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Abstract. We study the random walk on dynamical percolation of Zd (resp., the two-dimensional
triangular lattice T ), where each edge (resp., each site) can be either open or closed, refreshing its
status at rate µ ∈ (0, 1/e]. The random walk moves along open edges in Zd (resp., open sites in T )
at rate 1. For the critical regime p = pc, we prove the following two results: on T , the mean squared
displacement of the random walk from 0 to t is at most O(tµ5/132−ϵ) for any ϵ > 0; on Zd with

d ≥ 11, the corresponding upper bound for the mean squared displacement is O(tµ1/2 log(1/µ)).
For the supercritical regime p > pc, we prove that the mean squared displacement on Zd is at least
ct for some c = c(d) > 0 that does not depend on µ.

1. Introduction

Let G = (V,E) be an infinite graph with the vertex set V and the edge set E. For any x, y ∈ V ,
let dist(x, y) denote the graph distance between x and y in G. We study random walk on dynamical
percolation on G. Each edge refreshes independently at rate µ ≤ 1/e and transitions to an open
state with probability p, or to a closed state with probability 1− p. The random walk (Xt) moves
at rate 1. When its clock rings, the walk selects one of the adjacent edges with equal probability; it
jumps to the neighboring site if the selected edge is open and stays still if the edge is closed. Peres,
Stauffer, and Steif first introduced this model in [47].

Figure 1. Two snapshots (left and right panels) of random walk on dynamical percolation on the faces of
the Hexagonal lattice which is dual to the triangular lattice . Open sites are in white, closed sites are in

dark blue, and the moving particle is in red. Sites that refresh between the snapshots are indicated in the

middle panel in light blue.
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We mainly focus on the Euclidean lattices G = (Zd, E(Zd)), where E(Zd) represents the set
of edges connecting nearest-neighbor vertices in Zd. Let ηt ∈ {0, 1}E(Zd) denote the configuration
of open edges at time t, and let pc = pc(Zd) be the critical probability for bond percolation on
Zd. Consider a random walk starting from X0 = 0 and assume that the initial law for dynamical
percolation follows the product Bernoulli measure πp := Ber(p)E(Zd), where Ber(p) is the Bernoulli
measure which takes 1 (or open) with probability p and 0 (or closed) with probability 1−p. Notice
that πp is the invariant measure for the process (ηt)t≥0.

In the subcritical regime p ∈ (0, pc), it was proved in [47, Corllary 1.6] that E[dist2(0, Xt)] ≤
C[(µt) ∨ 1] for all t ≥ 0. In [47, Corollary 1.10], a general upper bound E[dist2(0, Xt)] ≤ Ct
was established for all p ∈ [0, 1], µ ∈ [0, 1], and t ≥ 0. Furthermore, it can be deduced from [47,
Theorem 1.2] that E[dist2(0, Xt)] ≥ cµt for all p ∈ (0, pc), µ ∈ (0, 1], and t ≥ 0. One may extend the
lower bound µt to all phases p ∈ (0, 1] by the method in Peres, Sousi, and Steif [45]. In this paper,
we study the mean squared displacement in more details. More precisely, we will prove a matching
lower bound (see Theorem 1.5 below) for the supercritical regime. In addition, we will establish
an upper bound for the critical regime in terms of the one-arm exponent and correlation-length
exponent. Consequently, we find that the mean squared displacement behaves differently in critical
and supercritical regimes.

We first state our main results at criticality. For d = 2, we need to modify our model slightly
since the relevant critical exponents for bond percolation on Z2 have not been proved rigorously.
Consider the two-dimensional triangular lattice T := (V,E), where V := {x + yeiπ/3 : x, y ∈ Z}
and E := {{x, y} : x, y ∈ V, ∥x − y∥2 = 1}. In this model, each vertex refreshes independently at
rate µ ≤ 1/e and transitions to an open state with critical probability pc(T ) = 1/2, or to a closed
state with probability 1/2. The random walk (Xt) moves at rate 1. When its clock rings, the walk
selects one of the 6 adjacent vertices with equal probability; it jumps to the vertex if it is open and
stays still if it is closed. We state our main result about the random walk on dynamical percolation
on T in the following theorem.

Theorem 1.1. Consider the random walk on the dynamical percolation on T at criticality p = 1/2,
starting from X0 = 0 and the initial law π1/2 = Ber(1/2)V for the dynamical percolation. For each
ϵ ∈ (0, 5/132), there exists a constant C1.1 = C1.1(ϵ) ∈ (0,∞) (independent of µ) such that

E[dist2(0, Xt)] ≤ C1.1tµ
5

132
−ϵ, ∀µ ∈ (0, 1/e], (1.1)

for all sufficiently large t (depending on µ). See (2.36) below for a sharper statement.

Remark 1.2. We will derive an upper bound for E[dist2(0, Xt)] in Proposition 2.1 in terms of
the one-arm exponent α1 and the correlation-length exponent ν for (static) percolation. For site
percolation on T , it has been proved rigorously that ν = 4/3 by Kesten [35] and Smirnov and
Werner [53], and α1 = 5/48 by Lawler, Schramm and Werner [38] (up to an o(1) correction
in the exponent, accounting for the ϵ in the theorem). These exponents essentially lead to the
estimate (1.1).

We also obtain a corresponding result for the Z2 case.

Proposition 1.3. Consider the random walk on the dynamical percolation on Z2 at criticality p =

1/2, starting from X0 = 0 and the initial law π1/2 = Ber(1/2)E(Z2) for the dynamical percolation.
There exist constants δ ∈ (0, 1) and C1.3 ∈ (0,∞) (independent of µ) such that

E[dist2(0, Xt)] ≤ C1.3tµ
δ, ∀µ ∈ (0, 1/e], (1.2)

for all sufficiently large t (depending on µ). See Corollary 2.8 below for a sharper statement.
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Concerning the random walk on high-dimensional dynamical percolation at criticality, we focus
on Zd with d ≥ 11, where mean-field behavior has been rigorously established in the literature.
Our argument applies to all lattices where the one-arm exponent α1 and the correlation length
exponent ν take their mean field values 2 and 1/2, respectively.

Theorem 1.4. Fix d ≥ 11. Consider the random walk on dynamical percolation on Zd at criticality

p = pc(Zd), starting from X0 = 0 and the initial law πp = Ber(p)E(Zd) for the dynamical percolation.
There exists a constant C1.4 = C1.4(d) ∈ (0,∞) (independent of µ) such that

E
[
dist2(0, Xt)

]
≤ C1.4tµ

1/2 log(1/µ), ∀t ≥ µ−1/2, µ ∈ (0, 1/e]. (1.3)

In the supercritical regime p ∈ (pc(Zd), 1], one may deduce from [46] a lower bound of the form
E[dist2(0, Xt)] ≥ t(log t)−c for some constant c > 0 and a certain range of t. In the following
theorem, we present a tight lower bound that matches the upper bound Ct proved in [47].

Theorem 1.5. Fix d ≥ 2. Consider the random walk on the dynamical percolation on Zd with

p ∈ (pc(Zd), 1], starting from X0 = 0 and the initial law πp = Ber(p)E(Zd) for the dynamical
percolation. There exists a constant c1.5 = c1.5(d, p) ∈ (0,∞) (independent of µ) such that

E
[
dist2(0, Xt)

]
≥ c1.5t, ∀t ≥ 0, µ ∈ (0, 1/e]. (1.4)

Although we present Theorem 1.5 specifically for Zd, the same proof can be applied to other
Euclidean lattices, such as the triangular lattice T . It is clear that Theorem 1.5 separates the super-
critical behavior from the critical behavior, as stated in Theorems 1.1 and 1.4 and Proposition 1.3,
for all small µ.

Notations. In this paper, we will use the set of natural numbers N = {1, 2, 3, . . .}. Throughout
the paper, the symbols c and C will represent positive constants that vary from place to place.
These constants may depend on the dimension d and percolation probability p, but not on µ. For
any numbers a and b, we use the notation a ≲ b or a = O(b) to mean that |a| ≤ C|b| for a constant
C ∈ (0,∞) that does not depend on µ. We write a ≍ b if a ≲ b and b ≲ a.

1.1. Diffusion constant. Theorem 3.1 of [47] and uniform integrability imply that the following
diffusion constant for the random walk on dynamical percolation is well-defined:

σ2(d, p, µ) = lim
t→∞

1

t
E
[
dist2(0, Xt)

]
. (1.5)

(Note that the usual definition of diffusion constant uses the Euclidean distance but in the above
definition we use the graph distance.) Our results, along with those established in [47, 45, 46],
provide the following bounds on the diffusion constant, which we summarize here for the reader’s
convenience.

• Subcritical regime p < pc(Zd):

σ2(d, p, µ) ≍ µ. (1.6)

This is proved in [47] as mentioned earlier.
• Supercritical regime p > pc(Zd):

σ2(d, p, µ) ≍ 1. (1.7)

The upper bound is proved in [47] and the lower bound is given by Theorem 1.5.
• Critical regime p = pc(Zd):
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– When d = 2, there exists a constant δ ∈ (0, 1) such that

µ ≲ σ2(d, p, µ) ≲ µδ. (1.8)

The upper bound is proved in Proposition 1.3 and the lower bound can be derived
from [45].

– When d ≥ 11,

µ ≲ σ2(d, p, µ) ≲ µ1/2 log(1/µ). (1.9)

The upper bound is proved in Theorem 1.4 and the lower bound can be derived
from [45].

1.2. Overview and structure. We sketch the main ideas of the proof and give an overview of
the paper’s structure.

For the critical case (Section 2), we focus on the open cluster of the origin, which consists of all
edges that are open at some time during [0, t]. We classify this cluster according to its diameter
and bound the corresponding mean squared displacement using the forward/backward martingale
decomposition for reversible Markov processes (see Propositions 2.2 and 2.4 below). Then, the
problem boils down to estimating the probability of the cluster having a certain diameter. We
obtain such estimates by studying the stability of the one-arm probability in the near-critical
regime. For d = 2, this follows from the scaling relations established by Kesten [35] (see also
Nolin [44]), the one-arm exponent by Lawler, Schramm and Werner [38], and the correlation-length
exponent by Smirnov and Werner [53]. For d ≥ 11, we rely on the two-point function asymptotics
by Fitzner and van der Hofstad [26], and the intrinsic and extrinsic one-arm exponents by Kozma
and Nachmias [36, 37].

For the supercritical case (Section 3), our overall strategy is similar to that in [46]. That is, we
first fix the environment to obtain a time-inhomogeneous Markov chain. Then, we consider the
evolving sets of this Markov chain introduced by Morris and Peres [42] and employ the Diaconis-Fill
coupling [21] between the random walk and the Doob transform of the evolving sets. The problem
reduces to proving that the evolving set has the right size. The main challenge is to get rid of
various logarithmic dependencies in [46]. For example, in the definition of good times, we require
that the intersection of the Doob transform of the evolving set with the infinite cluster occupies
a positive fraction of the set, as opposed to a fraction that vanishes asymptotically as in [46]. In
our proof, we mainly work with the probability measure when the initial law for percolation is
stationary. An advantage of this measure is that the random walk is stationary, which avoids the
study of the hitting time to giant components as in [46]. Consequently, we can establish that with
positive probability, the fraction of good times is strictly positive. Applying a result of Pete [48] on
the isoperimetric profile of a set in the infinite cluster (see Corollary 3.7 below, which also improves
upon the corresponding result in [46]) to the set of good times, we obtain a good drift for the size
of the evolving set along these times.

1.3. Related works. We provide a review of some relevant works on random walks in evolving
random environments. We specifically focus on Euclidean lattices and refer the reader to our
companion paper [29] for related works on general underlying graphs.

We first mention some works that specifically focus on random walks on dynamical percolation.
The concept of dynamical percolation on arbitrary graphs was introduced by Häggström, Peres, and
Steif [30]. Later, Peres, Stauffer, and Steif [47] introduced the model of random walk on dynamical
percolation, and several results have been established in [47, 45, 46] as mentioned earlier. Hermon
and Sousi [32] extended the setting to general underlying graphs and proved a comparison principle
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between the random walk on dynamical percolation and the random walk on the underlying graph.
Lelli and Stauffer [39] investigated the mixing time of random walk on a dynamical random cluster
model on Zd, where edges switch at rate µ between open and closed, following a Glauber dynamics.
Recently, Andres, Gantert, Schmid, and Sousi [3] considered the biased random walk on dynamical
percolation on Zd and established several results such as the law of large numbers and an invariance
principle for the random walk.

The random conductance model is also an active direction (see Biskup [11] for a survey), where
many results have been generalized to the dynamical setting. Some early works [16, 10, 22, 24]
by Boldrighini, Minlos, Pellegrinotti, Bandyopadhyay, Zeitouni, Dolgopyat, Keller, and Liverani
considered random walks in dynamical Markovian random environments and established the cor-
responding invariance principles. In a similar setting, Redig and Völlering [50] obtained the strong
ergodicity properties for the environment as seen from the walker. Andres [1] derived the quenched
invariance principle for a stationary ergodic dynamical model with uniform ellipticity. Later, An-
dres, Chiarini, Deuschel, and Slowik [2] relaxed the uniform ellipticity to certain moment condi-
tions, while den Hollander, dos Santos, and Sidoravicius [19] established a law of large numbers for
a class of non-elliptic random walks on Zd in dynamic random environments. Biskup [12] proved
an invariance principle for one-dimensional random walks among dynamical random conductances.
Biskup, Rodriguez, and Pan [14, 13] considered generalizations to degenerate dynamical environ-
ments, where the speed may vanish for some time interval. Dolgopyat and Liverani [23] studied
random walks in environments with deterministic, but strongly chaotic evolutions. Blondel [15]
proved diffusion properties for random walks in environments governed by a kinetically constrained
spin model at equilibrium. In recent work [31], Halberstam and Hutchcroft studied collisions of
two conditionally independent random walks in a dynamical environment on Z2. Furthermore,
there are also several works studying random walks in dynamical environments where the jump
rate is associated with vertices by Avena, Blondel, Faggionato, den Hollander, and Redig [5, 7], as
well as random walks among exclusion processes by Avena, den Hollander, Redig, dos Santos, and
Völlering [4, 6, 8].

2. Critical case: proofs of Theorems 1.1 and 1.4

In this section, we will study the random walk on dynamical percolation at criticality. Our goal
is to prove Theorems 1.1 and 1.4 and Proposition 1.3. For r ∈ N and the lattice T , we define

Br := {x+ yeiπ/3 : |x| ≤ r, |y| ≤ r} ∩ T ,
∂Br := {x ∈ Br : x has a nearest neighbor in T \Br}.

With a slight abuse of notation, we also define for r ∈ N and the lattice Zd that

Br := [−r, r]d ∩ Zd,

∂Br := {x ∈ Br : x has a nearest neighbor in Zd \Br}.

Note Br and ∂Br depend on the underlying lattice; their meanings will be clear from the context.

2.1. Mean squared displacement: a general upper bound. We first prove a general upper
bound for the mean squared displacement under the following assumption on the one-arm proba-
bility.
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Assumption 1. There exist constants α̃0, α̃1, ν̃, C0, C1 ∈ (0,∞) such that

C0

rα̃0
≤ Pp(0←→ ∂Br) ≤

C1

rα̃1
, ∀r ≥ 1, p ∈ [pc(G), pc(G) + r−1/ν̃ ], (2.1)

where G is either Zd or T . Here, Pp denotes the probability measure of the Bernoulli-p bond

(resp., site) percolation on Zd (resp., T ), where every edge (resp., site) is independently open with
probability p.

Let us elaborate on this assumption.

• It is believed that α̃0 = α̃1. However, the exact value of α̃0 is not important (while α̃1 is
crucial) for our applications. The existence of such α̃0 can be found for example in [54].
• Assumption 1 holds for G = T and G = Z2, as stated in Lemmas 2.6 and 2.7 below. In these
two cases, the optimal values for α̃0 = α̃1 and ν̃ are believed to be the one-arm exponent
α1 = 5/48 and the correlation-length exponent ν = 4/3. However, these exponents have
been rigorously proved only for G = T ; see Lemma 2.6.
• Assumption 1 holds for Zd with d ≥ 11, as stated in Lemma 2.9 below. In this case, we
have α̃0 = α̃1 = 2 and ν̃ = 1/2, which are the one-arm and correlation-length exponents,
respectively.
• Assumption 1 is believed to be true for Zd with 3 ≤ d ≤ 10. However, for the upper bound,
even the problem of whether limr→∞ Ppc(0←→ ∂Br) = 0 or not remains open in this case.

Under Assumption 1, we can prove the following proposition provided that α̃1 ∈ (0, 2) and ν̃ ≥ 1/2.

Proposition 2.1. Let G = T or Zd with d ≥ 2. Suppose Assumption 1 holds with α̃1 ∈ (0, 2) and
ν̃ ≥ 1/2. Consider the random walk on the dynamical percolation on G at criticality p = pc(G),

starting from X0 = 0 and the initial law πp = Ber(p)V if G = T (or Ber(p)E(Zd) if G = Zd) for the
dynamical percolation. Then, there exists a constant C ∈ (0,∞) such that

E[dist2(0, Xt)] ≤ Ctµ
ν̃α̃1
1+2ν̃ [log(1/µ)]1−

ν̃α̃1
1+2ν̃ , ∀t ≥ µ

−2ν̃
1+2ν̃ [log(1/µ)]

−1
1+2ν̃ , µ ∈ (0, 1/e]. (2.2)

It is believed that for 2 ≤ d < 6, we have α̃1 = α1 ∈ (0, 2) and ν̃ = ν ≥ 1/2. But, the fact that
α̃1 ∈ (0, 2) has only been proved rigorously when d = 2, as shown in Lemmas 2.6 and 2.7 below.
Hence, currently, we can only apply the above proposition to the d = 2 case.

To prove Proposition 2.1, we need some general results on the mean squared displacement, which
is valid for all p ∈ [0, 1]. We first give an estimate on the distribution function of the displacement
using the forward/backward martingale decomposition of reversible Markov processes, which can
be found in Kesten [34, Proposition 3.3] and [43, Theorem 2.3].

Proposition 2.2. Let G = T or Zd with d ≥ 1. There exists a constant C2.2(d) ∈ [1,∞) such that

P(dist(0, Xt) ≥ L) ≤

 C2.2 exp
(
− L2

C2.2t

)
, if L ≤ 2t,

C2.2 exp
(
− 2L

C2.2

)
, if L > 2t.

(2.3)

Proof. We treat at first the case of Zd. In the following proof, we denote by

Nt := number of attempted jumps of the random walk in [0, t]. (2.4)

Since the random walk attempts to jump with rate 1, the random variable Nt has a Poisson
distribution of parameter t. Especially, it satisfies the Chernoff bound (see [18, Exercise 2.2.23])

P(Nt ≥ n) ≤ exp(n− t− n log(n/t)), ∀n ≥ t. (2.5)
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Then we can use Nt to give an upper bound

P(dist(0, Xt) ≥ L) ≤ P(Nt ≥ L) ≤ exp(L− t− L log(L/t)) ≤ exp(−CL), ∀L ≥ 2t. (2.6)

In the remaining part, we focus on the case L ≤ 2t. We have

P(dist(0, Xt) ≥ L) ≤ P(dist(0, Xt) ≥ L,Nt < 2t) + P(Nt ≥ 2t)

≤ P(dist(0, Xt) ≥ L,Nt < 2t) + exp(−Ct),
(2.7)

where we have applied (2.6) to the term P(Nt ≥ 2t). On the event Nt < 2t, we can make a natural
coupling between our process and another one defined on a large torus. We denote by ⌈t⌉ := ⌊t⌋+1
and let Td

6⌈t⌉ be the discrete torus with side length 6⌈t⌉ (i.e., B3⌈t⌉ with opposite vertices of ∂B3⌈t⌉

identified), and denote by P0 the probability that the random walk starts at 0, with Ber(p)
E(Td

6⌈t⌉)

as the initial distribution of the dynamical percolation. Using this natural coupling, we get

P(dist(0, Xt) ≥ L,Nt < 2t) ≤ P0(dist(0, Xt) ≥ L). (2.8)

It suffices to estimate the probability on the RHS, and it is more convenient to randomize the
starting point. Let P be the probability that the random walk X0 starts from a uniformly chosen

point on Td
6⌈t⌉, with Ber(p)

E(Td
6⌈t⌉) as the initial distribution of dynamical percolation. The process

(Xt, ηt)t≥0 is stationary under P, which implies

P0(dist(0, Xt) ≥ L) = P(dist(X0, Xt) ≥ L) ≤
d∑

i=1

P (|hi(Xt)− hi(X0)| ≥ L/d) , (2.9)

where hi(Xt) ≡ hi(Xt, ηt) is the projection onto the i-th coordinate of Xt.
We then use the forward/backward martingale decomposition for stationary reversible Markov

process; see [41, Lemma 13.15] for one example. Denoting by L the generator of (Xs, ηs)s≥0, we
have the martingale decomposition of hi(Xt, ηt)

Mt := hi(Xt, ηt)− hi(X0, η0)−
∫ t

0
(L hi)(Xs, ηs) ds. (2.10)

We now define the reverse process (X̃s, η̃s)0≤s≤t := (Xt−s, ηt−s)0≤s≤t. Since the process (Xs, ηs)s≥0

is stationary and reversible under P, the reverse process (X̃s, η̃s)0≤s≤t has the same law as (Xs, ηs)0≤s≤t,
and

M̃s := hi(X̃s, η̃s)− hi(X̃0, η̃0)−
∫ s

0
(L hi)(X̃r, η̃r) dr. (2.11)

also defines a martingale (M̃s)0≤s≤t with respect to the natural filtration of (X̃s, η̃s)0≤s≤t. Inserting
its definition, the backward martingale can also be expressed as

M̃t := hi(X0, η0)− hi(Xt, ηt)−
∫ t

0
(L hi)(Xs, ηs) ds.

Subtracting this expression from (2.10) to cancel the drift term, we obtain that

2
(
hi(Xt)− hi(X0)

)
= Mt − M̃t. (2.12)

Then, the tail estimate in (2.9) is transformed to that of martingale

P (|hi(Xt)− hi(X0)| ≥ L/d) ≤ P (|Mt| ≥ L/d) + P
(
|M̃t| ≥ L/d

)
. (2.13)
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It suffices to apply an Azuma-Hoeffding type estimate. For the martingale associated with the jump
process of bounded quadratic variation, we refer to the version in [27, Lemma A.2] and conclude

P (|Mt| ≥ L/d) ≤ 2 exp
(
2d(eλ − 1− λ)t− λL/d

)
. (2.14)

Then we optimize the value by choosing λ = λ∗ = log
(
1 + L

2d2t

)
. When L ≤ 2t, we have 2d(eλ

∗ −
1− λ∗)t− λ∗L/d ≤ (log 2− 1)L2/(2d3t), and thus

P (|Mt| ≥ L/d) ≤ 2 exp(−L2/(C1t)), ∀L ≤ 2t. (2.15)

A similar estimate also works for M̃t. We combine (2.15), (2.13), (2.9), (2.8), (2.7) and conclude

P(dist(0, Xt) ≥ L) ≤ 4d exp(−L2/(C1t)) + exp(−Ct), ∀L ≤ 2t.

The first term dominates in the regime L ≤ 2t. Combining this with (2.6) and changing the value
of C, we obtain the desired result.

For the case T , we can embed it in Z2 by adding one diagonal in every unit square, and then
the same proof applies. □

Remark 2.3. We can also deduce the Carne-Varopoulos bound for P(Xt = y) using a similar proof
as above. See the argument by Rémi Peyre in [49], [27, Theorem 1.3] for a similar result of random
walk in Kawasaki dynamics, and also Proposition 79 of [17]. However, to deduce a tail probability
for dist(0, Xt) from the Carne-Varopoulos bound will bring another volume factor. As we are more
interested in dist(0, Xt), we use the stationarity of process to give a direct proof.

The estimate in Proposition 2.2 yields an upper bound of the conditional expectation of the
squared displacement given some event.

Proposition 2.4. Let G = T or Zd with d ≥ 1. There exists a constant C1 = C1(d) ∈ (1,∞) such
that for any event A determined by the dynamical environment with P(A) = ϵ ∈ (0, 1], we have

E[dist2(0, Xt)|A] ≤ C1

(
1 + max

{
t log

(
C1

ϵ

)
, log2

(
C1

ϵ

)})
. (2.16)

Proof. Throughout the proof, we denote by Φ the upper bound in (2.3),

Φ(r) :=

 C2.2 exp
(
− r2

C2.2t

)
, if r ≤ 2t,

C2.2 exp
(
− 2r

C2.2

)
, if r > 2t.

(2.17)

which is decreasing and continuous. We calculate the expectation using the following expression

E[dist2(0, Xt)1A] =

∫ ∞

0
2rP(dist(0, Xt)1A > r) dr ≤

∫ ∞

0
2rmin{Φ(r), ϵ} dr

=

∫ r0

0
2rϵ dr +

∫ ∞

r0

2rΦ(r) dr = r0
2ϵ+

∫ ∞

r0

2rΦ(r) dr,

(2.18)

where r0 is the threshold satisfying

r0 := sup{r ≥ 0 : Φ(r) > ϵ}, (2.19)

whose value is Φ−1(ϵ) but depends on the regime in (2.17).
We calculate the last line in (2.18), and just denote by C ≡ C2.2 for convenience.
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Case I: ϵ ≥ Φ(2t) = C exp
(
−4t

C

)
. For this case, we have r0 =

√
Ct log

(
C
ϵ

)
∈ (0, 2t] and∫ ∞

r0

2rΦ(r) dr =

∫ 2t

r0

2rΦ(r) dr +

∫ ∞

2t
2rΦ(r) dr,∫ 2t

r0

2rΦ(r) dr ≤
∫ ∞

r0

2rC exp

(
− r2

Ct

)
dr = C2t exp

(
− r20
Ct

)
= Ctϵ,∫ ∞

2t
2rΦ(r) dr =

∫ ∞

2t
2rC exp

(
−2r

C

)
dr = exp

(
−4t

C

)
(2C2t+ C3/2) ≤ (2Ct+ C2)ϵ.

(2.20)

In the second line, we use the fact Φ(r0) = C exp
(
− r20

Ct

)
= ϵ; in the third line, we use the condition

Φ(2t) ≤ ϵ. We put the expression of r0 and (2.20) back to (2.18) to get

E[dist2(0, Xt)1A] ≤
(
3Ct+ C2 + Ct log

(
C

ϵ

))
ϵ. (2.21)

Case II: ϵ < Φ(2t) = C exp
(
−4t

C

)
. For this case, we have r0 = C

2 log
(
C
ϵ

)
∈ (2t,∞). The

following calculation is similar to the third line of (2.20)∫ ∞

r0

2rΦ(r) dr = exp

(
−2r0

C

)
(C2r0 + C3/2) = (Cr0 + C2/2)ϵ.

Plugging this and the expression of r0 into (2.18), we obtain

E[dist2(0, Xt)1A] ≤ (r0
2 + Cr0 + C2/2)ϵ = C2

(
1

4
log2

(
C

ϵ

)
+

1

2
log

(
C

ϵ

)
+

1

2

)
ϵ. (2.22)

Combining (2.21) and (2.22), we get (2.16). □

Remark 2.5. In our applications, the event A has probability P(A) ≍ t−α with α > 0, so we
obtain t log t as an upper bound.

Proof of Proposition 2.1. We denote by H the subgraph of T (resp., Zd) composed of all the sites
(resp., bonds) open at least once during [0, t]. Then, H is also a static percolation cluster on T
(resp., Zd), where each site (resp., bond) is open with probability

p := pc + (1− pc)(1− e−µtpc) ≤ pc(1 + µt). (2.23)

Let {0 H←→ ∂Br} be the event that the origin is connected to some vertex in ∂Br via sites
(resp., bonds) in H.

Let K be a threshold that will be chosen later. We have

E[dist2(0, Xt)] ≤
K∑
k=1

E
[
dist2(0, Xt)1{0

H←→ ∂B2k−1 , 0
H
↚→ ∂B2k}

]
+ E

[
dist2(0, Xt)1{0

H←→ ∂B2K}
]

≤ C
K∑
k=1

4kP(0 H←→ ∂B2k−1) + E
[
dist2(0, Xt)1{0

H←→ ∂B2K}
]
, (2.24)

where we used the trivial bound dist2(0, Xt) ≤ C4k under the event 0
H
↚→ ∂B2k in the last

inequality. If we choose K ∈ N ∪ {0} (so we implicitly assume that pcµt ≤ 1) such that

2−(K+1)/ν̃ < pcµt ≤ 2−K/ν̃ ,
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then (2.23) and Assumption 1 imply that

C02
−kα̃0 ≤ P(0 H←→ ∂B2k) ≤ C12

−kα̃1 , ∀0 ≤ k ≤ K.

Recall that pc = pc(G) ≤ 1/2 for G = T or Zd with d ≥ 2. If we set T := µ
−2ν̃
1+2ν̃ [log(1/µ)]

−1
1+2ν̃ , then

we have µT ≤ 1 and T ≥
√
e since eµ ≤ log(1/µ) ≤ (eµ)−2ν̃ for each 0 < µ ≤ 1/e and 2ν̃ ≥ 1; we

also have

| logP(0 H←→ ∂B2K )| ≍ log t, ∀T ≤ t ≤ 2T. (2.25)

So for such t ∈ [T, 2T ], the dominant term for the upper bound of the expectation in (2.24) from
Proposition 2.4 is the single log term. Combining this with (2.24), we get

E[dist2(0, Xt)] ≤ C2(2−α̃1)K + C2(t log t)2
−Kα̃1 ≤ C(µt)−(2−α̃1)ν̃ + C3(t log t)(µt)

ν̃α̃1

≤ C4tµ
ν̃α̃1
1+2ν̃ [log(1/µ)]1−

ν̃α̃1
1+2ν̃ , ∀T ≤ t ≤ 2T. (2.26)

Now, consider the random walk defined on the discrete torus Td
n with side length 2n and d ≥ 2.

If we start the full process (Xt, ηt) in stationary with initial law u ⊗ πp (where u is the uniform

distribution on Td
n), the following estimate holds:

ETd
n
[dist2(X0, Xks)] ≤ C5kETd

n
[dist2(X0, Xs)], ∀k ∈ N, s ≥ 0, (2.27)

where C5 ∈ (0,∞) is a constant independent of n, k and s. Such an estimate can be obtained by
using the Markov type 2 property, which was introduced and studied by Ball [9] and then further
developed by Naor, Peres, Schramm, and Sheffield [43]; see also Lemma 4.2 of [47]. By symmetry,
for the full system starting with initial law δ0 ⊗ πp, we also have

ETd
n
[dist2(0, Xks)] ≤ C5kETd

n
[dist2(0, Xs)], ∀k ∈ N, s ≥ 0. (2.28)

Setting n→∞ in the last inequality, we obtain that on T (or Zd),

E[dist2(0, Xks)] ≤ C5kE[dist2(0, Xs)], ∀k ∈ N, s ≥ 0. (2.29)

Finally, combining (2.26) and (2.29), we get that

E[dist2(0, Xt)] ≤ C6tµ
ν̃α̃1
1+2ν̃ [log(1/µ)]1−

ν̃α̃1
1+2ν̃ , ∀t ≥ T,

which completes the proof of the proposition. □

2.2. Proof of Theorem 1.1. We give a stability result concerning the one-arm probability for
near-critical site percolation on T .

Lemma 2.6. For site percolation on T , for each ϵ ∈ (0, 5/48), there exist constants C0 =
C0(ϵ), C1 = C1(ϵ) ∈ (0,∞) such that

C0r
− 5

48
−ϵ ≤ Pp(0←→ ∂Br) ≤ C1r

− 5
48

+ϵ, ∀r ≥ 1, p ∈ [1/2, 1/2 + r−(3+ϵ)/4]. (2.30)

Proof. Theorem 22 of [44] gives that

lim
p→1/2

logL(p)

log |p− 1/2|
= −4

3
,

where L(p) represents the characteristic length. Consequently, for any ϵ > 0, there exists δ =
δ(ϵ) > 0 such that

L(p) ≥ (p− 1/2)−4/(3+ϵ), ∀p ∈ (1/2, 1/2 + δ). (2.31)
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On the other hand, the main result in [38] gives that

lim
r→∞

P1/2(0←→ ∂Br)

log r
= − 5

48
,

which implies that for each ϵ ∈ (0, 5/48), there exists N = N(ϵ) > 0 such that

r−
5
48

−ϵ ≤ P1/2(0←→ ∂Br) ≤ r−
5
48

+ϵ, ∀r ≥ N. (2.32)

The LHS gives the lower bound in the lemma. Theorem 1 of [35] (see also Theorem 27 of [44])
implies the existence of a constant C1 ∈ (0,∞) (independent of p) such that

Pp(0←→ ∂Bn) ≤ C1P1/2(0←→ ∂Bn), ∀0 ≤ n ≤ L(p). (2.33)

This combined with (2.31) gives that if r > δ−
4

3+ϵ , then

Pp(0←→ ∂Bn) ≤ C1P1/2(0←→ ∂Bn), ∀p ∈ [1/2, 1/2 + r−
3+ϵ
4 ], 0 ≤ n ≤ r. (2.34)

Together with (2.32), this estimate implies that

Pp(0←→ ∂Br) ≤ C1r
− 5

48
+ϵ, ∀p ∈ [1/2, 1/2 + r−

3+ϵ
4 ], r > max{N, δ−

4
3+ϵ }. (2.35)

Then, the proof of the lemma is completed by potentially increasing C1 to a larger constant C1 in

order to accommodate the case 1 ≤ r ≤ max{N, δ−
4

3+ϵ }. □

Proof of Theorem 1.1. Combining Proposition 2.1 and Lemma 2.6, we immediately obtain that for
each ϵ ∈ (0, 5/132), there exists a constant C = C(ϵ) ∈ (0,∞) such that for every µ ∈ (0, 1/e]

E[dist2(0, Xt)] ≤ Ctµ
5−48ϵ

132+12ϵ [log(1/µ)]1−
5−48ϵ

132+12ϵ , ∀t ≥ µ
−8

11+ϵ [log(1/µ)]−
3+ϵ
11+ϵ . (2.36)

This gives (1.1) as desired. □

For the bond percolation on Z2, it is known that the one-arm exponent satisfies α1 ≤ 1/6
(see Section 6.4 of Duminil-Copin, Manolescu, and Tassion [25]). However, we have not been
able to find any lower bound for α1 in the literature, except that in Theorem 1.12 of [20] by
Dewan and Muirhead, a lower bound is provided under the assumption of the existence of other
critical exponents. The following lemma gives a rough lower bound on α1. When combined with
Proposition 2.1, this further yields an upper bound for the mean squared displacement of the
random walk on dynamical percolation on Z2 at criticality. The precise statement can be found in
Corollary 2.8 below.

Lemma 2.7. For bond percolation on Z2, there exist constants α̃0, C0, C1 ∈ (0,∞) and α̃1 =
−1

2 log(1− a) with a := 2−24(1−
√
3/2)48 such that

C0

rα̃0
≤ Pp(0←→ ∂Br) ≤

C1

rα̃1
, ∀r ≥ 1, p ∈ [1/2, 1/2 + r−2]. (2.37)

Proof. The lower bound follows from Theorem 1.1 of [54] or RSW type argument [51, 52]. So we
focus on the upper bound next. Let Al,3l := B3l \ Bl for l ∈ N. Using the inequality (11.72) from
Grimmett [28], we get that

P1/2(∃ open circuit in the annulus Al,3l surrounding the origin) ≥ a = 2−24(1−
√
3/2)48. (2.38)

The number of disjoint annuli of the form (1/2, 1/2) + Al,3l, l ∈ N, in the dual lattice Z2∗ :=
(1/2, 1/2) + Z2, that are contained in Br, is at least (log r)/2 for each r ≥ N0, where N0 ∈ N is a
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fixed integer. A dual edge e∗ ∈ E(Z2∗) is declared to be open if and only if it crosses a closed edge
in E(Z2). Similar to (2.38), we have

P1/2(∃ dual open circuit in (1/2, 1/2) +Al,3l) ≥ a, ∀l ∈ N.
Now, we obtain that

P1/2(0←→ ∂Br) ≤ P1/2(none of those (log r)/2 annuli has a dual open circuit)

≤ (1− a)
1
2
log r = r

1
2
log(1−a), ∀r ≥ N0. (2.39)

Note that the critical percolation in Br with parameter 1/2 can be obtained by first performing per-
colation with parameter p > 1/2 and then independently deleting each open edge with probability
1− 1/(2p). Thus, we have that

P1/2(0←→ ∂Br) ≥
(

1

2(1/2 + r−2)

)# of edges in Br

P1/2+r−2(0←→ ∂Br), ∀r ≥ 1.

This combined with (2.39) completes the proof of the lemma. □

We are ready to prove the following corollary, which implies Proposition 1.3.

Corollary 2.8. Consider the random walk on the dynamical percolation on Z2 at criticality p = 1/2,

starting from X0 = 0 and the initial law π1/2 := Ber(1/2)E(Z2) for the dynamical percolation. Then,
there exists a constant C ∈ (0,∞) (independent of µ) such that

E[dist2(0, Xt)] ≤ Ctµ
α̃1
4 [log(1/µ)]1−

α̃1
4 , ∀t ≥ µ− 1

2 [log(1/µ)]−
1
2 , µ ∈ (0, 1/e], (2.40)

where α̃1 = −1
2 log(1− a) with a = 2−24(1−

√
3/2)48.

Proof. This follows directly from Lemma 2.7 and Proposition 2.1. □

2.3. Proof of Theorem 1.4. We first state a lemma similar to Lemmas 2.6 and 2.7 that provides
the stability of the one-arm probability for high-dimensional percolation.

Lemma 2.9. Fix d ≥ 11. For bond percolation on Zd, there exist constants C0 ≤ C1 ∈ (0,∞) such
that

C0

r2
≤ Pp(0←→ ∂Br) ≤

C1

r2
, ∀r ≥ 1, p ∈ [pc(Zd), pc(Zd) + r−2]. (2.41)

Remark 2.10. In an early version of the paper, we included a proof of Lemma 2.9 due to Tom
Hutchcroft (private communication), which used an inequality involving decision trees from [33].
The alternative proof we present below was indicated to us by Fedor Nazarov in a lecture. We are
grateful to both of them.

Proof. Theorem 1 of [37] implies the existence of constants C0, C1 ∈ (0,∞) such that

C0

r2
≤ Ppc(0←→ ∂Br) ≤

C1

r2
, ∀r ∈ N . (2.42)

This gives the lower bound in (2.41). For the upper bound, we first recall a celebrated result
on intrinsic one-arm exponent due to Kozma and Nachmias [36]. Let dp(x, y) be the length of

the shortest open path between x and y in bond percolation on Zd with parameter p, where
dp(x, y) :=∞ if no such open path exists. Theorem 1.2 of [36] and Corollary 1.3 of [26] imply that
there exists C ∈ (0,∞) such that

P(∃x ∈ Zd such that dpc(0, x) = r) ≤ C

r
, ∀r ∈ N. (2.43)
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We may write

Pp(0←→ ∂Br) ≤ P(∃x ∈ ∂Br : dp(0, x) ≤ r2) + P(∃x ∈ ∂Br : r2 < dp(0, x) <∞). (2.44)

Percolation with parameter pc can be obtained by first performing percolation with parameter
p > pc, and then independently closing each open edge with probability 1− pc/p. Therefore,

P(∃x ∈ ∂Br such that dpc(0, x) ≤ r2) ≥
(
pc
p

)r2

P(∃x ∈ ∂Br such that dp(0, x) ≤ r2), (2.45)

where the factor (pc/p)
r2 is a lower bound of the probability that each of the ≤ r2 edges in a path

from 0 to x (which is open after the first step), is still open after the second step. Thus,

P(∃x ∈ ∂Br : dp(0, x) ≤ r2) ≤
(

p

pc

)r2

P(∃x ∈ ∂Br : dpc(0, x) ≤ r2)

≤
(
pc + r−2

pc

)r2

Ppc(0←→ ∂Br) ≤
C2

r2
, (2.46)

where we have used (2.42) in the last inequality.
For the second term on the RHS of (2.44), we have

P(∃x ∈ ∂Br such that r2 < dp(0, x) <∞) ≤ P(∃y ∈ Br such that dp(0, y) = r2)

≤
(

p

pc

)r2

P(∃y ∈ Br such that dpc(0, y) = r2)

≤
(
pc + r−2

pc

)r2
C

r2
, (2.47)

where we have used a similar argument as in (2.45) in the second inequality and (2.43) in the
last inequality. Plugging (2.47) and (2.46) into (2.44) completes the proof of the upper bound
in (2.41). □

Proof of Theorem 1.4. The proof strategy is similar to that of Proposition 2.1, so we only highlight
the main differences. We denote by H the subgraph composed of all the bonds open at least once
during [0, t]. For some K to be chosen, we again have the estimate (2.24):

E[dist2(0, Xt)] ≤ C
K∑
k=1

4kP(0 H←→ ∂B2k−1) + E
[
dist2(0, Xt)1{0

H←→ ∂B2K}
]
, ∀t ≥ 0. (2.48)

If we choose K ∈ N ∪ {0} such that 2−2(K+1) < pc(Zd)µt ≤ 2−2K (so we implicitly assume that
µt ≤ 2), then (2.23) and Lemma 2.9 imply that

C02
−2k ≤ P(0 H←→ ∂B2k) ≤ C12

−2k, ∀0 ≤ k ≤ K.

Setting T := µ−1/2, we obtain that K is of order log(1/µ), and we also have

| logP(0 H←→ ∂B2K )| ≍ log t, ∀T ≤ t ≤ 2T. (2.49)

So for such t ∈ [T, 2T ], the dominant term for the upper bound of the expectation in the RHS of
(2.48) from Proposition 2.4 is the single log term. Combining this with (2.48), we get

E[dist2(0, Xt)] ≤ C2K + C3(t log t)µt ≤ C5tµ
1/2 log(1/µ), ∀T ≤ t ≤ 2T. (2.50)

The rest of the proof is the same as that of Proposition 2.1. □
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3. Supercritical case: proof of Theorem 1.5

Our proof strategy is similar to that of [46], but some new ideas are needed to get rid of various
logarithmic dependencies in [46]. In the next subsection, we introduce the main tools we are going
to use: the evolving set process developed by Morris and Peres [42] and a coupling of the Markov
chain with the Doob transform of the evolving set by Diaconis and Fill [21].

3.1. Evolving sets and Diaconis-Fill coupling. We consider the random walk on dynamical
percolation in a connected infinite graph G = (V,E). In our applications, we always consider
G = (Zd, E(Zd)), but the evolving sets can be defined on arbitrary graphs. We denote the entire
evolution of the environment by η = (ηt : t ≥ 0), and let Pη stand for the quenched probability
conditioned on η. Then, we discretize time by looking at the random walk at times n ∈ N. We
consider the time-inhomogeneous Markov chain with transition probability

Pη
n+1(x, y) := Pη (Xn+1 = y | Xn = x) , ∀x, y ∈ V, n ∈ N ∪ {0}. (3.1)

It is easy to see that π(x) ≡ 1, x ∈ V , is a stationary measure for each Pη
n . Since the random walk

attempts to jump at rate 1, we have

Pη
n (x, x) ≥ e−1, ∀x ∈ V, n ∈ N.

The evolving set process is a Markov chain taking values in the set of all finite subsets of V , and
its transition is defined as follows: if the current state is Sn = S ⊂ V , then we choose a random
variable Un+1 uniformly distributed in [0, 1], and the next state of the chain is the set

Sn+1 :=

{
y ∈ V :

∑
x∈S

Pη
n+1(x, y) ≥ Un+1

}
.

The evolving set process has an absorbing state: ∅. Let KP be the transition probability for the
evolving set process (Sn : n ≥ 0) when the transition matrix for the Markov chain is P ∈ {Pη

n :
n ∈ N}. The Doob transform of the evolving set process conditioned to stay nonempty is defined
by the transition kernel

K̂P (A,B) :=
|B|
|A|

KP (A,B).

See [42], [41, Section 6.7], and [40, Section 17.4] for more about evolving sets.
We next define the Diaconis-Fill coupling, which is a coupling between the Markov chain (Xn :

n ≥ 0) and the Doob transform of the evolving set process. Let DF := {(x,A) : x ∈ A and A ⊂
V is finite}. The Diaconis-Fill transition kernel on DF is defined as

P̂η
n+1((x,A), (y,B)) :=

Pη
n+1(x, y)KPη

n+1
(A,B)∑

z∈A Pη
n+1(z, y)

, ∀(x,A), (y,B) ∈ DF.

Let ((Xn, Sn) : n ≥ 0) be a Markov chain with initial state (x, {x}) ∈ DF and transition kernel

P̂η
n+1 from time n to n+ 1. This coupling, denoted by P̂η, has the following properties:

• The marginal distribution of P̂η on the first component gives the law of the chain (Xn : n ≥
0) with transition kernel {Pη

n+1 : n ≥ 0}.
• The marginal distribution of P̂η on the second component gives the law of the chain (Sn :

n ≥ 0) with transition kernel {K̂Pn+1 : n ≥ 0}.
• For each y ∈ Sn, we have

P̂η(Xn = y | S0, S1, . . . , Sn) = |Sn|−1. (3.2)
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See Theorem 17.23 in [40] for a proof of these properties.
We denote by P̂η the probability measure arising from the Diaconis-Fill coupling with initial

state (0, {0}) (where we assume 0 ∈ V and it is the origin when V = Zd) and the whole evolution
of the environment given by η. We use P̂ to denote the averaged probability measure with respect
to η when the initial bond configuration is given by πp. Furthermore, let P be the probability

measure of the environment when the initial environment is πp. We write Êη, Ê, and E for the
corresponding expectations.

For each subgraph H of G and S ⊂ V , we denote by ∂HS the edge boundary of S in H, i.e.,
the set of edges in E(H) with one endpoint in S and the other endpoint in V \S. We will also view
ηt as a subgraph of G with vertex set V . We now recall an important property about evolving sets
from [29].

Lemma 3.1 (Lemma 4.1 of [29]). Consider the random walk on dynamical percolation on Zd. For
each fixed environment η, we have

Êη
[
|Sn+1|−1/2

∣∣∣ Sn

]
≤

(
1− Φ2

Sn
/6
)
|Sn|−1/2, ∀n ∈ N ∪ {0}, (3.3)

where

ΦSn :=
1

|Sn|
∑
x∈Sn

∑
y∈Sc

n

P̂η (Xn+1 = y|Xn = x) , (3.4)

and it satisfies

ΦSn ≥
1

2de |Sn|

∫ n+1

n
|∂ηtSn| dt. (3.5)

3.2. Good and excellent times. Let θ(p) be the percolation probability on Zd, i.e., the proba-
bility that the origin 0 belongs to an infinite cluster. For p > pc(Zd) and each t ≥ 0, let Ct denote
the infinite cluster of the dynamical percolation process ηt. For every m ∈ N, we say the time m is
good if

|Sm ∩ Cm| ≥
1

2
θ(p)|Sm|. (3.6)

A good time m is said to be excellent if the following inequality holds at time m:∫ m+1

m
|∂ηtSm| dt :=

∑
x∈Sm

∑
y∈Sc

m

∫ m+1

m
ηt(x, y) dt ≥

1

2
|∂ηmSm|. (3.7)

We will prove that with positive probability, a positive fraction of the time within every fixed time
interval is excellent (and thus also good). To begin, we state and prove a simple yet useful lemma.

Lemma 3.2. Suppose Y is a random variable satisfying Y ≤ c and E[Y ] ≥ c1 for some c, c1 ∈
(0,∞). Then

P
(
Y >

c1
2

)
≥ c1

2c
. (3.8)

Proof. Note that

c1 ≤ E[Y ] = E [Y 1{Y > c1/2}] + E [Y 1{Y ≤ c1/2}] ≤ cP (Y > c1/2) + c1/2,

which immediately yields the lemma. □
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Lemma 3.3. In the setting of Theorem 1.5, we have that

P̂ (m is good) ≥ θ(p)

2
, ∀m ∈ N, (3.9)

P̂
(
# of good times in [k, l) >

θ(p)

4
(l − k)

)
≥ θ(p)

4
, ∀1 ≤ k < l ∈ N. (3.10)

Proof. Let Ym := |Sm ∩ Cm|/|Sm|. It is clear that |Ym| ≤ 1. Using (3.2), we obtain that

Ê [Ym] = Ê
[
|Sm ∩ Cm|
|Sm|

]
= Ê

[∑
x∈Sm

1{x ∈ Cm}
|Sm|

]
=

∫
Êη

[∑
x∈Sm

1{x ∈ Cm}
|Sm|

]
P( dη)

=

∫
Êη

[
Êη

[∑
x∈Sm

1{x ∈ Cm}
|Sm|

∣∣∣∣Sm

]]
P(dη)

=

∫
Êη

[
Êη [Xm ∈ Cm|Sm]

]
P(dη)

=

∫
Êη [Xm ∈ Cm]P(dη) = P̂ (Xm ∈ Cm) = θ(p),

where the last equality follows from the stationarity of the environment seen from the particle.
(See [29, Lemma 2.5] for a proof of this fact in a more general setting.) This completes the proof
of (3.9) by applying Lemma 3.2:

P̂ (m is good) = P̂
(
Ym ≥

θ(p)

2

)
≥ θ(p)

2
.

As a consequence of (3.9), we have

Ê [# of good times in [k, l)] ≥ θ(p)

2
(l − k).

This completes the proof of (3.10) by another application of Lemma 3.2. □

Lemma 3.4. In the setting of Theorem 1.5, we have that

P̂
(
# of excellent times in [k, l) >

θ(p)

8
(l − k)

)
≥ θ(p)

8
, ∀1 ≤ k < l ∈ N. (3.11)

Proof. Let P̂η0 denote the probability measure arising from the Diaconis-Fill coupling with initial
state (0, {0}) when the initial bond configuration of the environment is η0. Note that this is different

from the quenched measure P̂η. Let Fn be the σ-algebra generated by the walk Xt, the environment
ηt, and the evolving set St up to time n. For each m ∈ [k, l)∩Z, on the event {m is good}, we have

P̂η0 (m is excellent |Fm)

≥ P̂η0 (at least half of the open edges in ∂ηmSm do not refresh during [m,m+ 1]|Fm) .
(3.12)

For each edge e ∈ ∂ηmSm, it is clear that

P̂η0 (e does not refresh during [m,m+ 1]|Fm) = e−µ > 1/2 if µ ≤ 1/e. (3.13)

Hence, by the symmetry of the binomial distribution with success probability 1/2, we have that on
the event {m is good},

P̂η0 (m is excellent |Fm) ≥ 1/2. (3.14)
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Therefore,

P̂ (m is excellent) =

∫
P̂η0 (m is excellent)πp( dη0) =

∫
Êη0

[
P̂η0 (m is excellent|Fm)

]
πp( dη0)

≥ 1

2

∫
P̂η0(m is good)πp( dη0) =

1

2
P̂(m is good) ≥ θ(p)

4
,

where we used (3.9) in the last inequality. Then, as in the proof of (3.10), the inequatlity (3.11)
follows from another application of Lemma 3.2. □

Lemma 3.5. In the setting of Theorem 1.5, for all 1 ≤ k < l ∈ N, we have that

P
({

η : P̂η

(
# of excellent times in [k, l) >

θ(p)

8
(l − k)

)
>

θ(p)

16

})
≥ θ(p)

16
. (3.15)

Proof. Define

Y (η) := P̂η

(
# of excellent times in [k, l) >

θ(p)

8
(l − k)

)
.

Clearly, Y ≤ 1, and by Lemma 3.4, we have

E(Y ) =

∫
Y (η)P( dη) = P̂

(
# of excellent times in [k, l) >

θ(p)

8
(l − k)

)
≥ θ(p)

8
.

The lemma then follows by applying Lemma 3.2. □

We will need the following result about isoperimetric profile by Pete [48].

Theorem 3.6 (Theorem 1.2 of [48]). Fix d ≥ 2 and p > pc(Zd). There exist constants α =
α(d, p) ∈ (0,∞) and C = C(d, p) ∈ (0,∞) such that for the infinite cluster C , we have that for
each M ∈ N,

P
(
∀S ⊂ C with 0 ∈ S, S connected,M ≤ |S| <∞, we have

|∂CS|
|S|1−1/d

≥ α

)
≥ 1−exp

(
−CM1−1/d

)
.

A consequence of this theorem is the following corollary.

Corollary 3.7. Fix d ≥ 2, p > pc(Zd), and c ∈ (0,∞). There exists α = α(d, p, c) ∈ (0, 1] such
that for all sufficiently large n, we have

P
(
∀S ⊂ C ∩Bn2 with |S| ≥ θ(p)(log n)3d

2
, we have

|∂CS|
|S|1−1/d

≥ α

)
≥ 1− 1

nc
.

Proof. If 0 ∈ S and S is connected, Theorem 3.6 implies that

P
(
∀S ⊂ C ∩Bn2 with 0 ∈ S, S connected, |S| ≥ θ(p)(log n)3d

2
, we have

|∂CS|
|S|1−1/d

≥ α

)
≥ 1− exp

(
−C1(log n)

3
)
. (3.16)

Now, assume that 0 ∈ S ⊂ C ∩ Bn2 , S is disconnected, and |S| ≥ θ(p)(log n)3d/2. Let S =
S1 ∪ · · · ∪ Sk be the decomposition of S into connected components. Let A be the event

A :=

{
∀S̃ ⊂ C ∩Bn2 with S̃ connected, |S̃| ≥

(
θ(p)

2

)1/d

(log n)3, we have
|∂C S̃|
|S̃|1−1/d

≥ α

}
.
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Then, applying Theorem 3.6 and using a union bound over x ∈ Bn2 , we obtain that

P(A) ≥ 1− exp
(
−C2(log n)

3/2
)
. (3.17)

We call Si big if |Si| ≥ (θ(p)/2)1/d(log n)3; otherwise, we call Si small.

Case I:
∑

i:Si small |Si| > |S|/2. If Si is small, then |Si| < |S|1/d since we assume |S|1/d ≥
(θ(p)/2)1/d(log n)3. Therefore, we have

#{i : Si small} ≥ |S|
1−1/d

2
,

which implies that

|∂CS| =
k∑

i=1

|∂CSi| ≥
∑

i:Si small

|∂CSi| ≥
∑

i:Si small

1 ≥ |S|
1−1/d

2
.

Case II:
∑

i:Si big |Si| ≥ |S|/2. Conditioning on the event A, for each big Si, we have |∂CSi| >
α|Si|1−1/d. Therefore,

|∂CS| =
k∑

i=1

|∂CSi| ≥
∑

i:Si big

|∂CSi| ≥ α|S|−1/d
∑

i:Si big

|Si| ≥
α|S|1−1/d

2
.

Combining (3.16), (3.17), and the above Cases I and II, we obtain that

P
(
∀S ⊂ C ∩Bn2 with 0 ∈ S, |S| ≥ θ(p)(log n)3d

2
, we have

|∂CS|
|S|1−1/d

≥ α

2

)
≥ 1− exp

(
−C3(log n)

3/2
)
.

The Corollary then follows by a union bound over all x ∈ Bn2 . □

We choose S ⊂ Bn2 in Corollary 3.7 because the evolving set St for all t ∈ [1, λn] (for some fixed
λ) belongs to Bn2 with high probability.

Lemma 3.8. Fix λ ∈ (0,∞) and the environment η. There exists a constant C = C(λ) ∈ (0,∞),
independent of η, such that

P̂η

⌈λn⌉⋂
k=0

{Sk ⊂ Bn2}

 ≥ 1− C exp[−n2], ∀n ∈ N.

Proof. It is clear that

P̂η(Xk /∈ Bn2) ≤ P(Poisson(k) > n2) ≤
(
ek

n2

)n2

e−k, ∀k ∈ [0, λn],

where Poisson(k) is a Poisson random variable with parameter k, and the last inequality follows
from its tail probabilities. By (3.2), we have

P̂η(Xk /∈ Bn2 |Sk ̸⊂ Bn2) =
|Sk ∩Bc

n2 |
|Sk|

=
|Sk ∩Bc

n2 |
|Sk ∩Bc

n2 |+ |Sk ∩Bn2 |
≥ 1

(2n2 + 1)d + 1
.
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Therefore, we have

P̂η(Sk ̸⊂ Bn2) =
P̂η(Xk ̸⊂ Bn2 , Sk ̸⊂ Bn2)

P̂η(Xk ̸⊂ Bn2 |Sk ̸⊂ Bn2)
≤ [(2n2 + 1)d + 1]

(
ek

n2

)n2

e−k.

Consequently,

P̂η

⌈λn⌉⋃
k=0

{Sk ̸⊂ Bn2}

 ≤ ⌈λn⌉∑
k=0

P̂η (Sk ̸⊂ Bn2) ≤ [(2n2 + 1)d + 1]

(
e
λ+ n−1

n

)n2

1

1− e−1
,

which completes the proof of the lemma. □

Let t(n) := ⌈8n/θ(p)⌉, we call η an (α, n)-good environment if the following two conditions hold:

(1) for each m ∈ [1, t(n)] ∩ Z and each S ⊂ Cm ∩ Bn2 with |S| ≥ θ(p)(log n)3d/2, we have

|∂CmS| ≥ α|S|1−1/d;
(2) we have

P̂η (# of excellent times in [1, t(n)] > n) >
θ(p)

16
.

The next lemma says that an (α, n)-good environment happens with positive probability.

Lemma 3.9. For the α defined in Corollary 3.7, there exists N0 ∈ N such that for all n ≥ N0,

P (η is (α, n)-good) ≥ θ(p)

32
.

Proof. This follows directly from Lemma 3.5 and Corollary 3.7. □

Fix an environment η. Let τ0 := 0 and τk+1 be the first excellent time after time τk for each
k ∈ N. Define

Tn := inf{k ∈ N : Sk ̸⊂ Bn2}. (3.18)

Note that in the definitions of τi and Tn, we have suppressed the dependence on η. The following
lemma deals with the drift of |St|−1/2 in an (α, n)-good environment.

Lemma 3.10. Let η be an (α, n)-good environment. Then, for each 1 ≤ i < n, we have

Êη
[
|Sτi+1 |−1/21{t(n) ∧ Tn > τi+1}

∣∣Fτi

]
≤ |Sτi |−1/21{t(n) ∧ Tn > τi}

(
1− ϕ2(|Sτi |)

)
, (3.19)

where Ft is the σ-algebra generated by the evolving set up to time t, and ϕ is a function defined as

ϕ(r) :=


cr−1/d, r ≥ (log n)3d

2

c(log n)−3d, (log n)3d ≤ r < (log n)3d
2

c/r, 1 ≤ r < (log n)3d
(3.20)

for some constant c = c(d, p) ∈ (0,∞).

Proof. Since τi is a stopping time, we have {t(n) ∧ Tn > τi} ∈ Fτi . Thus,

Êη
[
|Sτi+1 |−1/21{t(n) ∧ Tn > τi+1}

∣∣Fτi

]
≤ Êη

[
|Sτi+1 |−1/21{t(n) ∧ Tn > τi}

∣∣Fτi

]
= 1{t(n) ∧ Tn > τi}Êη

[
|Sτi+1 |−1/2

∣∣Fτi

]
,

(3.21)
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where we use the convention S∞ = Zd. Lemma 3.1 implies that |Sk|−1/2 is a Fk-supermartingale,
so we have that for each 1 ≤ i < n,

1{t(n) > τi}Êη
[
|Sτi+1 |−1/2

∣∣Fτi

]
≤ 1{t(n) > τi}Êη

[
|S1+τi |−1/2

∣∣Fτi

]
. (3.22)

Using the Markov property, we can write that

1{t(n) > τi}Êη
[
|S1+τi |−1/2

∣∣Fτi

]
=

∑
1≤m<t(n),S

Êη
[
|Sm+1|−1/2

∣∣τi = m,Sm = S
]
1{τi = m,Sm = S}. (3.23)

Note that {τi = m} ∈ Fm and Sm+1 only depends on Sm and the outcome of the independent
uniform random variable Um+1. Hence,

Êη
[
|Sm+1|−1/2

∣∣τi = m,Sm = S
]
= Êη

[
|Sm+1|−1/2

∣∣Sm = S
]
, ∀m ∈ N, finite S ⊂ Zd. (3.24)

Now, Lemma 3.1 gives that

Êη
[
|Sm+1|−1/2

∣∣Sm

]
≤

(
1− Φ2

Sm
/6
)
|Sm|−1/2, (3.25)

where

ΦSm ≥
1

2de |Sm|

∫ m+1

m
|∂ηtSm| dt.

Combining (3.21)–(3.25), we get

Êη
[
|Sτi+1 |−1/21{t(n) ∧ Tn > τi+1}

∣∣Fτi

]
≤ 1{t(n) ∧ Tn > τi}

∑
1≤m<t(n),S

1{τi = m,Sm = S}
(
1− Φ2

Sm
/6
)
|Sm|−1/2.

(3.26)

Since m is an excellent time, we have

ΦSm ≥
1

4de

|∂ηmSm|
|Sm|

, |Sm ∩ Cm| ≥
θ(p)

2
|Sm|. (3.27)

Using |∂ηmSm| ≥ |∂CmSm| = |∂Cm(Sm ∩ Cm)|, we get

ΦSm ≥
1

4de

|∂Cm(Sm ∩ Cm)|
|Sm|

. (3.28)

There are two cases.

Case I. If 1 ≤ |Sm| < (log n)3d, the second inequality in (3.27) and (3.28) imply that

ΦSm ≥
1

4de

1

|Sm|
. (3.29)

Case II. If |Sm| ≥ (log n)3d, the second inequality in (3.27) implies that |Sm∩Cm| ≥ θ(p)(log n)3d/2.
Since m ≤ t(n)∧Tn, by the definition of (α, n)-good environment, (3.27) and (3.28) together imply
that

ΦSm ≥
1

4de

α|Sm ∩ Cm|1−1/d

|Sm|
≥ α

4de

(
θ(p)

2

)1−1/d

|Sm|−1/d =: c1|Sm|−1/d. (3.30)
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Substituting (3.29) and (3.30) into (3.26), we get

Êη
[
|Sτi+1 |−1/21{t(n) ∧ Tn > τi+1

∣∣Fτi}
]
≤ |Sτi |−1/21{t(n) ∧ Tn > τi}

(
1− ϕ̃2(|Sτi |)

)
,

where

ϕ̃(r) :=

{
c1r

−1/d, r ≥ (log n)3d,

c2/r, 1 ≤ r < (log n)3d.
(3.31)

This completes the proof of the lemma by taking c := min{c1, c2} and using the trivial bound

−r−1/d ≤ −(log n)−3d for (log n)3d ≤ r < (log n)3d
2
. □

3.3. Proof of Theorem 1.5. The following Proposition says that for an (α, n)-good environment,

the size of the evolving set at time n is at least c1n
d/2 with positive probability.

Proposition 3.11. Fix d ≥ 2, p > pc(Zd), and α from Corollary 3.7. There exist constants
c1 ∈ (0,∞), c2 ∈ (0, 1), and N0 ∈ N such that for every n ≥ N0 and (α, n)-good environment η, we
have

P̂η
(
|Sn| > c1n

d/2
)
> c2. (3.32)

Proof. Define

Yi := |Sτi |−1/21{t(n) ∧ Tn > τi}, i = 1, 2, . . . , n,

and f0 with ϕ defined in (3.20)

f0(z) :=

{
ϕ2(z−2), z ∈ (0, 1],

0, z = 0.

Suppose η is an (α, n)-good environment. Lemma 3.10 gives that

Êη[Yi+1|Yi] ≤ Yi(1− f0(Yi)), i = 1, . . . , n.

Note that Yi ≤ 1 for each i, and f0 is increasing since ϕ is decreasing. Then, Lemma 11 (iii) of [42]
implies that

if k ≥
∫ 1

δ

1

zf(z)
dz for some δ > 0, then Êη[Yk] ≤ δ, where f(z) :=

1

2
f0(z/2). (3.33)

A change of variables gives that ∫ 1

δ

1

zf(z)
dz =

∫ 4δ−2

4

1

rϕ2(r)
dr.

Plugging in the function ϕ defined in Lemma 3.10, we see that there exist constants c0 ∈ (0,∞)

and N0 ∈ N such that for δ := c0/n
d/4, we have∫ 1

δ

1

zf(z)
dz ≤ n, ∀n ≥ N0.

Therefore, using (3.33), we obtain that for every n ≥ N0 and (α, n)-good environment η,

Êη
[
|Sτn |−1/21{t(n) ∧ Tn > τn}

]
≤ c0

nd/4
.

Next, there exists N1 ∈ N such that for every n ≥ N1 and (α, n)-good environment η,

P̂η

(
|Sk|−1/2 ≥ 32

θ(p)

c0

nd/4
for each k ≤ t(n)

)
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≤ P̂η

(
|Sτn |−1/21{t(n) ∧ Tn > τn} ≥

32

θ(p)

c0

nd/4

)
+ P̂η(t(n) ∧ Tn ≤ τn)

≤ θ(p)

32
+ P̂η(t(n) ≤ τn) + P̂η(Tn ≤ tn)

<
θ(p)

32
+ 1− θ(p)

16
+ C(8/θ(p))e−n2

< 1− θ(p)

64
,

where we used Markov’s inequality in the second inequality, the definition of (α, n)-good environ-
ment and Lemma 3.8 in the third inequality, and we have chosen N1 so that the last inequality
holds. To summarize, we have just proved that for every n ≥ N1 and (α, n)-good environment η,

P̂η

(
|Sk|−1/2 <

32

θ(p)

c0

nd/4
for some k ≤ t(n)

)
>

θ(p)

64
. (3.34)

By Lemma 3.1, |Sk|−1/2 is a nonnegative supermartingale. So Dubins’ inequality implies that

P̂η

(
|Sk|−1/2 <

32

θ(p)

c0

nd/4
for some k ≤ t(n), |Sl|−1/2 ≥ 642

θ2(p)

c0

nd/4
for some l > t(n)

)
≤ θ(p)

128
.

(3.35)

Combining the above two inequalities (3.34) and (3.35), we obtain that

P̂η

(
|Sk|−1/2 ≥ 642

θ2(p)

c0

nd/4
for some k > t(n)

)
≤ P̂η

(
|Sk|−1/2 ≥ 32

θ(p)

c0

nd/4
for each k ≤ t(n)

)
+ P̂η

(
|Sk|−1/2 <

32

θ(p)

c0

nd/4
for some k ≤ t(n), |Sl|−1/2 ≥ 642

θ2(p)

c0

nd/4
for some l > t(n)

)
< 1− θ(p)

64
+

θ(p)

128
= 1− θ(p)

128
.

Therefore, we conclude that for every n ≥ N1 and (α, n)-good environment η,

P̂η

(
|Sk|−1/2 <

642

θ2(p)

c0

nd/4
for each k > t(n)

)
>

θ(p)

128
, (3.36)

which finishes the proof of the proposition. □

Finally, we are ready to prove Theorem 1.5.

Proof of Theorem 1.5. By (3.2), we have that

P̂η
(
Xn ∈ Bc3n1/2

∣∣ |Sn| > c1n
d/2

)
≤
|Bc3n1/2 |
c1nd/2

<
c2
2
, ∀n ≥ N2,

where c1, c2 are the constants from Proposition 3.11, and we have chosen c3 ∈ (0,∞) and N2 ∈ N
such that the last inequality hold for all n ≥ N2. Combining this with Proposition 3.11, we get
that for each n ≥ max{N0, N2} and (α, n)-good environment η (with α from Corollary 3.7),

P̂η
(
Xn ∈ Bc3n1/2

)
≤ P̂η

(
Xn ∈ Bc3n1/2

∣∣ |Sn| > c1n
d/2

)
+ P̂η

(
|Sn| ≤ c1n

d/2
)
< 1− c2

2
. (3.37)
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Hence, for such (α, n)-good environment η, we have

Êη
[
dist2(0, Xn)

]
≥ c2c

2
3n/2. (3.38)

Now, we apply Lemma 3.9 to deduce that

Ê
[
dist2(0, Xn)

]
=

∫
Êη

[
dist2(0, Xn)

]
P( dη) (3.39)

≥
∫
{η is (α,n)-good}

Êη
[
dist2(0, Xn)

]
P( dη)

≥ c2c
2
3θ(p)n/64, ∀n ≥ max{N0, N2}.

The diffusion constant defined in (1.5), combined with (3.39), implies the existence of a constant
c = c(d, p) ∈ (0,∞) such that

σ2(d, p, µ) ≥ c, ∀µ ∈ (0, 1/e]. (3.40)

By (2.29), we have that

Ê
[
dist2(0, Xks)

]
ks

≤ C1
Ê
[
dist2(0, Xs)

]
s

, ∀k ∈ N, s > 0. (3.41)

(Note that this inequality implicitly implies that C1 ≥ 1.) Suppose that it were the case that

inf
t>0

Ê
[
dist2(0, Xt)

]
t

<
c

2C1
.

Then, we can find t0 > 0 such that

Ê
[
dist2(0, Xt0))

]
t0

<
c

2C1
.

Combining this inequality with (3.41), we get

σ2(d, p, µ) ≤ c

2
,

which contradicts (3.40). Therefore, we must have

inf
t>0

Ê
[
dist2(0, Xt)

]
t

≥ c

2C1
, ∀µ ∈ (0, 1/e],

which completes the proof of the theorem. □
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22(4):425–487, 1986.

[35] H. Kesten. Scaling relations for 2d-percolation. Comm. Math. Phys., 109(1):109–156, 1987.
[36] G. Kozma and A. Nachmias. The Alexander-Orbach conjecture holds in high dimensions. Invent. Math.,

178(3):635–654, 2009.
[37] G. Kozma and A. Nachmias. Arm exponents in high dimensional percolation. J. Amer. Math. Soc., 24(2):375–

409, 2011.
[38] G. F. Lawler, O. Schramm, and W. Werner. One-arm exponent for critical 2D percolation. Electron. J. Probab.,

7:no. 2, 13, 2002.
[39] A. Lelli and A. Stauffer. Mixing time of random walk on dynamical random cluster. Probab. Theory Related

Fields, 189(3-4):981–1043, 2024.
[40] D. A. Levin and Y. Peres. Markov chains and mixing times. American Mathematical Society, Providence, RI,

second edition, 2017.
[41] R. Lyons and Y. Peres. Probability on trees and networks, volume 42 of Cambridge Series in Statistical and

Probabilistic Mathematics. Cambridge University Press, New York, 2016.
[42] B. Morris and Y. Peres. Evolving sets, mixing and heat kernel bounds. Probab. Theory Related Fields, 133(2):245–

266, 2005.
[43] A. Naor, Y. Peres, O. Schramm, and S. Sheffield. Markov chains in smooth Banach spaces and Gromov-hyperbolic

metric spaces. Duke Math. J., 134(1):165–197, 2006.
[44] P. Nolin. Near-critical percolation in two dimensions. Electron. J. Probab., 13:no. 55, 1562–1623, 2008.
[45] Y. Peres, P. Sousi, and J. E. Steif. Quenched exit times for random walk on dynamical percolation. Markov

Process. Related Fields, 24(5):715–731, 2018.
[46] Y. Peres, P. Sousi, and J. E. Steif. Mixing time for random walk on supercritical dynamical percolation. Probab.

Theory Related Fields, 176(3-4):809–849, 2020.
[47] Y. Peres, A. Stauffer, and J. E. Steif. Random walks on dynamical percolation: mixing times, mean squared

displacement and hitting times. Probab. Theory Related Fields, 162(3-4):487–530, 2015.
[48] G. Pete. A note on percolation on Zd: isoperimetric profile via exponential cluster repulsion. Electron. Commun.

Probab., 13:377–392, 2008.
[49] R. Peyre. A probabilistic approach to Carne’s bound. Potential Anal., 29(1):17–36, 2008.
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