ Bε3r+ρ2 ⊆ Bε5r, hence all the volumes are uniformly equivalent for
r > ε > 0 because in such a range of parameters there exists absolute constant C0 > 1 depending only on
Q such that C−1

0 |Bε5r| ≤ rQ ≤ C0|Bε7
2 r

\Bε5
2 r
| as follows from (2.2) and Lemma 2.6.

Going back to (5.8) we apply the uniform Sobolev inequality (2.4) for functions supported on Bε3r+ρ2 with

uniform constant Cp∗ ≤ C for a constant C > 0 independent of p ∈ (1, 2]. Thus, taking the aforementioned
equivalence of volumes into account, the previous choice of ζ and Lemma 2.2-(5) for ε < 3r+ρ2 < 5ρ2 yield

(5.9)

(
1

|Bε3r+ρ1 \Bε3r−ρ1 |

∫

Bε
3r+ρ1

\Bε
3r−ρ1

v(1+β)p
∗

) 1
(1+β)p∗

≤
(

C2
0

|Bε3r+ρ2 |

∫

Bε
3r+ρ2

(
ζv(1+β)

)p∗
) 1

(1+β)p∗

≤ C0

2
(1+β)p∗ C

1/(1+β)|Bε3r+ρ2 |
1

Q(1+β)

(
1

|Bε3r+ρ2 |

∫

Bε
3r+ρ2

|∇ε

(
ζv1+β

)
|pε

) 1
(1+β)p

≤
[
C · ρ2

ρ2 − ρ1
· 2(1 + β)p

1 + pβ

] 1
1+β

(
1

|Bε3r+ρ2 \Bε3r−ρ2 |

∫

Bε
ρ2

(ḡ)

v(1+β)p

) 1
(1+β)p

,

where we have also used that C
1/p∗

0 < C0 as C0 > 1 and p∗ = Qp
Q−p > p > 1, and (5.8) to obtain the last

inequality. Note that for p ∈ (1, 2] the constant C > 0 in the square brackets depends only on Q.
Next, using (5.9) we perform Moser iteration with exponents {βi}i≥0 where β0 > −1/p is chosen such

that (1 + β0)p = p∗ and βi+1 = p/(Q− p) + βiQ/(Q− p), so that {βi} ⊂ (−1/p,∞) and it is increasing to
infinity. Indeed, note that if s = p(β + 1) then β > −1/p iff s > p − 1 so that for si = p(βi + 1) we have

si+1 = siQ/(Q− p) = p∗
Qi+1

(Q−p)i+1 is increasing and si > (p− 1) Qi+1

(Q−1/2)i+1 ↑ +∞ as i→ ∞. Moreover, since

β → (1+β)p
1+βp is decreasing for β > −1/p one has (1+βi)p

1+βip
≤ (1+β0)p

1+β0p
≤ 2Q for any i ≥ 0 and p > 1.

For fixed r > ε > 0 and r
2 <

1
2ρ2 ≤ ρ1 < ρ2 ≤ 2r we repeatedly use (5.9) with the choice (ρ1, ρ2, β) =

(ρ̃i+1, ρ̃i, βi), where ρ̃i = r(1 + 2−i) for i ≥ 0, so that ρ2
ρ2−ρ1

= ρ̃i
ρ̃i−ρ̃i+1

≤ 2i+2 for any i ≥ 0.

Thus, inequality(4.8) rewrites for all i ≥ 0 as

(5.10)

(
1

|Bε3r+ρ̃i+1
\Bε3r−ρ̃i+1

|

∫

Bε
3r+ρ̃i+1

\Bε
3r−ρ̃i+1

vsi+1

) 1
si+1

≤
(
C2i+2

) 1
1+βi

(
1

|Bε3r+ρ̃i \Bε3r−ρ̃i |

∫

Bε
3r+ρ̃i

\Bε
3r−ρ̃i

vsi

) 1
si

,

for a constant C > 1 depending only on Q.
Since s0 = p∗ and ρ̃0 = 2r, iterating (5.10) as in the proof of the previous lemma we easily obtain (5.7),

with a constant factor C∗ > 1 depending only on Q ensuring the bound

Π∞
i=0

(
C2i+2

) p
si ≤ Π∞

i=0

(
C2i+2

) 2(Q−1/2)i+1

(p−1)Qi+1 =

(
Π∞
i=0

(
C24i+2

) (Q−1/2)i+1

Qi+1

) 1
p−1

=: C
1

p−1
∗ <∞ ,

where the convergence of the infinite product is a simple consequence of
∑∞

i=0
i(Q−1/2)i

Qi < ∞. This closes

the proof. �
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The pointwise upper bound for the p-capacitary potentials is given by the following result.

Proposition 5.5. Let 1 < p ≤ 2, ε ∈ [0, 1], and let Ω ⊂ H
n be an open set with C2-smooth boundary and

bounded complement satisfying assumption assuption (HPΩ) with parameter R0 such that BR0(g0) ⊂ Ωc

and H
n \ Ω ⊂ BR̄(g0) for some R0 < 2 < R̄. There exist C0 > 1 depending only on R0, R̄, ∂Ω and Q such

that for v = vεp the minimizer of (1.10) in the set Ẇ 1,p
1,ε (Ω) we have

(5.11) v(g) ≤ C0
1

p−1

(‖g−1
0 ∗ g‖
R̄

)−γ

on Ω , with γ =
Q− p

p− 1
.

Proof. First we notice that inequality (5.11) trivially holds in Ω∩BR̄(g0) for any C0 > 1 because 0 < v ≤ 1
in Ω. Then the claim is still true for ε = 0 in the whole Ω by chosing any C0 > 1. Indeed in that case
both sides in (5.1) are continuous and finite energy p-harmonic functions in H

n \ BR̄(g0) with respect to
the sub-Riemannian metric | · |0, moreover they are clearly well ordered on BR̄(g0), so that inequality (5.1)
holds in the whole H

n \ BR̄(g0) and in turn on Ω, as it follows from the comparison principle for finite
energy p-harmonic functions.

When dealing with (5.11) for ε ∈ (0, 1] we rely instead on Proposition 5.4 and Lemma 5.3. More precisely,
for 1 < p ≤ 2 we derive an upper bound for v = vεp from the intrinsic Harnack inequality (5.7) with exponent

q = p∗ = Q(p−1)
Q−p/2 applied to the corresponding potential v on dyadic annuli and we combine it with the

global weak-Lσ integrability, with σ = Q(p−1)
Q−p > q, given in (5.5) and further localized on the annuli.

Indeed, note that by assumption Ωc ⊂ BR̄(g0) and BR̄(g0) ⊂ Bε
CR̄

(g0) for C > 1 depending only
on Q given by Lemma 2.2, so that H

n \ Bε
CR̄

(g0) ⊂ Ω. For g 6∈ Bε
C2R̄

(g0) we select i ∈ N such that

C2i+1R̄ ≤ dε(g0, g) < C2i+2R̄ and we apply Proposition 5.4 with r = ri = C2iR̄, because vεp is p-harmonic

in Ωr = Ωri := {C2iR̄ < dε(g0, ·) < 5C2iR̄} ⊂ Ω and g ∈ Ω̃r = {C2i+1R̄ ≤ dε(g0, g) ≤ C2i+2R̄} in view of
the choice of i ∈ N. Thus inequality (5.7) yields

(5.12) v(g) ≤ C
1

p−1
∗

(
1

|Ωri |

∫

Ωri

vp∗

)1/p∗

for a constant C∗ > 1 depending only on Q.
On the other hand, notice that still Lemma 2.2 gives 2Cε < C2iR̄ ≤ dε(g0, g) ≤ C‖g−1

0 ∗ g‖ε, whence
‖g−1

0 ∗ g‖ ≤ 2‖g−1
0 ∗ g‖ε ≤ 2Cdε(g0, g) ≤ 8C22iR̄ = R0r̃i and in turn v(g) ≥ Ĉ1/(1−p)r̃−γi on Ωri , where

r̃i = 8C22iR̄/R0 = 8Cri/R0, because of Proposition 5.1.

Thus, from Lemma 5.3 and σ/p∗ = 1+ p/2
Q−p > 1 we infer that

∫

Ωri

vp∗ =

∫ ∞

0

p∗τ
p∗−1|{v > τ} ∩Ωri |dτ = |Ωri |

(
Ĉ1/(1−p)r̃−γi

)p∗
+

∫ ∞

Ĉ1/(1−p)r̃−γ
i

p∗τ
p∗−1|{v > τ} ∩ Ωri |dτ

≤ |Ωri |
(
Ĉ1/(1−p)r̃−γi

)p∗
+ ‖v‖Lσ,∞(Ω)

∫ ∞

Ĉ1/(1−p)r̃−γ
i

p∗τ
p∗−σ−1dτ

= |Ωri |
(
Ĉ1/(1−p)r̃−γi

)p∗
+

1

σ/p∗ − 1

(
Ĉ1/(1−p)r̃−γi

)p∗−σ
‖v‖Lσ,∞(Ω)

= |Ωri |
(
Ĉ1/(1−p)r̃−γi

)p∗
(
1 +

Q− p

p/2
ĈQ/(Q−p) r̃Qi

|Ωri |
‖v‖Lσ,∞(Ω)

)
.

Now, observe that |Ωri | ≥ (c∗ri)
Q for a constant c∗ ∈ (0, 1) depending only on Q because of (2.2) and

Lemma 2.2-(2), hence the choice of ri = C2iR̄ = r̃iR0/(8C) combined with the previous inequalities for
1 < p ≤ 2 give

1

|Ωri |

∫

Ωri

vp∗ ≤
(
Ĉ1/(1−p)r̃−γi

)p∗
(
1 + 2QĈQ/(Q−2)

(
8C

c∗R0

)Q
‖v‖Lσ,∞(Ω)

)
,
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so that from the last inequality, (5.12) and r̃i ≥ 2C
R0
dε(g0, g) ≥ 1

2CR̄
dε(g0, g) we infer that

(5.13) v(g) ≤
(
C∗

Ĉ

) 1
p−1

(
1 + 2QĈQ/(Q−2)

(
8C

c∗R0

)Q
‖v‖Lσ,∞(Ω)

) 1
p−1 (

dε(g0, g)

2CR̄

)−γ

,

whenever g 6∈ Bε
C2R̄

(g0) and in turn for any g ∈ Ω, because for g ∈ Bε
C2R̄

(g0) we have v(g) ≤ 1 but each
factor on the right hand side is greater than one.

As already recalled above, by Lemma 2.2-(3) when g 6∈ Bε
C2R̄

(g0) we have ‖g−1
0 ∗ g‖ε ≥ 2R̄ ≥ 2εR̄ >

2ε > 0, so that dε(g, g0) ≥ C−1‖g−1
0 ∗ g‖ε ≥ (2C)−1‖g−1

0 ∗ g‖. On the other hand, observing that the same
lemma yields BR0(g0) ⊂ BR̄(g0) ⊂ Bε

R̄
(g0) ⊂ Bε

C2R̄
(g0) ⊂ B1

C2R̄
(g0), if we set M(R̄) = max{‖g−1

0 ∗ g‖ , g ∈
B1
C2R̄

(g0)} and m(R̄) = min{d1(g0, g) , g ∈ B1
C2R̄

(g0) ∩ Ω} > 0, then for any ε ∈ (0, 1] we get

(5.14) ‖g−1
0 ∗ g‖ ≤

(
2C +

M(R̄)

m(R̄)

)
dε(g0, g) for any g ∈ Ω .

Combining (5.13) with (5.14) and observing that 2QĈQ/(Q−2)
(

8C
c∗R0

)Q
> 1 we eventually obtain

(5.15) v(g) ≤ C
1

p−1
(
1 + ‖v‖Lσ,∞(Ω)

) 1
p−1

(‖g−1
0 ∗ g‖
R̄

)−γ

,

for a constant C > 0 depending only on Q, R0 and R̄. Finally, the uniform bound for ‖v‖Lσ,∞(Ω) contained
in Lemma 5.3 combined with (5.15) yield the desired conclusion.

�

6. Uniform gradient estimates for p-capacitary potentials.

In this section we lay the technical ground for the proof of Theorem 1.2 and in turn Corollary 1.3, i.e.,
to obtain the poinwise gradient estimate (1.12) for the p−capacitary potentials vεp associated to Ω

c
and

in turn the corresponding bound (1.13) for solutions uεp of (1.6a). For the sake of clarity, here only the
preliminary results are discussed concerning the boundary gradient estimate and the way to propagate in
the interior (see Proposition 6.2, Lemma 6.4 and Proposition 6.3), while the proofs of the main results above
are postponed to the next section.

The strategy for those proofs is essentially the one outlined in the Introduction. However, when trying to
apply the maximum principle in the exterior domain Ω an extra ingredient which is needed is the condition
|∇εv

ε
p|ε = o(vεp) as ‖g‖ → ∞ and this is the main content of Proposition 6.1 below. Indeed, both in the

setting of the Euclidean space treated in [34] and in the case of sub-Riemannian Heisenberg group H
1

as attempted in [15], such property for the p-capacitary potentials follows from a scale-invariant Harnack
inequality for p−harmonic functions and Lp−L∞ estimates for their gradient obtained in [37]. On the other
hand in the Riemannian Heisenberg group no such scale invariance is available, therefore in the present case
we rely on the two uniform properties for p-harmonic functions established in the previous section.

The next result gives the key decay property at infinity for p-harmonic functions in exterior domains.

Proposition 6.1. Let 1 < p < Q, ε ∈ (0, 1], and let Ω ⊂ H
n be an open set with bounded complement and

smooth boundary ∂Ω. Let v = vεp be the minimizer of (1.10) in the set Ẇ 1,p
1,ε (Ω). Then v ∈ C1(Ω) and there

exists a constant C > 0 depending only on p and Q such that for every ε ∈ (0, 1] the gradient bound (4.1)
holds. Moreover, |∇εv

ε
p|ε = o(vεp) as ‖g‖ → ∞.

Proof. As already recalled, the C1-regularity property up to the boundary is a consequence of the interior
and boundary regularity theory for p-harmonic functions from [17] and [31]. Then, the global L∞-bound
for ∇εv follows directly from Proposition 4.1 applied to arbitrary balls Bε1(ḡ) ⊆ Ω.

In order to justify the asymptotic decay at infinity we adapt the original proof from [34], relying on
Proposition 4.1, Proposition 4.2 and a simple scaling argument. Thus, setting fo brevity v = vεp we have

v ∈ C1(Ω) by elliptic regularity and for any sequence {gn} ⊂ Ω such that ‖gn‖ → ∞ we are going to
show that |∇εv(gn)|ε = o(v(gn)) as n → ∞. To do this, we first chose a sequence {rn} ⊂ (1,∞) such that
rn → +∞ and rn = o(‖gn‖) as n → ∞ and then we consider rescaled functions wn(g) = v(Lgn ◦ δrn(g)).
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Setting ε̃n = εr−1
n , by construction for n large enough we have wn ∈ C1(Bε̃n36 ), where we have also the

identity

(6.1) |∇ε̃nwn|2ε̃n = r2n|∇εv|2ε ◦ (Lgn ◦ δrn) ,
Note that in particular the function wn is weakly p-harmonic in Bε̃n36 w.r. to the rescaled metric | · |2ε̃n
because v is weakly p-harmonic in Bε36rn(gn) w.r.to the metric | · |2ε for n large enough.

Now, applying Proposition 4.2 to {wε̃n} ⊆ C1(Bε̃n2 ) it follows from the gradient bound (4.1) that

(6.2) |∇ε̃nwn(0)|pε̃n ≤ C

∫

Bε̃n
1 (0)

|∇ε̃nwn|pε̃n ,

for a constant C > 0 independent of n.

Next, we let ψε̃(g) = min{1,max{−1+dε̃(g, 0), 0}}, so that 0 ≤ ψε̃ ≤ 1 on H
n, ψε̃ ≡ 1 on Bε̃1, spt ψε̃ ⊂ Bε̃2

and, being 1-Lipschitz w.r. to dε̃, we have |∇ε̃ψε̃|ε̃ ≤ 1. Testing the equation for wn with ψpnwn, where
ψn = ψε̃n , and using Young’s inequality we have
∫

Hn

|∇ε̃nwn|pε̃nψ
p
n ≤ p

∫

Hn

|∇ε̃nwn|p−1
ε̃n

ψp−1
n wn|∇ε̃nψε̃n |ε̃n ≤ p− 1

p

∫

Hn

|∇ε̃nwn|pε̃nψ
p
n+p

p−1

∫

Hn

|∇ε̃nψn|pε̃nw
p
n ,

whence we have the following Caccioppoli inequality with uniform constant,

(6.3)

∫

Bε̃n
1

|∇ε̃nwn|pε̃n ≤ pp
∫

Bε̃n
2

wpn .

Finally, combining (6.1), (6.2), and (6.3) with the Harnack inequality (4.16) in Proposition 4.2 (with the
choice 2r = 4 = r̄) we have

rpn|∇εv(gn)|pε ≤ C

∫

Bε̃n
1 (0)

|∇ε̃nwn|pε̃n ≤ C

∫

Bε̃n
2

wpn ≤ C |Bε̃n2 | ess inf
Bε̃n

2

wpn ≤ C(wn(0))
p = Cv(gn)

p ,

for constant C > 0 depending on p but independent of n (compare also Lemma 2.2-(2)). Since rn → ∞ as
n→ ∞ then the conclusion follows. �

The next result provides uniform control for the gradient of each Riemannian p−capacitary potential at
the boundary as a consequence of the exterior gauge-ball condition.

Proposition 6.2. Let Ω ⊂ H
n be an open set with C2-smooth boundary and bounded complement satisfying

assuption (HPΩ) with parameter R0. For 1 < p < Q and ε ∈ (0, 1] let v = vεp ∈ Ẇ 1,p
1,ε (Ω) ∩ C1,β(Ω) be the

solution to (1.9a) corresponding to the unique minimizers of (1.10) in the set Ẇ 1,p
1,ε (Ω).

Then, there exists C > 0 depending only on R0 and Q such that the following inequality on ∂Ω holds

(6.4) |∇εv|ε ≤
C

p− 1
v .

Proof. The claim will follow from the comparison principle between v and suitable subsolutions constructed
in terms of the functions given by (3.30). More precisely, inequality (6.4) will follow with the choice
C = C0K, with C0 = C0(R0, Q) as in Lemma 3.2 and K = K(R0, Q) as in Proposition 3.3.

Let R0 be as in assumption (HPΩ) and for any g ∈ ∂Ω let us choose g0 ∈ H
n such that BR0(g0) ⊂ Ωc

and ∂Ω ∩ ∂BR0(g0) = {g}. Now consider Φα = Φ
(g0,R0)
α as in (3.30) and v ∈ Ẇ 1,p

1,ε (Ω) the Riemannian

p-harmonic function associated to Ω, so that v ≤ 1 in Ω in view of the the weak maximum principle
(equivalently, v = v ∧ 1 since truncation decreases the energy). Here α = −K/(p − 1) and K > Q−p

4 ,
K = K(R0, Q), is chosen independent of p ∈ (1, Q) and such that inequality (3.33) holds for any g0 as
above and any ε ∈ (0, 1]. Note that by construction BR0(g0) ⊂ Ωc, hence Φα ≤ 1 on Ω. On the other hand,
by the previous choice of K the function Φα is p-subharmonic in H

n \ BR0(g0), hence in Ω, as proved in

Proposition 3.3. Thus, by the weak comparison principle for (sub/super) p-harmonic functions in Ẇ 1,p
ε (Ω)

we have Φα ≤ v a.e. in Ω and in turn everywhere in Ω because such functions are both continuous in Ω.
Next, note that in view of (HPΩ) both BR0(g0)

c = {Φα ≤ 1} and Ω have smooth boundaries which
are tangent at g ∈ ∂Ω ∩ ∂ (BR0(g0)

c), therefore they have the same outer normal vector there. Now, Φα
(resp. v) has zero tangential grandient at g because it is identically one on ∂ (BR0(g0)

c) (resp. on ∂Ω) by
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construction. On the other hand since 0 < Φα ≤ v ≤ 1 on Ω then their normal derivatives are ordered as
well and in turn |∇εv(g)|ε ≤ |∇εΦα|ε(g). Hence, inequality (6.4) on ∂Ω follows from inequality (3.31) in
Lemma 3.2 since v(g) = 1 and g ∈ ∂Ω is arbitrary. �

The next result propagates the boundary gradient estimates for the p-capacitary potentials vεp to the
whole exterior domain.

Proposition 6.3. Let Ω ⊂ H
n be an open set with C2-smooth boundary and bounded complement such

that Ω satisfies an exterior uniform gauge-ball condition (HPΩ) with parameter R0. For 1 < p < Q and

0 < ε ≤ 1 let v = vεp ∈ Ẇ 1,p
1,ε (Ω)∩C1,β(Ω) be a weak solution to (1.9a) such that |∇εv|ε = o(v) as ‖g‖ → ∞.

Then

(6.5)

∥∥∥∥
|∇εv|ε
v

∥∥∥∥
L∞(Ω)

≤
√
1 + n

∥∥∥∥
|∇εv|ε
v

∥∥∥∥
L∞(∂Ω)

.

The previous result is a consequence of the following stronger claim for the vertical derivative Tεv
ε
p.

Lemma 6.4. Under the assumptions of Proposition 6.3 for v = vεp we have the estimate

(6.6)

∥∥∥∥∥

(
Tεv

ε
p

)2
(
vεp
)2

∥∥∥∥∥
L∞(Ω)

≤
∥∥∥∥∥

(
Tεv

ε
p

)2
(
vεp
)2

∥∥∥∥∥
L∞(∂Ω)

,

Proof. First notice that for v = vεp the r.h.side of (6.6) is finite in view of Proposition 6.2. We argue by

contradiction and suppose (6.6) is false. Note that in view of the C1,β-regularity of v in the whole Ω and
the assumption |∇εv|ε = o(v) as ‖g‖ → ∞ the left hand side of (6.6) is by continuity a maximum denoted
by M in what follows. Being by contradiction an interior maximum, there exists ḡ ∈ Ω such that

(6.7) M =
(Tεv)

2

v2
(ḡ) >

∥∥∥∥∥
(Tεv)

2

v2

∥∥∥∥∥
L∞(∂Ω)

.

Next, in view of the assumption |∇εv|ε = o(v) as ‖g‖ → ∞ we fix can fix R > 0 so large that ḡ ∈ ΩR :=
Ω ∩BR(0) for any maximum point ḡ as in (6.7), ∂BR(0) ∩ ∂Ω = ∅ and |∇εv|ε ≤ M

2 v on ∂BR(0).
Now let us define the auxiliary function

w = (Tεv)
2 −Mv2

and notice that w ≤ 0 in ΩR, w(ḡ) = 0 and w < 0 on ∂ΩR because v > 0 on ΩR and (6.7) holds. Thus,
any ḡ as in (6.7) is an interior local maximum for w on ΩR and w(ḡ) = 0 yields (Tεv)

2(ḡ) =M(v(ḡ))2 6= 0,
hence ∇εv(ḡ) 6= 0; in particular, v being C1 it satisfies Tεv 6= 0 and ∇εv 6= 0 near ḡ and therefore it is
smooth near ḡ by elliptic regularity.

Similarly, for any σ > 0 define the auxiliary functions

wσ = (Tεv)
2 − (M + σ)v2 ,

and notice that wσ < 0 in ΩR, because w ≤ 0 and minΩR
v > 0. Clearly wσ → w uniformly on ΩR, hence

for σ small enough the set of maximum points for wσ is well inside ΩR, as the same property for w has
been shown above; furthermore for σ small enough there are maxima ḡσ ∈ ΩR for wσ such that up to
subsequences ḡσ → ḡ ∈ ΩR for some ḡ as above.

Sufficiently close to ḡ let us now consider the following linear (uniformly) elliptic operator

(6.8) Lv(ψ) := divε(Av∇εψ) ,

where

Av := |∇εv|p−2
ε

(
I2n+1 + (p− 2)

∇εv

|∇εv|ε
⊗ ∇εv

|∇εv|ε

)
.

Note that Lv(v) = 0 near ḡ because of (1.9a). Moreover, since v is smooth near ḡ we can differentiate (1.9a)
and since [Xi, T ] = [Yi, T ] = 0 for all i = 1, . . . , n we also obtain Lv(Tεv) = 0 near ḡ.

Since Lv is an elliptic operator and ḡσ is an interior local maximum point for wσ, from the smoothness
of v and in turn of wσ near ḡ (i.e., near ḡσ for σ small enough) we have

(6.9) Lv(wσ)(ḡσ) ≤ 0.
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On the other hand, the identities Lv(v) = Lv(Tεv) = 0 and Lv(f
2) = 2fLv(f) + 2〈Av∇εf,∇εf〉ε for a

sufficiently smooth function f , yield

(6.10) Lv(wσ) = Lv
(
(Tεv)

2 − (M + σ)v2
)
= 2〈Av∇εTεv,∇εTεv〉ε − 2(M + σ)(p− 1)|∇εv|pε .

Since ḡσ is an interior local maximum point for wσ, at that point ∇εwσ = 0 yields ∇εTεv = (M +σ)
v∇εv

Tεv
,

therefore, again in ḡσ, we get

2〈Av∇εTv,∇εTv〉ε = 2(p− 1)(M + σ)2
v2

(Tv)2
|∇εv|pε .

Combining the last identity with (6.9) and (6.10) together with wσ(ḡσ) < 0 we obtain

0 ≥ Lv(wσ)(ḡσ) = 2(p− 1)(M + σ)|∇εv(ḡσ)|pε
(
(M + σ)

v2

(Tεv)2
(ḡσ)− 1

)
> 0,

because (Tεv)
2(ḡσ) ≤ Mv2(ḡσ). Thus, the contradiction proves that

(Tεv)
2

v2
attains its maximum at the

boundary ∂Ω as desired. �

Before giving the proof of Proposition 6.3 we need the following auxiliary identity for solutions to (1.9a).
The proof here is given just for the sake of completeness, as it is a mere adaptation of the one in [30, Lemma
2.1] where exactly the same identity is established but for solutions to (1.6a) instead of (1.9a).

Lemma 6.5. Let 1 < p < Q, ε > 0, Ω̂ ⊂ H
n an open set and v ∈ C3(Ω̂) such that ∇εv 6= 0 in Ω̂. If v is

p-harmonic in Ω̂ and Lv is the linear operator defined as in (6.8) then

(6.11) Lv(|∇εv|2ε) = |∇εv|p−2
ε

(
2|D2

εv|2ε + 2Ricε(∇εv)
)
+
p− 2

2
|∇εv|p−4

ε |∇ε|∇εv|2ε|2ε ,

where D2
εv is the covariant Hessian and Ricε is the Ricci (2,0)-tensor corresponding to the Riemannian

metric | · |2ε.

Proof. First notice that p-harmonicity of v together with the assumption ∇εv 6= 0 in Ω̂ give v ∈ C∞(Ω̂) by
elliptic regularity. As ε > 0 is fixed, for simplicity we drop the dependence on ε in the sequel and, following
the notation in [30], we let f := |∇v|2, vij the Hessian of v and Ricij the Ricci curvature w.r. to any fixed
local orthonormal frame. Then the equation (1.9a) satisfied by v yields the identity

fp/2−1∆v +
(p
2
− 1
)
fp/2−2〈∇f,∇v〉 = 0 .

Taking the gradient on both sides of the latter, and then computing its scalar product with ∇v we obtain

(6.12)

(p
2
− 1
)
fp/2−2∆v〈∇f,∇v〉 + fp/2−1〈∇∆v,∇v〉

+
(p
2
− 1
)(p

2
− 2
)
fp/2−3〈∇f,∇v〉2 +

(p
2
− 1
)
fp/2−2(fijvivj + vijfivj) = 0.

Now, following almost verbatim the computations made in [30, Lemma 2.1], we get

(6.13)

Lv(f) =
(p
2
− 1
)
fp/2−2|∇f |2 + fp/2−1∆f + (p− 2)∆v〈∇v,∇f〉fp/2−2

+ (p− 2)
(p
2
− 1
)
fp/2−3〈∇v,∇f〉2

+ (p− 2)(vijfivjf
p/2−2 + fijvivjf

p/2−2 − 〈∇v,∇f〉2fp/2−3) .

On the other hand, recalling that the Bochner’s identity gives

∆f = 2|D2v|2 + 2〈∇∆v,∇v〉+ 2Ric(∇v) ,
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inserting this identity in (6.13) we get

Lv(f) = fp/2−1
(
2|D2v|2 + 2Ric(∇v)

)
+
p− 2

2
fp/2−2|∇f |2

+ (p− 2)fp/2−2∆v〈∇v,∇f〉+ 2fp/2−1〈∇∆v,∇v〉

+ (p− 2)
(p
2
− 2
)
fp/2−3〈∇v,∇f〉2 + (p− 2)fp/2−2(vijfivj + fijvivj) .

Finally, taking (6.12) into account identity (6.11) follows from the previous formula as the last two lines
vanish identically. �

Before presenting the proof of Proposition 6.3, we state a technical result which provides an explicit
formula for the Ricε tensor.

Lemma 6.6. Let U, V ∈ h be two vector fields. Then the Ricci tensor is given by

(6.14) Ricε(U, V ) =
1

2ε2
〈U, V 〉ε −

n+ 1

2ε2
〈U, Tε〉ε 〈V, Tε〉ε.

In particular, Ricε(U) := Ricε(U,U) =
1

2ε2
|U |2ε −

n+ 1

2ε2
| < U, Tε >ε |2 for any U ∈ h.

Proof. We write U, V ∈ h as linear combinations with constant coefficients,

U =

n∑

i=1

(uiXi + ui+nYi) + u2n+1Tε and V =

n∑

i=1

(viXi + vi+nYi) + v2n+1Tε.

Taking into account the commutation rules recalled in Section 2, it follows that

[U,Xi] = −ui+n
ε

Tε, [U, Yi] =
ui
ε
Tε and [U, Tε] = 0.

Moreover, the action of ∇ε on the orthonormal base recalled in Section 2 yields

∇ε
UV =

n∑

i=1

(
ui+nv2n+1 + u2n+1vi+n

2ε

)
Xi −

n∑

i=1

(
uiv2n+1 + u2n+1vi

2ε

)
Yi +

n∑

i=1

(
vi+nui − ui+nvi

2ε

)
Tε.

Now recall that for U, V ∈ h the corresponding curvature operator Rε(U, V ) : h → h is given by

(6.15) Rε(U, V )W = ∇ε
U∇ε

VW −∇ε
V∇ε

UW −∇ε
[U,V ]W , W ∈ h,

so that we have to compute

Ricε(U, V ) =

n∑

i=1

(〈Rε(U,Xi)V,Xi〉ε + 〈Rε(U, Yi)V, Yi〉ε) + 〈Rε(U, Tε)V, Tε〉ε.

To this aim, recalling (6.15) and the explicit computations made for the Levi-Civita connection∇ε, it follows
that

∇ε
Xi
V = −v2n+1

2ε
Yi +

vi+n
2ε

Tε, for every i = 1, . . . , n,

∇ε
U∇ε

Xi
V = −u2n+1v2n+1

4ε2
Xi +

vi+n
4ε2

n∑

j=1

uj+nXj −
vi+n
4ε2

n∑

j=1

ujYj −
v2n+1ui
4ε2

Tε, for every i = 1, . . . , n,

∇ε
Xi

∇ε
UV = −

n∑

j=1

(
ujvj+n − vjuj+n

4ε2

)
Yi −

(
uiv2n+1 + viu2n+1

4ε2

)
Tε, for every i = 1, . . . , n,

∇ε
[U,Xi]

V = −ui+n
2ε2

n∑

j=1

vj+nXj +
ui+n
2ε2

n∑

j=1

vjYj , for every i = 1, . . . , n,

and hence

(6.16)
n∑

i=1

〈Rε(U,Xi)V,Xi〉ε =
3

4ε2

n∑

i=1

ui+nvi+n − n

4ε2
u2n+1v2n+1.
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Similarly,

∇ε
Yi
V =

v2n+1

2ε
Xi −

vi
2ε
Tε, for every i = 1, . . . , n,

∇ε
U∇ε

Yi
V = − vi

4ε2

n∑

j=1

uj+nXj −
u2n+1v2n+1

4ε2
Yi +

vi
4ε2

n∑

j=1

ujYj −
v2n+1ui+n

4ε2
Tε, for every i = 1, . . . , n,

∇ε
Yi
∇ε
UV =

n∑

j=1

(
ujvj+n − vjuj+n

4ε2

)
Xi −

(
ui+nv2n+1 + vi+nu2n+1

4ε2

)
Tε, for every i = 1, . . . , n,

∇ε
[U,Xi]

V =
ui
2ε2

n∑

j=1

vj+nXj −
ui
2ε2

n∑

j=1

vjYj , for every i = 1, . . . , n,

and hence

(6.17)

n∑

i=1

〈Rε(U, Yi)V, Yi〉ε =
3

4ε2

n∑

i=1

uivi −
n

4ε2
u2n+1v2n+1.

Finally,

∇ε
Tε
V =

n∑

j=1

vj+n
2ε

Xj −
n∑

j=1

vj
2ε
Yj ,

∇ε
U∇ε

Tε
V = −u2n+1

4ε2

n∑

j=1

vjXj −
u2n+1

4ε2

n∑

j=1

vj+nYj −
n∑

j=1

(
ujvj + uj+nvj+n

4ε2

)
Tε,

∇ε
Tε
∇ε
UV = −

n∑

j=1

ujv2n+1 + u2n+1vj
4ε2

Xj −
n∑

j=1

uj+nv2n+1 + u2n+1vj+n
4ε2

Yj ,

∇ε
[U,Tε]

V = 0,

and hence

(6.18) 〈Rε(U, Tε)V, Tε〉ε = − 1

4ε2

n∑

i=1

(uivi + ui+nvi+n).

Combinign (6.16), (6.17) and (6.18), we finally get (6.14) as desired. �

Proof of Proposition 6.3. As above we set for brevity v = vεp in what follows. First notice that the r.h.side
for the claimed inequality is finite in view of Proposition 6.2. We argue by contradiction and suppose the
claim is false. Note that, as for Proposition 6.4, in view of the C1,β-regularity of v in the whole Ω and the
assumption |∇εv|ε = o(v) as ‖g‖ → ∞ the left hand side of (6.5) is by continuity and the contradiction

assumption indeed an interior maximum denoted by M̂ in what follows. More precisely, by contradiction
assumption, there exists ĝ ∈ Ω such that

(6.19) M̂ :=
|∇εv|2ε
v2

(ĝ) =

∥∥∥∥
|∇εv|ε
v

∥∥∥∥
2

L∞(Ω)

> (n+ 1)

∥∥∥∥
|∇εv|ε
v

∥∥∥∥
2

L∞(∂Ω)

.

In analogy with the proof of Lemma 6.4 we consider the auxiliary function

ŵ = |∇εv|2ε − M̂v2 ,

so that by the definition of M̂ we have ŵ ≤ 0 in Ω, ŵ(ĝ) = 0 and ∇εv(ĝ) 6= 0 because v > 0 in Ω by the
strong maximum principle. As above, the latter condition assures that v is smooth near ĝ applying elliptic
regularity theory to (1.9a). In particular, stationarity condition yields ∇εw(ĝ) = 0 which in turn implies at
the point ĝ the identity

(6.20) | ∇ε|∇εv|2ε|2ε = 4M̂2v2|∇εv|2ε .
Applying once more the elliptic operator Lv defined in (6.8) we have at the maximum point ĝ the inequality

(6.21) Lv(ŵ)(ĝ) ≤ 0 .
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On the other hand, since v is smooth near ĝ we can apply Lemma 6.5, hence identity (6.11) holds near

ĝ. Thus, recalling that 2|D2
εv|2ε ≥ 1

2
|∇ε|∇εv|

2
ε|

2
ε

|∇εv|2ε
and arguing as in (6.10) near ĝ we have,

Lv(ŵ) = Lv(|∇εv|2ε)− M̂Lv(v
2)

= |∇εv|p−2
ε

(
2|D2

εv|2ε + 2Ricε (∇εv)
)
+
p− 2

2
|∇εv|p−4

ε |∇ε|∇εv|2ε|2ε − 2M̂(p− 1)|∇εv|pε

≥ 2|∇εv|p−2
ε Ricε(∇εv) +

(p− 1)

2
|∇εv|p−4

ε |∇ε|∇εv|2ε|2ε − 2M̂(p− 1)|∇εv|pε .

In particular, evaluating the last inequality at the point ĝ and taking into account (6.20) and (6.21), since
ŵ(ĝ) = 0 we get

0 ≥ Lv(ŵ)(ĝ) ≥ 2|∇εv(ĝ)|p−2
ε Ricε (∇εv(ĝ)) ,

which in view of the explicit structure of Ricε (see (6.14) with U = V = ∇εv) finally rewrites as

(6.22) |∇0v(ĝ)|20 ≤ n (Tεv(ĝ))
2
.

To finish the proof, it is enough to combine (6.22) with Lemma 6.4. Indeed, it follows from the definition

of M̂ in (6.19), inequality (6.22), the structure of | · |2ε and inequality (6.4) that

(6.23)

∥∥∥∥
|∇εv|ε
v

∥∥∥∥
2

L∞(Ω)

=
|∇εv|2ε
v2

(ĝ) ≤ (1 + n)
(Tεv)

2

v2
(ĝ) ≤ (1 + n)

∥∥∥∥∥
(Tεv)

2

v2

∥∥∥∥∥
L∞(∂Ω)

≤ (1 + n)

∥∥∥∥
|∇εv|ε
v

∥∥∥∥
2

L∞(∂Ω)

.

Finally, since (6.23) contradicts (6.19) the conclusion follows. �

7. Proof of the main results

In order to prove Theorem 1.2 we start with the following auxiliary result.

Proposition 7.1. Let 1 < p < Q, ε ∈ [0, 1], and let Ω ⊂ H
n be an open set with bounded complement

and smooth boundary ∂Ω. If vεp are the minimizers of (1.10) in the set Ẇ 1,p
1,ε (Ω) then vεp → v0p strongly in

Ẇ 1,p
1,0 (Ω) and, up to subsequences, |∇εv

ε
p|ε → |∇0v

0
p|0 a.e. as ε→ 0.

Proof. First we fix R > 0 so large that Hn \ Ω ⊂ BR(0). In view of Lemma 3.2, we have Φ̃
(0,R)
α ∈ Ẇ 1,p

1,ε (Ω)

with finite norms for each ε ∈ (0, 1], and therefore for each ε ∈ (0, 1] the function Φ̃
(0,R)
α is admissible

competitor for each vεp. Hence, it follows from energy minimality that

E0
p

(
vεp
)
≤ Eεp

(
vεp
)
≤ Eεp

(
Φ̃(0,R)
α

)
≤ E1

p

(
Φ̃(0,R)
α

)
<∞

for each ε ∈ (0, 1], i.e., the sequence {vεp}ε ⊂ Ẇ 1,p
1,0 (Ω) is bounded.

Next, for any sequence εj → 0 as j → +∞, possibly passing to a subsequence, there exists v∗ ∈
HẆ 1,p(Hn) such that v

εj
p converges to v∗ weakly in HẆ 1,p(Hn), strongly in L1

loc and a.e. in H
n, so that in

particular we deduce that v∗ ∈ Ẇ 1,p
1,0 (Ω). It is now enough to prove the convergence in norm together with

the energy minimality of v∗ on Ẇ 1,p
1,0 (Ω) , whence v∗ = vεp by strict convexity of E0

p(·) and in turn the full
convergence holds as ε ↓ 0.

Note that for every v̂ ∈ Ẇ 1,p
1,0 (Ω), since Ω is smooth with bounded complement and v̂ − Φ̃

(0,R)
α = 0 a.e.

on H
n \ Ω, there exists a sequence ϕj ⊂ C∞

0 (Ω) such that ϕj → v̂ − Φ
(0,R0)

α in HẆ 1,p(Hn) as j → +∞.

Since ϕm + Φ̃
(0,R)
α ∈ Ẇ 1,p

1,0 (Ω), the weak lower semicontinuity of E0
p(·), the monotonicity of ε → Eεp(·) and

the energy minimality of each vεp yield for each m ≥ 1 and in turn as m→ ∞ that

(7.1)

E0
p(v∗) ≤ lim inf

j→+∞
E0
p(v

εj
p ) ≤ lim sup

j→+∞
E0
p(v

εj
p ) ≤ lim sup

j→+∞
Eεjp (vεjp )

≤ lim sup
m→∞

lim sup
j→+∞

Eεjp

(
ϕm + Φ̃(0,R)

α

)
= lim
m→∞

E0
p

(
ϕm + Φ̃(0,R)

α

)
= E0

p(v̂).
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Since v̂ ∈ Ẇ 1,p
1,0 (Ω) is arbitrary, the latter shows that v∗ is actually the minimizer and hence v∗ = v0p.

Moreover, chosing v̂ = v0p in (7.1) we infer that Tεv
ε
p → 0 in Lp(Hn) as ε → 0 and E0

p(v
ε
p) → E0

p(v
0
p) as

ε → 0, from which the desired strong convergence follows. Finally, once ∇0v
ε
p → ∇0v

0
p in Lp, passing to a

subsequence we also get |∇εv
ε
p|ε → |∇0v

0
p|0 a.e. as ε→ 0. �

Now we are ready to prove the first result of the Introduction.

Proof of Theorem 1.2. Let 1 < p < Q be fixed and for ε ∈ (0, 1] let us consider vεp ∈ Ẇ 1,p
1,ε (Ω) the minimizer

of (1.10) in the set (1.11) which is the unique finite energy solution to (1.9a). As already recalled in
the introduction, since Ω has C2-smooth boundary by the interior and boundary regularity theory for p-
harmonic function we have vεp ∈ C1(Ω) (the gradient ∇εv

ε
p being actually Hölder continuous up to the

boundary) and it is strictly positive in Ω by the strong maximum principle.
Next, we are going to prove that for ε ∈ (0, 1] when the domain Ω satisfies the uniform gauge-ball condition

(HPΩ) with parameter R0 > 0 each solution vεp satisfies (1.12) for a constant C > 0 depending on R0 and
Q. To do this, first notice that the inequality holds on ∂Ω in view of Proposition 6.2 with some constant

C̃ > 0 depending only on R0 and Q. Moreover, in view of Proposition 6.1 we have |∇εv
ε
p|ε = o(vεp) as

‖g‖ → ∞, therefore we can apply Proposition 6.3 and the inequality (1.12) follows just by taking C =
√
2C̃.

Finally, if ε = 0 and v0p ∈ Ẇ 1,p
1,0 (Ω) is the unique finite energy solution to (1.9a) corresponding to the

minimizer of (1.10) then the interior regularity theory for p-harmonic function in the sub-Riemannian
Heisenberg group proved in [37] yields v0p ∈ C(Ω) and ∇0v

0
p ∈ C(Ω). Moreover vεp → v0p as ε → 0 strongly

in Ẇ 1,p
1,0 (Ω) and |∇εv

ε
p|ε → |∇0v

ε
p|0 a.e. in Ω because of Proposition 7.1. Since d0 ≤ dε for any ε > 0, the

functions {vεp}ε∈(0,1] are d0-equiLipschitz in H
n due to the bound (1.12) and the fact that 0 < vεp ≤ 1 on Ω.

As a consequence vεp → v0p locally uniformly on H
n by the Ascoli-Arzelà Theorem, hence v0p ∈ C(Ω), and

(1.12) follows for v0p from the same inequality for each vεp as ε→ 0. �

In order to prove the main result of the paper, i.e., Theorem 1.4, we need three auxiliary results. The
first one relates weak solutions of (1.9a) and (1.6a).

Lemma 7.2. Let 1 < p < Q, ε ∈ [0, 1] and vεp ∈ W 1,p
ε (Ω) nonegative and nonconstant. If vεp is a weak

solution of (1.9a), i.e., for test functions ψ ∈ W 1,p
ε (Ω) with compact support in Ω, then vεp is continuous

in Ω, it is strictly positive and ∇εv
ε
p is continuous in Ω. As a consequence, if vεp 6≡ 0 then the function

uεp := (1 − p) log(vεp) is well-defined, it is dε-locally Lipschitz and it is a weak solution of (1.6a), i.e., for

test functions ϕ ∈ W 1,p
ε (Ω) ∩ L∞(Ω) with compact support in Ω.

Proof. First, to simplify the notation we just write throghout the proof v = vεp and u = uεp. Note that by

regularity theory recalled in the introduction both v and ∇εv are continuous in Ω, moreover v > 0 in Ω by
the strong maximum principle.

Under this assumption we take ϕ ∈W 1,p
ε (Ω)∩L∞(Ω) with compact support and we consider ψ =

ϕ

vp−1
.

Since v > 0 in Ω, ψ ∈W 1,p
ε (Ω) and it is an admissible test function for (1.9a), so that

(7.2) 0 =

∫

Ω

|∇εv|p−2
ε 〈∇εv,∇ε

( ϕ

vp−1

)
〉ε =

∫

Ω

|∇εv|p−2
ε

vp−1
〈∇εv,∇εϕ〉ε − (p− 1)

∫

Ω

|∇εv|pε
vp

ϕ .

Clearly u = (1 − p) log v is dε-locally Lipschitz by construction, because ∇εu = (1 − p)∇εv
v , and u being a

solution of (1.6a) amounts to

−
∫

Ω

|∇εu|p−2〈∇εu,∇εϕ〉ε =
∫

Ω

|∇uε|pεϕ ,

for every test function ϕ ∈W 1,p
ε (Ω) ∩L∞(Ω) with compact support in Ω. Finally, since the latter equation

can be inferred from (7.2) up to multiply it by (p− 1)p−1 and ϕ is arbitrary the proof is complete. �

The next lemma describes solutions to (1.6a) in terms of the minimality property for the associated
energy functional (1.7).

Lemma 7.3. Let 1 < p < Q, ε ∈ [0, 1] and Ω ⊂ H
n an open set. For a function uεp ∈ W 1,p

ε,loc(Ω) ∩ L∞
loc(Ω)

the following are equivalent
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(i) the function uεp is a weak solution of (1.6a) with respect to test functions in W 1,p
ε (Ω)∩L∞(Ω) with

compact support in Ω;
(ii) for every compact set K ⊂ Ω the function uεp satisfies Jp,εuε

p
(uεp;K) ≤ Jp,εuε

p
(w;K) for every competitor

w ∈W 1,p
ε,loc(Ω) ∩ L∞

loc(Ω) such that w = uεp a.e. in Ω \K.

Proof. As for the previous Lemma, we simply write u = uεp wherever it appear. We start showing that
(i) ⇒ (ii) arguing as in [15, 34]. Since u is a weak solution of (1.6a), for every compact set K ⊂ Ω it holds
that

(7.3)

∫

K

|∇εu|p−2
ε 〈∇εu,∇εϕ〉ε = −

∫

K

|∇εu|pεϕ

for every ϕ ∈W 1,p
ε (Ω) ∩ L∞(Ω) such that ϕ = 0 a.e. in Ω \K. Now, for w ∈W 1,p

ε,loc(Ω) ∩ L∞
loc(Ω) such that

w = uεp a.e. in Ω \K and ϕ = w − u equation (7.3) yields
∫

K

|∇εu|pε(u− w) =

∫

K

|∇εu|p−2
ε 〈∇εu,∇εw〉ε −

∫

K

|∇εu|pε.

We now estimate from above the first term on the right hand side, first by using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality
and then Young inequality (with conjugate exponents p

p−1 and p), getting

(7.4)

∫

K

|∇εu|pε(u − w) ≤
(
1− 1

p

)∫

K

|∇εu|pε +
∫

K

|∇εw|pε
p

−
∫

K

|∇εu|pε =
∫

K

|∇εw|pε
p

−
∫

K

|∇εu|pε
p

.

Finally, a simple rearrangement of the latter gives the desired conclusion.
Let us now prove that (ii) ⇒ (i). For every compact set K ⊂ Ω, we can fix any ϕ ∈ W 1,p

ε (Ω) ∩ L∞(Ω)
such that ϕ = 0 a.e. in Ω \K and for any t ∈ R the function u + tϕ is now an admissible competitor for
the minimality property of the functional Jp,εu (·,K). Therefore, differentiating under integral sign gives

0 =
d

dt

∣∣∣
t=0

Jp,εu (u+ tϕ,K) =

∫

K

|∇εu|p−2
ε 〈∇εu,∇εϕ〉ε +

∫

K

|∇εu|pεϕ,

and this concludes the proof. �

The last auxiliary result describes how the minimality property for the energy functional (1.7) stated in
the previous lemma passes to the limit.

Proposition 7.4. Let 1 < p < Q, ε ∈ [0, 1], and Ω ⊂ H
n be an open set with bounded complement and

smooth boundary ∂Ω. For vεp : H
n → (0, 1] the minimizer of (1.10) in the set Ẇ 1,p

1,ε (Ω) let u
ε
p : H

n → [0,∞)

the corresponding functions given by (1.8), so that they minimize the functionals Jp,εuε
p

defined in (1.7) in the

sense that for every compact set K ⊂ Ω it holds that

(7.5) Jp,εuε
p
(uεp;K) ≤ Jp,εuε

p
(w;K),

for every locally dε-Lipschitz function w : Ω → R such that w ≡ uεp in Ω \K.
Assume that {uεp} satisfy the uniform bound (1.13), so that, up to subsequences, uεp → u as (ε, p) → (0, 1)

locally uniformly in H
n, where u is a d0-Lipschitz function. Then u : Hn → [0,∞) is a weak solution of

(1.1), i.e., for every compact set K ⊂ Ω, it holds

(7.6) J0
u(u;K) ≤ J0

u(w;K),

for every locally d0-Lipschitz function w : Ω → R such that w ≡ u in Ω \K. Analogous conclusion holds for
ε ≡ const (resp., for p ≡ 1) as p→ 1 (resp., as ε→ 0).

Proof. We give the prooof only in the case (ε, p) → (0, 1), as the two others are similar and even simpler,
adapting the argument in [34] for the Euclidean case (see also [15] for the case H

1 when ε = 0).
We consider a nonnegative test function η ∈ C∞

0 (Ω) such that supp(η) ⊂⊂ Ω satisfying the normalization
condition 0 ≤ η ≤ 1 in Ω, together with a bounded open set V ⊂⊂ Ω such that supp(η) ⊂⊂ V. Then, for a
compact set K ⊂ Ω we fix a locally d0-Lipschitz function w : Ω → R such that w ≡ u in Ω \K.

Note that, according to [14, Theorem 2.15], there exists a sequence of smooth functions (wk)k∈N ⊂ C∞(V )
such that

i) wk → w uniformly on compact subsets of V ;
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ii) ‖∇0wk‖L∞(W ) is bounded for each W ⊂⊂ V and k sufficiently large;
iii) ∇0wk → ∇0w a.e. in V .

Thus, for each fixed k we use the function ηwk + (1 − η)uεp as test function in (7.5) for the functional

Jp,εuε
p
(·; supp(η)) and we find that

∫

supp(η)

(
1

p
|∇εu

ε
p|pε + uεp|∇εu

ε
p|pε
)

≤
∫

supp(η)

(
1

p
|∇ε(ηwk + (1 − η)uεp)|pε + (ηwk + (1 − η)uεp)|∇εu

ε
p|pε
)
,

which readily yields

(7.7)

∫

supp(η)

(
1

p
|∇εu

ε
p|pε + η(uεp − wk)|∇εu

ε
p|pε
)

≤ 1

p

∫

supp(η)

∣∣η∇εwk + (1− η)∇εu
ε
p + (wk − uεp)∇εη

∣∣p
ε

≤ 3p−1

p

∫

supp(η)

(
ηp|∇εwk|pε + (1− η)p|∇εu

ε
p|pε + |wk − uεp|p|∇εη|pε

)
.

Since 0 ≤ 1− η ≤ 1 we can rewrite (7.7) as
∫

supp(η)

(
η + (1− η)

p
|∇εu

ε
p|pε + η(uεp − wk)|∇εu

ε
p|pε
)

≤ 3p−1

p

∫

supp(η)

(
ηp|∇εwk|pε + (1− η)|∇εu

ε
p|pε + |wk − uεp|p|∇εη|pε

)
,

which in turn is equivalent to

(7.8)

∫

supp(η)

(
1

p
η|∇εu

ε
p|pε + η(uεp − wk)|∇εu

ε
p|pε
)

≤ 3p−1

p

∫

supp(η)

(
ηp|∇εwk|pε + |wk − uεp|p|∇εη|pε

)

+
3p−1 − 1

p

∫

supp(η)

(1− η)|∇εu
ε
p|pε .

Now we estimate the right hand side of (7.8). Since 0 ≤ η ≤ 1 and each wk is smooth on supp(η) we obtain

(7.9)
3p−1

p

∫

supp(η)

ηp|∇εwk|pε ≤
3p−1

p

∫

supp(η)

η|∇εwk|pε −→
∫

supp(η)

η|∇0wk|0, as (ε, p) → (0, 1).

Concerning the second term in the right hand side of (7.8), we have |wk−uεp|p → |wk−u| and |∇εη|pε → |∇0η|0
uniformly on supp(η) as (ε, p) → (0, 1), hence

(7.10)
3p−1

p

∫

supp(η)

|wk − uεp|p|∇εη|pε −→
∫

supp(η)

|wk − u||∇0η|0 as (ε, p) → (0, 1).

Finally, since 3p−1−1
p → 0 as p→ 1 then for the last term of (7.8) it follows from (1.13) that

(7.11)
3p−1 − 1

p

∫

supp(η)

(1− η)|∇εu
ε
p|pε → 0, as (ε, p) → (0, 1),

Concerning the left hand side of (7.8), chosing w = u and combining (1.13), the uniform convergence
uεp → u and (i) we infer that

lim sup
k→∞

lim sup
(ε,p)→(0,1)

∫

supp(η)

η|uεp − wk||∇εu
ε
p|pε ≤ lim sup

k→∞

∫

supp(η)

Cη|u− wk| = 0 ,

whence (7.8)-(7.11) together with (ii) and (iii) and dominated convergence yield
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(7.12)

lim sup
(ε,p)→(0,1)

∫

supp(η)

1

p
η|∇εu

ε
p|pε ≤ lim sup

k
lim sup

(ε,p)→(0,1)

∫

supp(η)

(
1

p
|∇εu

ε
p|pε + η(uεp − wk)|∇εu

ε
p|pε
)

≤ lim sup
k→∞

∫

supp(η)

η|∇0wk|0 + |wk − u||∇0η|0 =

∫

supp(η)

η|∇0u|0 .

On the other hand, note that ∇0u
ε
p → ∇0u *-weakly in L∞(Hn) because (1.13) holds uniformly and

uεp → u locally uniformly, whence weak lower semicontinuity and Young’s inequality give
∫

supp(η)

η|∇0u|0 ≤ lim inf
(ε,p)→(0,1)

∫

supp(η)

η|∇0u
ε
p|0 ≤ lim inf

(ε,p)→(0,1)

∫

supp(η)

1

p
η|∇εu

ε
p|pε ,

because p−1
p

∫
supp(η) η → 0 as p→ 1.

Combining the last inequality with (7.12) we conclude that

(7.13)

∫

supp(η)

1

p
η|∇εu

ε
p|pε →

∫

supp(η)

η|∇0u|0, as (ε, p) → (0, 1),

for any nonnegative test function η ∈ C∞
0 (Ω) such that supp(η) ⊂⊂ Ω and such that 0 ≤ η ≤ 1, whence

the same holds if η has the same properties but it is merely continuous, by approximation and (1.13). In
turn, (7.13) holds for any test function η ∈ C∞

0 (Ω) such that supp(η) ⊂⊂ Ω, by decomposition in positive
and negative part and normalization.

Now for w 6= u and K as above we fix η ∈ C∞
0 (Ω) such that supp(η) ⊂⊂ Ω, 0 ≤ η ≤ 1 and η ≡ 1 in an

open neighborhood of K. Once more we take a bounded open set V ⊂⊂ Ω such that supp(η) ⊂⊂ V and a
sequence {wk} satisfying properties (i)-(ii)-(iii) above. It follows from (7.13) that

∫

supp(η)

η(uεp − wk)|∇εu
ε
p|pε →

∫

supp(η)

η(u − wk)|∇0u|0 as (ε, p) → (0, 1),

where for fixed k we used the uniform convergence of η(uεp − wk) to η(u − wk) as a test function, so that
(7.13) together with (7.8)-(7.11) imply

∫

supp(η)

η|∇0u|0 + η(u − wk)|∇0u|0 ≤
∫

supp(η)

η|∇0wk|0 + |wk − u||∇0η|0.

Finally, taking into account (i), (ii), and (iii), and passing to the limit as k → +∞ on both sides by
dominated convergence, we get

∫

supp(η)

η|∇0u|0 + η(u − w)|∇0u|0 ≤
∫

supp(η)

η|∇0w|0 + |w − u||∇0η|0 ,

hence η ≡ 1 near K and w ≡ u in Ω \K yield
∫

K

(|∇0u|0 + u|∇0u|0) ≤
∫

K

(|∇0w|0 + w|∇0u|0) ,

i.e., (7.6) holds and the proof is complete. �

Finally we are in the position to prove the main result of the paper.

Proof of Theorem 1.4. Let us fix ε ∈ [0, 1] and for any 1 < p < Q let vεp be the minimizer of (1.10) in the

set Ẇ 1,p
1,ε (Ω) and let uεp the corresponding functions given by (1.8). According to Theorem 1.2 we know that

(1.12) holds for {vεp} for a constant C > 0 independent of p as well as of ε. Hence, in view of Corollary 1.3
functions in {uεp} satisfy the uniform bound (1.13), so that {uεp}p∈(1,Q) are equi-Lipschitz with respect to
dε, strictly positive in Ω and vanishing identically on H

n \ Ω. Moreover, they are weak solutions to (1.6a)
due to Lemma 7.2, so that they minimize the functionals Jp,εuε

p
defined in (1.7) with respect to competitors

w ∈ Ẇ 1,p
1,ε (Ω) such that w − uεp is compactly supported because of Lemma 7.3.

According to Proposition 7.4, up to subsequences, for each ε ∈ [0, 1] there exist functions uε : Hn → [0,∞)
which are dε-Lipschitz on H

n, with bound on Lipschitz constant independent on ε ∈ [0, 1], such that uεp → uε

as p→ 1 when ε > 0 or uε̄p → u0 as (ε̄, p) → (0, 1) if ε = 0 locally uniformly in H
n. Alternatively, for ε = 0



IMCF IN THE HEISENBERG GROUP 37

we can let first ε̄ → 0 and then p → 1. In addition, {uε}ε∈[0,1] vanish identically on H
n \ Ω and they are

weak solution of (1.1) and (1.3) in the sense of Definition 1.1.
In order to conclude the proof it is enough to establish (1.14) and we treat first the case ε ≡ 0 because

it is much simpler. Indeed, combing weak comparison principle for sub-Riemannian p-harmonic function
applied on the open sets Ω and H

n \BR̄(g0) with the explicit form of p-capacitary potentials from Lemma
3.1 we have

(7.14)

(‖g−1
0 ∗ g‖
R0

)−γ

≤ v0p(g) ≤
(‖g−1

0 ∗ g‖
R̄

)−γ

on Ω , with γ =
Q− p

p− 1
,

where the second inequality trivially holds in Ω ∩ BR̄(g0) because v0p ≤ 1 in H
n. Taking logarithm and

multiplying by 1− p < 0, as p→ 1 inequality (1.14) follows in the form stated in the case ε = 0.
As for the case ε > 0, concerning the upper bound for each uε = limuεp we rely on Proposition 5.1. Thus,

for ε ∈ (0, 1] and 1 < p ≤ 2, since Ω ⊂ H
n satisfies assumption (HPΩ) with parameter R0 and BR0(g0) ⊂ Ωc

then for each R̄ > 2 > R0 such that Hn \Ω ⊂ BR̄(g0) there exists Ĉ > 1 depending only on R0 and R̄ such
that for vεp, u

ε
p = (1− p) log vεp, we have

(7.15) vεp(g) ≥ Ĉ− ε4

p−1

(‖g−1
0 ∗ g‖
R0

)−γ

on Ω , with γ =
Q− p

p− 1
.

Thus, taking logarithm of both sides in (7.15) as p→ 1 the upper bound follows because uε = limp u
ε
p.

When dealing with the lower bound in (1.14) for ε ∈ (0, 1] we rely instead on Proposition 5.5 so that
inequality (5.11) holds in Ω for some C0 > 1 depending only on R0, R̄, ∂Ω. Taking logarithm of both sides

for γ = Q−p
p−1 and g ∈ Ω we obtain

uε(g) = lim
p→1

uεp(g) = − lim
p→1

log
(
vεp(g)

)p−1

≥ − lim
p→1

log

(
C0

(‖g−1
0 ∗ g‖
R̄

)p−Q)
= (Q− 1) log

‖g−1
0 ∗ g‖
R̄

− logC0 ,

which completes the proof of the lower bound. Note that the previous argument still applies in the case of
the joint limit (ε, p) → (0, 1), hence inequality (5.11) holds no matter how u = limε,p u

ε
p is constructed.

�
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